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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This document reports the findings from Phase 4 of an Australian Research Council (ARC) funded study (LP140100540) 
entitled, ‘Improving wellbeing through student participation at school. 

The research involved a partnership between the Centre for Children and Young People at Southern Cross University 
and the NSW Department of Education (DoE), the Catholic Schools Office, Lismore (CSO), Office of the NSW Advocate for 
Children & Young People, and the University of Central Lancashire.

The study utilised a mixed method approach to advance scholarship and evidence in the fields of education, children’s 
rights and child wellbeing. The research aimed to strengthen knowledge, policy and practice concerning student partic-
ipation at school by identifying whether and how such participation improves students’ social and emotional wellbeing.  

Phase 4 of the research involved the collection and analysis of quantitative survey data across 16 schools in New South 
Wales, Australia between July 2016 – December 2016. Phase 4 was conducted in order to answer research questions 3 
and 4 of the project:

RQ3: To what extent is participation at school associated with student wellbeing, and which specific elements of 
participation are core predictors of student wellbeing?

RQ4: Do Honneth’s (1995; 2001; 2004) modes of recognition mediate the relationship between participation and 
wellbeing?

Correspondingly, Phase 4 tested the extent to which participation at school was associated with student wellbeing, and 
which specific elements of participation were core predictors of student wellbeing. It also tested whether recognition 
mediated the relationship between participation and wellbeing. 

In total, 1435 secondary school students from Years 7-10 completed the survey. 

Phase 4: Measurement of Participation 

In Phase 4, six elements of participation were found, in support with Phase 3 results but using a much larger and differ-
ent sample of participants. These results across different phases of the study support the use of the Student Participa-
tion Scale across different samples.

The six elements of participation are:

1. Working Together 

2. Having Influence

3. Having Choice

4. Having a Say with Influential People

5. Voice about schooling

6. Voice about Activities 

The structure of the scale to measure participation did not vary across any demographic groups (gender, Year at school, 
Australian ATSI status, CALD status, disability status).

The Student Participation Scale was shown to be both reliable and valid. Convergent validity was supported by the 
results that found scores on the new participation scale were strongly and positively associated with greater student 
engagement, particularly with affective engagement (liking school) and cognitive engagement with school. The new 
scale also effectively detected differences between students who were known to have greater voice and influence at 
school (Student Representative Council (SRC) members) and non-SRC members.  
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Participation is positively associated with wellbeing at school:

A key result from the study was to provide quantitative evidence showing that greater student participation was strongly 
associated with greater student wellbeing. That is, students who reported having had more experiences at school with 
regard to working together, having a say, having voice, having choice and influence on decision making, also reported 
significantly greater wellbeing at school.  

Which elements of participation predict wellbeing? 

To aid schools in knowing which aspects of student participation to focus on to foster student wellbeing, the study 
investigated which elements of participation predicted wellbeing. Working Together, Having Influence, Having Choice 
and Having a Say with Influential People, all predicted wellbeing significantly. 

• Working Together was the strongest predictor of wellbeing, followed by Having Choice, Having Influence, and 
Having a Say with Influential People.  

• Interestingly, Voice about Schooling and Voice about Activities did not significantly predict wellbeing after 
holding the other factors constant, despite having moderate to strong individual correlations with wellbeing. 

Key implications for practice:

• The strongest link between the elements of participation and wellbeing was found between processes that 
foster students Working Together with their peers and teaching staff to seek and implement changes at school. 
This finding highlights the relational basis of participation, therefore schools wishing to implement or improve 
participation (and wellbeing) need to foster collaborative relationships with students and their peers, and 
between students and teachers. 

• The other significant predictors of wellbeing, that is, Having Choice, Having Influence, and Having a Say with 
Influential People emphasise the importance that students with have impact upon decisions that affect their 
learning and through dialogue with leaders in their schools, such as student leaders and school staff. 

• The non-significant results for Voice about Schooling and Voice about Activities imply that once students experience 
authentic participation in which their voice has impact and/or they have opportunities to make choices, then 
merely expressing their opinions without impact is not enough to improve wellbeing at school. Based on these 
results, it is clear that student impact and having choice are key avenues for improving student wellbeing. 

• The results also show that students’ year at school and disability status need to be taken into account when 
designing and implementing wellbeing policies and processes. Students in later years at school (i.e., Year 9 and 
Year 10) reported significantly lower levels of wellbeing at school than students from earlier years (Years 7 and 
8). Similarly, students with disability reported significantly lower wellbeing than their peers without disability. 
These findings were retained after taking into account the impact of participation at school on wellbeing and 
several other demographic characteristics such as gender, cultural and linguistic diversity, and Australian 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander status. 

Why is participation associated with wellbeing? 

In short, the results of the study showed that there are significant links between participation, wellbeing and recognition 
at school, although no causal relations can be supported as a longitudinal research design would be needed to establish 
causation. 

While the results found that recognition partially explained the relationship between student participation and wellbeing 
at school, the opposite was also found. That is, recognition also partially accounted for students with higher wellbeing 
reporting greater extent of participatory experiences. Thus, while providing participation experiences at school did 
appear to predict improved wellbeing, and there is support that this relationship is partially due to students’ increased 
experience of recognition, the opposite is also true. 
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The results also suggested that providing students with voice, choice and influential participatory experiences predicts 
their increased wellbeing scores partially through the process of students working together with peers and school staff, 
and further, that through working together, recognition is also increased, which then predicts improved wellbeing. That 
is, the following path was significant:

Voice/choice/influence  working together recognition wellbeing

Increased experiences of working together also directly predicted increased wellbeing. The results also suggest that 
although recognition is increased through working together, it is also directly increased through having voice, choice 
and influence. These voice, choice and influence elements of participation also had a direct relationship with wellbeing. 

Key implications for practice

• The study shows that the relations between student participation, wellbeing and recognition are all positively 
related, so that wherever a school may start, either by implementing programs that increase student 
participation, targeting improved student experiences of recognition, or by focussing on programs aimed at 
improving wellbeing, the outcomes are favourable for either of the other aspects, be it wellbeing, participation 
and/ or recognition.  

• The results also showed that wellbeing, participation and recognition may be predicted by demographic 
group membership, and that these groups may benefit from targeted focus when implementing participation, 
wellbeing and recognition programs and strategies in schools. Students in later years at school (Year 9 -10) and 
students with disability are groups to particularly be aware of. 

• The results suggest that the element of participation called Working Together, that is, students working 
collaboratively with peers and school staff, is a key facilitator of both improved recognition at school and 
wellbeing. Therefore, schools wishing to concurrently improve participatory experiences at school, recognition 
and wellbeing, should focus on building collaborative partnerships between students and other students, and 
with staff. Although the results support that student voice, choice and influence have a direct relationship with 
improved wellbeing, a key reason is that these experiences tend to involve collaboration and working together 
with peers and staff. 

• The results show that participation is a key facilitator of both recognition and wellbeing within schools, and 
schools wishing to improve student wellbeing will find developing student participation a key avenue to 
achieve this.    

How to measure and monitor student participation

• A major output of the research project is the Student Participation Scale (SPS), which is a freely available tool 
for schools to use to measure and monitor student participation. Using survey tools, such as the SPS, is a 
relatively quick and simple way to gather and attend to student views about their experience of participation, 
and is a useful way to gather student feedback.  

• The SPS is a reliable and valid 38-item questionnaire that measures the six elements of participation: Working 
Together, Voice about Schooling, Having a Say with Influential People, Voice about Activities, Having Influence, 
and Having Choice.  

• The SPS and instructions for administering the survey and scoring and interpreting the results are available 
from: bit.ly/ParticipationStudy
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1. INTRODUCTION
This document reports the findings from Phase 4 of an Australian Research Council (ARC) funded study (LP140100540) 
entitled, ‘Improving wellbeing through student participation at school.’ The overall research project aimed to 
systematically investigate how student participation at school is understood, experienced and practised in NSW schools. 
A key interest of the research is to improve knowledge about whether and how different approaches to participation 
at school improve student wellbeing. The research draws on Honneth’s ‘modes of recognition’ (1995; 2001; 2004) to 
explore the relationship between participation and wellbeing. 

The study utilised a mixed method approach to advance scholarship and evidence in the fields of education, children’s rights 
and child wellbeing. The research aimed to strengthen knowledge, policy and practice concerning student participation at 
school by identifying whether and how such participation improves students’ social and emotional wellbeing.  

The study was guided by the following research questions (RQs):

RQ1:  How is student participation currently articulated in NSW education policy in Australia? 

RQ2:  How do students, teachers, principals and policymakers understand participation? 
And how is it currently experienced by students and staff in NSW schools?

RQ3: To what extent is participation at school associated with student wellbeing, and which 
specific elements of participation are core predictors of student wellbeing?

RQ4: Do Honneth’s modes of recognition mediate the relationship between participation 
and wellbeing?

Investigation of RQs 2-4 took place in Government and Catholic secondary schools (Years 7-10 only) in metropolitan and 
regional1 areas of NSW. 

The research was undertaken over a 3 year period, covering four research phases, each of which closely aligns with the 
research questions above. 

Phase 1: 
Detailed policy analysis (RQ1) (Sept 2014 – July 2015)
This phase involved the critical analysis of local, state and national policies regarding student participation 
at school. 

Phase 2: 
Qualitative focus groups with students and interviews with school staff and educational policy stake-
holders (RQ2) (Nov 2014 - Jan 2016) 
This phase aimed to identify school staff and students’ understandings and experiences of participation at 
school, along with the enablers, barriers and key elements of participation in the school context. Phase 2 also 
included interviews with key leadership personnel involved in policy development or oversight in the NSW state 
government and Catholic education systems. The findings from Phases 1 and 2 were used to identify the key 
elements of participation to take forward into Phase 3.

1   Regional Australia is a term used to refer to the non-metropolitan areas of the nation – any area that lies beyond the major 
capital cities or their immediate surrounding suburbs. It is home to 32 per cent of the nation (Regional Australia Institute, 2017).
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Phase 3: 
Quantitative online survey development (Feb 2016 – June 2016) 
Phase 3 involved the development of an online questionnaire to measure the elements of participation, as well 
as to measure recognition and wellbeing. The development of the questionnaire served two purposes: (a) to 
measure participation via a large scale online survey in Phase 4 of this research project, and (b) to contribute to 
the development of a scale to measure participation in schools in the future. 

Phase 4: 
Quantitative online survey (RQ3 and RQ4) (July 2016 – Feb 2017) 
An online survey of secondary students in NSW was conducted using the survey developed in Phase 3. The survey 
aimed to test Research Questions 3 and 4. That is it tested the extent to which participation at school is associated 
with student wellbeing, and which specific elements of participation are core predictors of student wellbeing. It 
also tested whether recognition mediated the relationship between participation and wellbeing. 

This document reports on Phase 4 of the research, which involved the collection and analysis of quantitative survey 
data across 16 schools in New South Wales, Australia.

The research was led by the Centre for Children and Young People at Southern Cross University, in partnership with the 
NSW Department of Education (DoE), the Catholic Schools Office, Lismore (CSO), the Office of the NSW Advocate for 
Children & Young People, and researchers from the University of Sydney, Australian National University, Charles Sturt 
University (Port Macquarie) and the University of Central Lancashire, UK. 

The research team was assisted by an expert advisory group established to guide the project over the 4 Phases. The 
group includes 16 members – 4 representatives from the partner organisations (the NSW Department of Education, 
Lismore Catholic Schools’ Office and the Office of the NSW Advocate for Children and Young People), 2 school 
principals, 2 teachers, and 8 students from Years 7-9. The involvement of students in guiding the research is ethically 
and methodologically significant, as it endeavours to utilise their expertise while reflexively engaging with the strengths 
and complexities of implementing student participation in a meaningful and authentic way.  

In addition to the project advisory group, feedback on the survey content and format in Phases 3 and 4 of the project was 
also obtained from the NSW Advocate for Children and Young People’s Youth Advisory Council (YAC). The YAC consists 
of 12 children and young people aged between 12 and 24 from all over the state and are broadly representative of the 
diversity of young people living in NSW. 

This document reports on Phase 4 of the study. For the reports pertaining to the other phases of the research, along with 
short summaries of the results for schools, and a Good Practice Guide for expanding participation at school, along with 
the survey tool and manual for schools generated during this phase, please visit: bit.ly/ParticipationStudy
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2. METHOD
This research is multidisciplinary and used a rigorous mixed method approach to advance scholarship and evidence 
in the fields of education, child rights and child wellbeing. A pilot study to trial the content, format and mode of 
administration of the survey was conducted at the beginning of Phase 3. The pilot consisted of administering an early 
version of the survey at two schools, one Government school in a Metropolitan area and one Catholic school in a 
regional area, followed by focus groups with the students to gain feedback on the participatory process. Phase 3 of the 
study then focused upon reliability and validity testing of the scales within the survey and their refinement across two 
rounds, prior to the full survey being conducted in Phase 4. The procedure for Phase 4 was approved by Southern Cross 
University’s Human Research Ethics Committee (ECN-16-029), the NSW Department of Education (SERAP 2015147) and 
the relevant Catholic Schools ethics committees. 

2.1 PROCEDURE

SAMPLING AND RECRUITMENT

Schools involved in Phase 4 were drawn from a purposive sample with the aim of including a diverse range of 
government and Catholic schools. Diversity was sought in terms of school size, socioeconomic status, geographic and 
cultural characteristics, whether schools were single sex or co-educational and also differing or distinctive approaches 
to student participation. The various characteristics were identified via the ‘My Schools’ website (https://www.myschool.
edu.au/) and in consultation with the research partners. Diversity was important because low socioeconomic status, for 
instance, can be a barrier to young people’s sense of inclusion and meaningful participation in school (Black, Stokes, 
Turnbull & Levy, 2009).

Sixteen schools were involved in Phase 4 and these were sampled from the following four geographic areas in New 
South Wales: 

• Northern Coast, regional NSW: 5 Catholic schools and 3 Public schools

• Southern regional NSW: 1 Catholic school and 1 Public school

• Western inland regional NSW: 2 Catholic schools and 1 Public school

• Metropolitan suburbs, NSW: 1 Catholic school and 2 Public schools

The research partners from the NSW public schools system and Catholic School Office made initial contact with 
potential school principals by telephone. The research officer then followed-up with an email invitation (Appendix A). 
Once Principals had agreed to participate, a further email was sent to provide the instructions for the facilitation of 
the survey within the schools (Appendix B), and to provide pre-prepared parent (Appendix C) and student (Appendix 
D) letters of invitation and opt-out consent forms. Further emails and telephone calls were used to follow-up schools 
that had not initially responded. Five schools requested hard copies of the information letters for parents and students. 
Participating schools were also sent the summaries of the findings from Phases 2 and 3 of the project. 

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Teachers gave each child in the selected classes a parent information letter and ‘opt-out’ form to take home (see  Appendix C) 
and a student information letter and ‘opt-out’ form (see Appendix D). An ‘opt-out’ form was deemed suitable for the 
survey because the nature of the research and the survey content was not deemed to be high risk. Current literature 
advises that it can be difficult to retrieve parental consent forms for all students and advises that where permitted 
an ‘opt-out’ approach may be more ethically robust as it reduces sample bias in school settings, which is especially 
important when seeking to involve a socioeconomically diverse range of students (Jelsma, Burgess & Henley, 2012; Shaw 
et al., 2015). If neither the parent nor the student ‘opted-out’ then the student commenced the survey. However, they 
retained the right to stop at any point if they became uncomfortable or no longer wished to continue their participation 
for whatever reason. Those students who did not have parental consent, or who did not want to take part, did some of 
their own work on a computer / their device. All participation was anonymous and confidential.  
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PROCEDURE
Facilitating teachers received an instruction page (see Appendix B), which included a script for them to read to the 
students. This script introduced the project and the survey process to the class and included the link to the online 
survey. Participation then involved the students completing the survey (maximum 20 minutes) in a classroom setting 
via Qualtrics, an online platform that allowed each student privacy and anonymity.

ANALYSIS
The survey data were analysed using IBM SPSS version 20 and IBM AMOS version 20.

2.2 MATERIALS
The online survey for Phase 4 consisted of 91 items in total and one practice question for the Likert scale questions 
(see Appendix E for the full Phase 4 survey content). The survey measured demographic characteristics, wellbeing, 
recognition, the six elements of participation and engagement with school. The first and final pages of the online survey 
are depicted in Appendix F to provide the reader with an example of the survey appearance online. 

The first two sections of the survey used tick-box style response formats. 

• Demographic Items: There were five tick-box style items that asked about gender, age in years, language spoken 
at home, Indigenous identity, and disability status.    

• School items: There were six tick-box style items that asked about schooling features: current year at school; 
what year the student started at their school; whether their school has a Student Representative Council (SRC); 
membership of the SRC; whether their school has home/roll call rooms or groups; and whether the home room 
had a vertical or horizontal structure.     

All remaining items used a 5-point Likert style response format, where 1 represented Strongly Disagree, 2 represented 
Disagree, 3 represented Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4 represented Agree, and 5 represented Strongly Agree. Reliability 
and validity of the survey items are reported in subsequent sections of this report.  

Recognition
Recognition was measured using six items created for the purposes of this research: 

1. I feel very cared for by other people at my school

2. I am very caring toward everyone that I have contact with at my school

3. I feel very respected by other people at my school

4. I show respect to everyone that I have contact with at my school  

5. I feel my contributions are valued by other people at my school

6. I value other people’s contributions at my school very much 

Wellbeing
Wellbeing was measured using eight items:

1. Most days being at school makes me feel happy

2. When I’m at school I feel very satisfied with my life

3. When I’m at school I feel very safe from bullying

4. When I’m at school my mental health and wellbeing is great

5. When I’m at school I feel a strong sense of purpose in my life

6. I feel strongly connected to lots of people at my school

7. I feel strongly connected to my school as a place 

8. I feel like I really belong at my school
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Elements of Participation
The six elements of participation that were identified in Phase 3 of the research project were measured using 40 
items as follows: 

• Element 1: Having Influence

 o   Most of the time in the classroom...

1. My opinion is considered by teachers 

2. My opinion is listened to by teachers 

3. My opinion makes a difference and things change 

4. The teachers tell me how my opinion was used 

   o   Most of the time in school activities, such as sporting teams, clubs, excursions, camps, fundraising and socials

5. The teachers tell me how my opinion was used 

 o  At my school…

6. Staff take students opinions seriously 

7. Staff take notice of what students say to them

• Element 2: Voice about Schooling

o  At school, I usually get to say what I think about…

1. How my work is assessed

2. Classroom rules 

3. Homework 

4. How I am taught 

5. What I learn 

6. How students are disciplined 

7. How the classroom space is organised 

8. What happens in home rooms or roll call groups 

9. How the school supports students

• Element 3: Having Choice

o At my school I usually get a lot of choice about...

1. The type of school activities I do (such as sports, camps, socials, plays) 

2. How I present my school work (e.g., as an essay or poster) 

3. Who I sit near 

4. How much I get involved in school activities (such as sports, camps, socials, plays) 

5. How I look 

• Element 4: Voice about Activities

o  In school activities, such as sporting teams, clubs, excursions, camps, fundraising and socials, I usually get to 
say what I think about…

1. Which activities are offered

2. How often the activities happen

3. How the activities are organised
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• Element 5: Working Together

o At my school...

1. Students work with teachers outside of class time to make things happen at school

2. Students work together outside of class time to get things changed at school

3. Students usually make decisions with teachers  in meetings 

4. Students work with teachers to find a positive way forward

o In school activities such as sporting teams, clubs, excursions, camps, fundraising and socials ... 

5. Students sometimes contribute to the wider community (businesses, organisations, other schools etc.) 

6. My classmates and I often make decisions together 

7. My teachers and I often make decisions together 

o In the classroom...

8. My classmates and I often make decisions together about our learning 

9. My teachers and I often make decisions together about my learning 

• Element 6: Having a Say with Influential People at School 

o At school, I get the chance to say what I think ...

1. To the Deputy 

2. To the Principal

3. To the SRC and/or student leaders

4. In Year group or house meetings

5. To my teachers outside of class time (such as in the playground, or in the teacher’s office) 

o At my school...

6. My views inform the work of the SRC or school leaders 

7. The Principal or Deputy takes notice of what I say

Seven individual items from previous literature were included to check for convergent validity with the new measure of 
participation. These items were: 

• Overall at my school:

1. I feel like I have a say about what happens to me (Appleton, Christenson, Kim, & Reschly, 2006) 

2. Adults listen to the students (Appleton et al., 2006)

3. Students take part in making the rules (de Roiste, Kelly, Molcho, Aoife, Nic Gabhainn, 2012)

4. I am encouraged to express my views in my classes (de Roiste et al., 2012) 

5. Students get involved in organising school events (de Roiste et al., 2012)

6. Students mostly do group work (Covell, 2010)

7. Students decide what to work on (Covell, 2010)
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Engagement with school was measured using a pre-existing validated scale by Fredericks, Blumenfeld, Friedel 
and Paris (2005). This scale was added to the survey to provide an assessment of convergent validity of the Student 
Participation Scale, as improved engagement with school is often cited as one of the potential outcomes of increased 
participation. It was anticipated that the three sub-scales of engagement, that is, affective, cognitive and behavioural 
engagement would correlate positively and significantly with the elements of participation. Given that meaningful 
participation would be unlikely to be about maintaining the status quo and conformity to rules, the correlation between 
the elements of participation and behavioural engagement were expected to be not as strong as those for affective and 
cognitive engagement with school. 

•    Behavioural engagement

1. I follow the rules at school

2. I get in trouble at school (reversed)

3. When I’m in class I just act as if I am working (reversed)

4. I pay attention in class

5. I complete my work on time

•    Affective engagement

1. I like being at school

2. I feel excited by my work at school

3. My classroom is a fun place to be

4. I am interested in the work at school

5. I feel happy in school

6. I feel bored at school (reversed)

•    Cognitive engagement 

1. I check my school work for mistakes

2. I study at home even when I don’t have a test

3. I try to watch TV shows about things we do in school

4. When I read a book, I ask myself questions to make sure I understand what it is about

5. I read extra books to learn more about things we do in school

6. If I don’t know what a word means when I’m reading, I do something to figure it out

7. If I don’t understand what I read, I go back and read it over again

8. I talk with people outside of school about what I am learning in class

2.3 PARTICIPANTS
1481 participants started the survey, and 1435 completed it. The 46 cases who started the survey but didn’t finish it 
either had no responses provided or very few responses provided (i.e., demographic data only). On average, the survey 
took participants around 11 and a half minutes (M = 694.52 seconds, SD = 450.64 seconds). 

GENDER

Just over half (51.7%, n = 742) of the participants identified their gender as female, while 43.5% (n = 624) identified as 
male. Forty seven participants (n = 3.3%) responded ‘I describe my gender in a different way’, and 22 (1.5%) participants 
selected ‘I’d rather not say right now’. 
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AGE

Participants were aged between 11 and 17 years old. Table 1 shows that the frequency of participants’ age was fairly 
evenly spread between age 13 -15, with fewer students aged 12 and 16, and very few students aged 11 or 17 years.

Table 1: Frequency of Participant Ages in Years

AGE FREQUENCY PERCENT CUMULATIVE PERCENT

11 6 0.4 0.4

12 188 13.1 13.5

13 436 30.4 43.9

14 341 23.8 67.7

15 287 20.0 87.7

16 168 11.7 99.4

17 9 0.6 100

YEAR AT SCHOOL
Approximately 30 percent of participants were in each of Year 7 (n = 455, 31.7%) and Year 8 (n= 418, 29.1%), while 
approximately 20 percent of students were in each of Year 9 (n = 276, 19.2%) and Year 10 (n = 286, 19.9%). Over ninety 
percent (n= 1319, 91.9%) of participants started at their current school in Year 7, with only small proportions of students 
starting at Year 8 (n = 52, 3.6%), Year 9 (n = 32, 2.2%) and Year 10 (n = 32, 2.2%).

CULTURAL AND LINGUISTIC DIVERSITY (CALD)
The majority of participants spoke only English at home (n = 1205, 84%). However, n = 186 participants spoke English 
and another language, while n = 13 (0.9%) spoke another language only, and n = 31 (2.2%) selected ‘I’d rather not say 
right now’.  

AUSTRALIAN ABORIGINAL AND TORRES STRAIT ISLANDER STATUS
The majority of participants reported they did not identify as either an Australian Aboriginal or a Torres Strait Islander (n 
= 1225, 85.4%). One hundred and twenty three (8.6%) participants reported they were an Australian Aboriginal, 15 (1.0%) 
reported they were a Torres Strait Islander, and 11 (0.8%) participants said they were both an Australian Aboriginal and 
a Torres Strait Islander. Sixty one (4.3%) selected ‘I’d rather not say right now’.

DISABILITY STATUS
Most participants (n = 1098, 776.5%) said they did not have any form of disability (such as physical, intellectual, social, 
or learning disability, or a visual or hearing impairment). Ninety seven (6.8%) participants said they did have a disability, 
while 195 (13.6%) said they were ‘Not sure’, and 45 (3.1%) selected, ‘I’d rather not say right now’. 

STUDENT REPRESENTATIVE COUNCILS
The large majority of students (n = 1297, 90.4%) said that their school did have a Student Representative Council (SRC). 
Only 48 student said their school did not have an SRC (3.3%) and 90 (6.3%) said they were ‘Not sure’. One hundred and 
ten participants said they were members of their school’s SRC (n =110, 7.7% of the total sample and 8.5% of participants 
who said their school did have an SRC). 
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HOME ROOMS OR ROLL CALL ROOMS/ GROUPS

Almost all students (n= 1415. 98.6%) said their school had a home room or roll call room or group. Only 20 (1.4%) 
students said their school did not have such a room/group. The majority of students reported their home rooms/ roll 
call rooms/ groups have a horizontal structure with only students from their own year in their room/group (n = 1008, 
70.2% of those whose schools had such groups ). A smaller proportion of participants (n = 407, 28.4%) said their home 
rooms/ roll call groups had a vertical structure that included a mix of students from different school years.  

The survey results are presented and analysed in the following section.
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3. RESULTS

3.1 MEASUREMENT OF PARTICIPATION

Descriptive Statistics
The means and standard deviations for the 40 participation items are shown in Table 3.  

Normality
Visual inspection of quantile-quantile plots (Q-Q plots) showed the scores for all participation items were normally 
distributed (Howell, 2013).

EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS: STUDENT PARTICIPATION SCALE 
At the end of Phase 3 the Student Participation Scale was adjusted based on the Round 2 statistical results and 
consultation with the research team and project advisory group. The Phase 3 report provides details of these analyses 
and the changes to the scale.

In order to test the structure and reliability of the Student Participation Scale in Phase 4, the sample of N = 1434 was split 
randomly into two sub-samples, with one half of the sample used to conduct an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) on the 
40 items measuring ‘Participation at School’, and the other half used to run a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) on the 
same items. Maximum Likelihood (ML) method was used in EFA and CFA.  

Prior to performing EFA, the suitability of data for factor analysis was assessed. Inspection of the correlation matrix 
revealed that the majority of correlation coefficients were above .30, with many as high as .70 and the strongest 
correlation at .81 (between the items ‘What I learn’ and ‘How I am taught’). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value was .970, 
exceeding the recommended value of .6 (Kaiser, 1970). Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1954) reached statistical 
significance (p < .001). These results support the factorability of the correlation matrix. 

ML exploratory factor analysis revealed the presence of six factors with eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 45.83%, 6.39%, 
4.19%, 4.00%, 3.71% and 2.75% of the initial variance respectively,  and explaining a total of 61.11% of total variance after 
extraction. An inspection of Cattell’s (1966) scree plot revealed three potential breaks – at one factor, two or five factors (see 
Figure 1). The Monte Carlo Parallel Analysis procedure (Watkins, 2000) supported five factors (see Table 2). 

Figure 1. Scree plot for Student Participation Scale. N = 717.

SCREE PLOT
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Table 2: Comparison of Eigenvalues from Exploratory Factor Analysis and Parallel Analysis

FACTOR 
NUMBER INITIAL EIGENVALUE FROM EFA CRITERION VALUE FROM 

PARALLEL ANALYSIS DECISION

1 18.332 1.4867 Accept

2 2.555 1.4341 Accept

3 1.675 1.3857 Accept

4 1.600 1.3529 Accept

5 1.484 1.3244 Accept

6 1.099 1.2922 Reject

Note. Parallel analysis calculated using N = 717, 40 items and 100 replications (following Pallant, 2013, p. 200-201). 
Parallel analysis calculator: http://edpsychassociates.com/Watkins3.html 

Factor Extraction

Various extractions were analysed, including two, five and six extracted factors. Direct oblimin rotation procedures were 
used as it was anticipated that the factors would be correlated with each other. 

Two Factors 

When two factors were extracted they explained 49.92% of the total variance after extraction. There were 27 items load-
ing onto Factor 1, which explained 44.26% of variance after extraction. Factor 1 appeared to measure Having Choice, 
Having Influence and Working Together with students and teachers. The second factor had 12 items and explained 
5.67% of variance after extraction. The 12 items on Factor 2 appeared to measure Having Voice at school. One item 
‘choice about how I look’ did not load above .40 on either factor. As Factor 1 was much larger than Factor 2 and appeared 
to cover a broad array of concepts relating to student participation, the process of extracting more than two factors was 
explored so that a more refined analysis of the elements of participation might be observed.    

Five Factors

When five factors were extracted (explaining 58.2% of variance after extraction), there were no cross-loadings, however 
six items did not load onto any factors above .40. Five of these items pertained to having choices at school, thus indi-
cating that Having Choice may be another factor if six factors were extracted. The sixth item that did not load when five 
factors were extracted was ‘My views inform the work of the SRC or school leaders’. Based on these results, extraction of 
six factors was investigated. 

Six Factors

The most meaningful and clearest pattern matrix to interpret was when six factors were extracted, explaining 61.11% of 
total variance after extraction. Loadings above .40 were retained (see Table 3). There were no cross-loadings, and all but 
two items loaded above .40. The six factors were labelled as follows and after extraction explain the following amount 
of total variance:

1. Working Together (9 items): 44.51% of total variance 

2. Voice about Schooling (9 items): 5.53% of total variance 

3. Having a Say with Influential People (5 items): 3.24% of variance

4. Having Influence (7 items): 2.64% of variance

5. Voice about Activities (3 items): 2.45% of variance

6. Having Choice (5 items): 2.74% of variance   
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The two items that did not load above .40 were ‘My views inform the work of the SRC or school leaders’ and ‘The Principal or Dep-
uty takes notice of what I say’ (see bottom rows of Table 3 for loadings). As shown in Table 3, ‘The Principal or Deputy takes notice 
of what I say’ cross-loaded at -.36 and -.34 on ‘Having a Say with Influential People at school’ and ‘Having Influence’, respectively. 
Also, ‘My views inform the work of the SRC or school leaders’ did not load even moderately on any factors, with its highest loading 
being -.24. Both these items were discarded from the scale at this point.

Note that Working Together was by far the largest factor, followed by five smaller but distinct factors regarding students having 
voice in various aspects of school, having influence in decision making and having a say with people in decision-making power 
at school, and having choice. 

Table 3 shows the loadings of the 40 items onto the six factors. Note that only loadings above .40 are reported for the 38 items 
that loaded onto factors. 

Table 3: Exploratory Factor Analysis: Item Loadings onto the Six Factors of the Student Participation Scale with Item 
Means and SDs

 SCALE ITEM WORKING 
TOGETHER 

VOICE ABOUT 
SCHOOLING

HAVING A 
SAY WITH 
INFLUENTIAL 
PEOPLE 

VOICE 
ABOUT 
ACTIVITIES 

HAVING 
INFLUENCE 

HAVING 
CHOICE M SD

1 At my school: 
Students work 
with teachers 
outside of class 
time to make 
things happen at 
school

.735 2.99 1.04

2 At my school: 
Students work 
together outside 
of class time to get 
things changed at 
school

.723 2.89 1.02

3 At my school: 
Students work 
with teachers to 
find a positive way 
forward

.637 3.23 1.02

4 At my school: 
Students usually 
make decisions 
with teachers in 
meetings

.610 2.86 1.07

5 In school activities 
such as sporting 
teams, clubs, 
excursions, camps, 
fundraising 
and socials: My 
classmates and 
I often make 
decisions together 

.605 3.38 0.98

6 In the classroom: 
My classmates 
and I often make 
decisions together 
about our learning 

.558 3.17 1.07



18

 SCALE ITEM WORKING 
TOGETHER 

VOICE ABOUT 
SCHOOLING

HAVING A 
SAY WITH 
INFLUENTIAL 
PEOPLE 

VOICE 
ABOUT 
ACTIVITIES 

HAVING 
INFLUENCE 

HAVING 
CHOICE M SD

7 In school activities 
such as sporting 
teams, clubs, 
excursions, camps, 
fundraising and 
socials: Students 
sometimes 
contribute to the 
wider community 
(businesses, 
organisations, 
other schools 
etc…)

.545 3.26 0.96

8 In school activities 
such as sporting 
teams, clubs, 
excursions, camps, 
fundraising 
and socials: My 
teachers and 
I often make 
decisions together 

.518 2.94 1.01

9 In the classroom: 
My teachers and 
I often make 
decisions together 
about my learning  

.515 3.01 1.03

10 At school, I usually 
get to say what 
I think about: 
How my work is 
assessed

-.879 2.82 1.14

11 At school, I usually 
get to say what I 
think about: How I 
am taught

-.837 2.84 1.12

12 At school, I usually 
get to say what I 
think about: What 
I learn

-.828 2.89 1.12

13 At school, I usually 
get to say what 
I think about: 
Classroom rules

-.817 2.90 1.15

14 At school, I usually 
get to say what 
I think about: 
Homework

-.790 2.72 1.15

15 At school, I usually 
get to say what 
I think about: 
How students are 
disciplined

-.734 2.64 1.13

16 At school, I usually 
get to say what 
I think about: 
How the school 
supports students

-.668 2.90 1.11
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 SCALE ITEM WORKING 
TOGETHER 

VOICE ABOUT 
SCHOOLING

HAVING A 
SAY WITH 
INFLUENTIAL 
PEOPLE 

VOICE 
ABOUT 
ACTIVITIES 

HAVING 
INFLUENCE 

HAVING 
CHOICE M SD

17 At school, I usually 
get to say what I 
think about: What 
happens in home 
rooms or roll call 
groups

-.645 2.97 1.13

18 At school, I usually 
get to say what I 
think about: How 
the classroom 
space is organised

-.634 2.67 1.09

19 At school, I get 
the chance to say 
what I think…To 
the Deputy

-.948 2.97 1.10

20 At school, I get 
the chance to say 
what I think…To 
the Principal

-.861 2.86 1.14

21 At school, I get 
the chance to say 
what I think…To 
the SRC and/or 
student leaders

-.593 3.13 1.09

22 At school, I get 
the chance to 
say what I think: 
In year group or 
house meetings

-.575 3.07 1.08

23 At school, I get 
the chance to say 
what I think: To my 
teachers outside of 
class time (such as 
in the playground, 
or in the teacher’s 
office)

-.448 3.37 1.06

24 In school 
activities, such as 
sporting teams, 
clubs, excursions, 
camps, fundraising 
and socials, I 
usually get to say 
what I think about: 
How the activities 
are organised 

-.886 2.91 1.05

25 In school 
activities, such as 
sporting teams, 
clubs, excursions, 
camps, fundraising 
and socials, I 
usually get to say 
what I think about: 
Which activities 
are offered

-.764 3.04 1.06
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 SCALE ITEM WORKING 
TOGETHER 

VOICE ABOUT 
SCHOOLING

HAVING A 
SAY WITH 
INFLUENTIAL 
PEOPLE 

VOICE 
ABOUT 
ACTIVITIES 

HAVING 
INFLUENCE 

HAVING 
CHOICE M SD

26 In school 
activities, such as 
sporting teams, 
clubs, excursions, 
camps, fundraising 
and socials, I 
usually get to say 
what I think about: 
How often the 
activities happen

-.758 2.84 1.07

27 Most of the time 
in the classroom: 
My opinion is 
considered by 
teachers

-.889 3.28 1.00

28 Most of the time in 
the classroom: My 
opinion is listened 
to by teachers

-.848 3.36 1.05

29 Most of the time in 
the classroom: The 
teachers tell me 
how my opinion 
was used 

-.773 3.02 1.05

30 Most of the time 
in the classroom: 
My opinion makes 
a difference and 
things change

-.689 2.87 1.05

31 Most of the time in 
school activities, 
such as sporting 
teams, clubs, 
excursions, camps, 
fundraising, 
and socials: The 
teachers tell me 
how my opinion 
was used 

-.478 2.90 1.02

32 At my school: Staff 
take students’ 
opinions seriously

-.461 3.06 1.06

33 At my school: Staff 
take notice of 
what students say 
to them

-.448 3.28 1.03

34 At my school I 
usually get a lot 
of choice about: 
How much I get 
involved in school 
activities (such 
as sports, camps, 
socials, plays…)

.705 3.55 1.08
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 SCALE ITEM WORKING 
TOGETHER 

VOICE ABOUT 
SCHOOLING

HAVING A 
SAY WITH 
INFLUENTIAL 
PEOPLE 

VOICE 
ABOUT 
ACTIVITIES 

HAVING 
INFLUENCE 

HAVING 
CHOICE M SD

35 At my school I 
usually get a lot 
of choice about: 
The type of school 
activities I do 
(such as sports, 
camps, socials, 
plays…) 

.690 3.42 1.13

36 At my school I 
usually get a lot of 
choice about: Who 
I sit near

.531 3.44 1.07

37 At my school I 
usually get a lot 
of choice about: 
How I present my 
school work (e.g., 
as an essay or 
poster)

.427 3.37 1.07

38 At my school I 
usually get a lot of 
choice about: How 
I look

.401 2.99 1.24

Non-loading items
39 At my school: 

The Principal 
or Deputy takes 
notice of what I 
say

.075 -.099 -.361 -.011 -.337 -.078 2.81 1.05

40 At my school: My 
views inform the 
work of the SRC 
or school leaders

.245 .000 -.230 -.103 -.243 -.022 2.85 0.97

Correlations Between Participation Factors

As Table 4 shows, the correlations between the six factors ranged from moderate to strong, thus supporting the use of 
an oblique rotation method for correlated factors. Further analyses of the correlations between factors are reported in 
the section on Confirmatory Factor Analysis below. 

Table 4: Correlations Between the Six Factors of Participation

1 2 3 4 5 6
Working 
Together 

Voice about 
Schooling

Having a Say with 
Influential People 

Voice about 
Activities 

Having 
Influence

Having 
Choice

1 -- -.58 -.54 -.52 -.66 .45

2 -- .55 .66 .56 -.38

3 -- .50 .56 -.40

4 -- .45 -.37

5 -- -.45

6 --
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CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS: STUDENT PARTICIPATION SCALE

A Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of the measurement model of participation was conducted using IBM AMOS Ver-
sion 20 software and maximum likelihood estimation method with bootstrapped standard errors employed, using 1000 
replications. The original sample of N = 1434 was randomly split in half, with one half used to test the exploratory factor 
analysis (n = 717) and the second half used to test the CFA (n = 717). 

Model 1

Model 1 tested the six participation factors identified in the EFA above, with the items that loaded onto them at .40 or 
higher. The two items that did not load above .40 in the EFA were discarded from the CFA. These items were: ‘At my 
school: The Principal or Deputy takes notice of what I say’ and ‘At my school: My views inform the work of the SRC or 
school leaders’. Thus, in Model 1 there were six factors with 38 survey items. All factors were allowed to covary based on 
the correlation results between factors in the EFA.  

As shown in Table 5, the model fit indices showed mixed results for Model 1. The chi-square (χ2) value for Model 1 was 
very large and significant at p < .001, indicating a poor fit of the data to the model. When the chi-square statistic equals 
zero the model fits the data perfectly, indicating that the predicted correlations and covariances equal their observed 
counterparts (Kline, 2005). As the value of chi-square increases the fit of the model becomes increasingly worse. As such, 
chi-square is an indicator of “badness of fit”, because the higher the value the worse the model’s correspondence to the 
data (Kline, 2005, p.135). However, chi-square is impacted by sample size, such that when the sample size is large the 
value of the chi-square may lead to rejection of the model even though differences between observed and predicted 
covariances are only small (Kline, 2005). Thus, with a large sample size of N = 717, the chi-square value is likely to be large 
and significant, and is thus not a good indicator of the fit of the model.       

Also shown in Table 5, the normed chi-square value (χ2/df), which was designed to reduce the sensitivity of the chi-
square value to sample size (Kline, 2005), exceeded all various guidelines regarding its acceptable value of 2, 3 or 5 
(Kline, 2005). Bollen (1989) noted that the normed chi-square does not completely correct for the influence of sample 
size, and as such it is pertinent to inspect a range of other, more sophisticated indices of model fit. 

The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) is a measure of the relative amount of variance and covariance in the sample data that 
is jointly explained by the hypothesised model (Byrne, 2001). The AGFI is similar to the GFI, except that it adjusts for 
the degrees of freedom in the specified model (Byrne, 2001). Values of both the GFI and AGFI range from 0 to 1.00, with 
values close to 1.00 indicating good fit. As can be seen in Table 5, the GFI is .842 in Model 1 and the AGFI is .820, indicating 
a fairly good fit of the data to the model.

The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) are incremental fit indices and also potentially range from 
0 to 1.00, with a cut-off of .95 indicating a good fit and values of .90 to .95 indicating reasonable fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 
As shown in Table 5, the CFI was below .921, and the TLI was .905, indicating reasonable fit. 

The Standardised Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) is based on differences (i.e., residuals) between the observed and 
predicted covariances (Kline, 2005). When residuals are zero the model has perfect fit. The index is standardised so that 
it is not reflective of varying scales used to measure observed variables. The SRMR is a measure of the mean absolute 
correlation residual, the overall differences between the observed and predicted correlations. Values of less than .10 
are considered favourable (Kline, 2005). As shown in Table 5, the SRMR was .0447, much less than the criterion of .10, 
indicating the model fits the data well.  

The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is a parsimony-adjusted index in that it includes an inbuilt 
adjustment for model complexity (Kline, 2005). A value of zero represents good fit, while higher values represent poorer 
fit. A rule of thumb is that RMSEA less than or equal to .05 indicates close approximate fit, values between .05 and .08 
represent reasonable error of approximation and values above .10 suggest poor fit (Brown & Cudek, 1993). The 90% 
confidence interval associated with RMSEA indicates the degree of uncertainty associated with the RMSEA value. In 
Table 5, the RMSEA value of .062 suggests reasonable fit (Brown & Cudek, 1993) and the narrow CI (.061 - .064) suggests 
excellent precision of this value. 
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In summary, the SRMR, CFI, TLI and RMSEA support reasonable to good model fit, while the other indices suggest some 
re-specification would be beneficial. 

Table 5: Model Fit Indices for the Measurement of the Six Elements of Student Participation 

Model χ2 df p χ2/df GFI AGFI CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA 90% CI for RMSEA

1 4281.34 650 .001 6.59 .842 .820 .912 .892 .0447 .062 .061 - .064 

2 2757.77 641 .001 4.302 .897 .881 .949 .944 .0381 .048 .046 - .050

Model Re-specification

The modification indices (MI) produced by AMOS for Model 1 were inspected and showed a considerable number of 
values for the covariances between error terms attached to observed items. The ten largest MI are listed in Table 6 with 
their corresponding item content identified as well as their relevant factor. These covariances were inspected and those 
which pertained to error terms of the same factor and those whose relevant item content made meaningful sense to 
be related with each other, were explored as being allowed to covary in the model. As shown in Table 6, nine of the ten 
pairs of error terms were allowed to covary in Model 2 as their content and phrasing was logically and meaningfully 
related. As such, it is likely that the causes of error on one item of each pair would also play a part in causing error on 
the other item in the pair. One pair (error terms 27 and 35) were not allowed to covary in the adjusted model (Model 2) 
as although their content may be seen to be conceptually related, they loaded on different factors. The model fit indices 
were re-run after re-specifying the model to include these nine covariances between error terms. Figure 2, below, shows 
the re-specified model.

Table 6: Modification Indices, Item Content and Decisions for the Largest Covarying Error Terms 

COVARYING 
ERROR TERMS MI SCALE ITEM CONTENT FACTOR DECISION

1 and 2 334.126 1: My opinion is listened to by my 
teachers

Having Influence Allowed to covary

2: My opinion is considered by teachers Having Influence

6 and 7 262.119 6: Staff take notice of what student say 
to them

Having Influence Allowed to covary

7: Staff take students’ opinions seriously Having Influence 

27 and 35 211.965 27: My classmates and I often make 
decisions together (in activities outside 
of class)

Working Together Not allowed to 
covary

35: At my school I usually get a lot of 
Having Choice about: Who I sit near

Having Choice

20 and 21 155.367 20: At school, I get the chance to say 
what I think…To the Principal

Having a Say with 
Influential People 

Allowed to covary

21: At school, I get the chance to say 
what I think…To the Deputy

Having a Say with 
Influential People 
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COVARYING 
ERROR TERMS MI SCALE ITEM CONTENT FACTOR DECISION

29 and 30 142.189 29. Students work together outside 
of class time to get things changed at 
school 

Working Together Allowed to covary

30. Students work with teachers outside 
of class time to make things happen at 
school 

Working Together

3 and 4 113.519 3. The teachers tell me how my opinion 
was used in the classroom 

Having Influence Allowed to covary

4. My opinion makes a difference and 
things change

Having Influence

11 and 12 101.312 11. What I learn Voice about 
Schooling

Allowed to covary

12. How I am taught Voice about 
Schooling

30 and 32 91.210 30. Students work with teachers outside 
of class time to make things happen at 
school

Working Together Allowed to covary

32. Students usually make decisions 
with teachers in meetings 

Working Together

24 and 26 82.2444 24. My teachers and I often make 
decisions about my learning 

Working Together Allowed to covary

26. My teachers and I often make 
decisions together (in activities outside 
of class)

Working Together

24 and 25 78.933 24. My teachers and I often make 
decisions about my learning

Working Together Allowed to covary

25. My classmates and I often make 
decisions together about our learning

Working Together
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Figure 2. The re-specified model for the six factors of participation. 
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Model 2

The Model 2 fit indices are reported above in Table 5. The change in chi-square was significant, p < .001. While the chi-
square and normed chi-square values both reduced in size, the chi-square test was still significant at p  < .001, indicating 
poor fit. However, as previously argued, these indices are prone to inaccuracy with large samples. All of the other indices 
suggested the model was fitting the data well. The GFI and AGFI both increased substantially to .897 and .881, respective-
ly, and support that the data is fitting the model quite well. The CFI was .949 very close to .95, indicating a good fit (Hu & 
Bentler, 1999). The SRMR was .0381 well below the recommended value of .10 showing the model is fitting the data well. 
The RMSEA was now below .05, at .048, indicating a close fit of the data to the model (Brown & Cudek, 1993). The 90% con-
fidence interval was very small (.046-.050) demonstrating precise accuracy of the RMSEA value. The upper end of the CI was 
equal to .05, indicating strong confidence that the data is fitting the model closely (Brown & Cudek, 1993).

As all of the practical model fit indices indicated a reasonable to good fit, no further modifications were conducted. 

Invariance of the Model Across Demographic Categories

The confirmatory factor analysis was tested on the whole sample (N = 1434) for both configural and metric invariance 
across several demographic categories: gender, Australian Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander (ATSI) status, Cultural 
and Linguistic Diversity (CALD) status, disability status and Year at school. The whole sample was used as some group 
sizes were too small when using just half the sample. Variance due to schools could not be estimated as this data was not 
collected for ethical reasons. That is, to protect confidentiality schools were not identified. However, the demographic 
variables that were measured are likely to have accounted for differences between schools. For example, gender (same 
sex schools), CALD status (metropolitan schools) and ATSI status (regional schools) are likely to account for differences 
between schools. The results are shown in Table 7.   

Configural invariance (also called pattern invariance or equal form) refers to the number of factors and the pattern 
of factor-indicator relationships being identical across groups. It is tested by inspecting the model fit indices for the 
configural model. In this model no equality constraints are set. If the model fit indices indicate good model fit, then 
configural invariance is achieved.

Metric invariance refers to a model in which the factor loadings are equal across groups. It is tested by lack of significant 
change in the model fit indices when the regression weights are constrained (using p  < .05 as the alpha level). The Chi 
square test is impacted by sample size (with large sample sizes it is likely to reject reasonable models, van de Schoot, 
Lugtig & Hox, 2012) whereas the CFI is independent of sample size. Thus, both the Chi square results and CFI and other 
fit indices are reported in Table 7 below.  

Table 7 shows that the model achieved both configural invariance and metric invariance for gender (n = 619 males, n = 
739 females), ATSI status (ATSI, n = 146, Non-ATSI n = 1220), CALD status (English only n = 1199, Other language n = 197), 
disability status (No disability n = 1093, Has disability n = 96) and Year at school (Year 7 n = 450, Year 8 n = 417, Year 9 n = 
274, Year 10 n = 286). 

Model fit indices such as the CFI, normed Chi square (χ2/df) and RMSEA all indicated good model fit. Therefore, 
configural invariance was supported. Also, there were no significant changes in the Chi square value (p >.05) therefore 
metric invariance was also achieved.
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Table 7: Tests of Invariance Across Demographic Categories

Categorical Variable Model/ 
type of 
invariance 

χ2 df Δχ2 Δdf χ2/df CFI RMSEA 90% CI for RMSEA

Gender Configural 3344.91* 1280 -- 2.61 .94 .034 .033 -.036

Metric 3380.58* 1318 35.665 38 2.57 .94 .034 .032 -.035
AUSTRALIAN ATSI Configural 3767.01* 1282 -- 2.94 .94 .038 .036 -.039

Metric 3808.86* 1320 41.85 38 2.89 .94 .037 .036 -.038
CALD Configural 3709.39* 1282 -- 2.89 .94 .037 .035 -.038

Metric 3756.53* 1320 47.14 38 2.85 .94 .036 .035 -.038
Disability Configural 3535.624* 1282 -- 2.76 .94 .038 .037 -.040

Metric 3594.48* 1320 58.86 38 2.72 .94 .038 .037 -.040
Year at school Configural 5700.58* 2564 -- 2.223 .92 .029 .028 -.030

Metric 5837.68* 2678 137.10 114 2.18 .92 .029 .028 -.030

Note. *p < .001.
• The critical value for Chi Square with 40 degrees of freedom is 65.76, p < .05.
• The critical value for Chi Square with 120 degrees of freedom is 146.57, p < .05.
• All RMSEA values were not significant, p = 1.00. 

In sum, the factor structure of the Student Participation Scale did not vary 
across all demographic groups that were tested 

RELIABILITY OF THE STUDENT PARTICIPATION SCALE
Internal consistency and item analysis of the six factors of the measure of participation were conducted. The results are 
reported below. 

Factor 1: Working Together
Internal consistency for the nine items that loaded onto the Working Together factor was very strong; Cronbach’s alpha 
was .906. Deletion of any items did not increase Cronbach’s alpha. The inter-item correlations ranged from moderate (r 
= .384 for ‘Students usually make decisions with teachers in meetings’ and ‘My classmates and I often make decisions 
together about our learning’) to strong, (r = .697 for ‘Students work together outside of class time to get things changed at 
school’ and ‘Students work with teachers outside of class time to make things happen at school’). Item-total correlations 
were all strong and ranged between .622 (for ‘My classmates and I often make decisions together about our learning’) 
and .734 (for ‘Students work with teachers to find a positive way forward’). 

Factor 2: Voice about Schooling
Internal consistency for the nine items that loaded onto the Voice about Schooling factor was very strong; Cronbach’s 
alpha was .952. Deletion of any items did not increase Cronbach’s alpha. All of the inter-item correlations were strong, 
ranging from .590 (between ‘Homework’ and ‘How the classroom space is organised’) to .808 (between ‘What I learn’ 
and ‘How I am taught’). Item-total correlations were all strong and ranged between .745 (for ‘How the classroom space 
is organised’) and .842 (for ‘How my work is assessed’). 
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Factor 3: Having a Say with Influential People 

Internal consistency for the five items that loaded onto the Having a Say with Influential People factor was very strong; 
Cronbach’s alpha was .889. Deletion of any items did not increase Cronbach’s alpha. All of the inter-item correlations 
were strong, ranging from .534 (between ‘To the Principal’ and ‘My teachers outside of class time’) to .831 (between ‘To 
the Deputy’ and ‘To the Principal). Item-total correlations were all strong and ranged between .664 (for ‘To my teachers 
outside of class time’) and .804 (for ‘To the Deputy’). 

Factor 4: Voice about Activities

Internal consistency for the three items that loaded onto the Voice about Activities factor was very strong; Cronbach’s 
alpha was .921. Deletion of any items did not increase Cronbach’s alpha. All of the inter-item correlations were strong, 
ranging from .755 (between ‘How the activities are organised’ and ‘Which activities are offered’) to .827 (between ‘How 
often the activities happen’ and ‘Which activities are offered’). Item-total correlations were all very strong and ranged 
between .816 (for ‘Which activities are offered’) and .872 (for ‘’How the activities are organised’). 

Factor 5: Having Influence

Internal consistency for the seven items that loaded onto the Having Influence factor was very strong; Cronbach’s alpha 
was .918. Deletion of any items did not increase Cronbach’s alpha. All of the inter-item correlations were moderate to 
strong, ranging from .498 between ‘Teachers tell me how my opinion was used (in activities)’ and ‘Staff take notice of 
what students say to them’, to .829 (between ‘My opinion is considered by teachers’ and ‘My opinion is listened to by 
teachers’). Item-total correlations were all strong and ranged between .687 (for ‘Staff take notice of what students say to 
them’) and .812 (for ‘My opinion is considered by teachers’). 

Factor 6: Having Choice

Internal consistency for the five items that loaded onto the Having Choice factor was strong; Cronbach’s alpha was .811. 
Deletion of any items did not increase Cronbach’s alpha. The inter-item correlations ranged from moderate (r = .375 for 
‘Who I sit near’ with ‘How I present my school work’) to strong (r = .666, for ‘How much I get involved in school activities’ 
with ‘The type of school activities I do’. Item-total correlations were all strong and ranged between .531 (for ‘Who I sit 
near’) and .674 (for ‘The type of activities I do’). 

In sum, all six elements of participation demonstrate excellent internal consistency.  

VALIDITY OF THE STUDENT PARTICIPATION SCALE 
In the previous phase (Phase 3) of the study analyses from two moderately sized samples were reported that supported 
the reliability and validity of the new measure of student participation at school. Phase 3 results showed some evidence 
of the construct validity of the Student Participation Scale. This evidence consisted of:

1. Correlations between the composite scores for each element of participation with individual items 
from prior research that measured participation.

2. Trends that show students who belong to student representative councils (SRCs) score higher on each 
element of participation than students who do not belong to SRCs. As the sample of students who 
were members of the SRC was very small on Phase 3, the reliability of inferential tests was limited. 

In Phase 4, several analyses were conducted with the aim of broadening and strengthening support for the validity of 
the Student Participation Scale in a large and diverse sample. 

Composite scores for the six elements of participation were calculated by averaging the relevant items on each sub-
scale. Mean scores and standard deviations are reported in Table 8. 
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Table 8: Descriptive Statistics for the Mean Scores of the Six Factors of Student Participation (N = 1434)

Factor of Participation M SD
1 Working Together 3.08 0.77

2 Voice about Schooling 2.82 0.96

3 Having a Say with Influential People 3.08 0.91

4 Voice about Activities 2.93 0.98

5 Having Influence 3.11 0.85

6 Having Choice 3.35 0.84

To test convergent validity of the new measure of participation, the average scores for the six factors of participation 
were correlated with several individual items that had been used previously in other studies on student participation 
and related topics, such as engagement with school. These items and their mean scores with standard deviations are 
listed in Table 9.

Table 9: Validity Items from Previous Literature with Descriptive Statistics

Item (Source) M SD

Overall at my school:

1
I feel like I have a say about what happens to me (Apple-
ton, Christenson, Kim & Reschly, 2006)

3.04 1.09

2 Adults listen to the students (Appleton et al., 2006) 3.15 1.08

3
Students take part in making the rules (de Roiste, Kelly, 
Molcho, Aoife, Nic Gabhainn, 2012)

2.56 1.10

4
I am encouraged to express my views in my classes (de 
Roiste et al., 2012)

3.23 1.04

5
Students get involved in organising school events (de 
Roiste et al., 2012)

3.36 1.01

6 Students mostly do group work (Covell, 2010) 2.99 0.96
7 Students decide what to work on (Covell, 2010) 2.51 1.07

In addition, a previously published multi-dimensional psychometrically sound measure of student engagement with 
school by Fredericks, Blumenfeld, Friedel, and Paris (2005) was correlated with the mean scores for the six elements of 
participation. Fredericks et al.’s scale to measure student engagement has three dimensions:

• Behavioural engagement with school

• Affective engagement with school

• Cognitive engagement with school.

The following items from Fredericks et al. shown in Table 10 measure student engagement and are responded to on a 
5-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 2  = Somewhat disagree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Somewhat agree, 5 = 
Strongly Agree). Mean scores for the three dimensions of student engagement were calculated after reverse scoring the 
three relevant items. Descriptive statistics for the three engagement dimensions are reported in Table 10.
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Table 10: Items from Fredericks et al. (2005) Student Engagement Scale

Item 
number

Fredericks et al. 2005 M SD

Behavioural 
Engagement 
(N = 1426)

1 I follow the rules at school 3.99 0.98
2 I get in trouble at school (reversed) 3.54 1.19
3 When I’m in class I just act as if I am working (reversed) 3.17 1.24
4 I pay attention in class 3.80 1.01
5 I complete my work on time 3.76 1.02

Mean of behavioural engagement: 3.65 0.74
Affective 
engagement
(N = 1425) 

6 I like being at school 3.11 1.25
7 I feel excited by my work at school 2.73 1.18
8 My classroom is a fun place to be 2.85 1.19
9 I am interested in the work at school 2.93 1.19
10 I feel happy in school 3.13 1.21
11 I feel bored at school (reversed) 2.61 1.21

Mean of affective engagement 2.89 0.96
Cognitive 
Engagement 
(N = 1418)

12 I check my school work for mistakes 3.43 1.08
13 I study at home even when I don’t have a test 2.58 1.19
14 I try to watch TV shows about things we do in school 2.32 1.15
15 When I read a book, I ask myself questions to make sure I 

understand what it is about
2.80 1.27

16 I read extra books to learn more about things we do in 
school 

2.44 1.22

17 If I don’t know what a word means when I’m reading, I do 
something to figure it out

3.36 1.20

18 If I don’t understand what I read, I go back and read it over 
again

3.63 1.19

19 I talk with people outside of school about what I am 
learning in class

3.12 1.22

Mean of cognitive engagement 2.96 0.87

Convergent Validity

To test the construct validity of the new participation in school scale the mean total scores for each factor of participation 
and the overall mean total score for student participation were correlated with the seven items from previous literature 
and the three dimensions of student engagement (see Table 11). All correlations were statistically significant at p <.001.  As 
shown in Table 11, all correlations between the six factors of participation and overall mean total score for participation 
with the individual items from previous literature were moderate (between .3 and .5) to strong (.5 or higher) and positive.  
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All but one of the correlations between the elements of participation and affective engagement were strong (.5 or 
higher). All of the correlations between cognitive engagement and participation variables were moderate (between .3 
and .5). All correlations between behavioural engagement and participation were weak (less than .30).  

Table 11: Pearson’s Correlations Between the Factors of Participation and Items or Sub-Scales from Prior Literature 

Having 
Influence

Voice about 
Schooling

Having a 
Say with 
Influential 
People 

Having 
Choice

Working 
Together

Voice 
about 
Activities

Mean Total 
Participation 

I feel like I have a say 
about what happens 
to me 
(N = 1433)

.68 .62 .56 .56 .62 .53 .73

Adults listen to the 
students 
(N = 1433)

.72 .61 .59 .54 .63 .51 .73

Students take part in 
making the rules 
(N = 1433)

.53 .57 .50 .43 .55 .51 .63

I am encouraged to 
express my views in my 
classes 
 (N = 1433)

.64 .53 .53 .51 .61 .46 .66

Students get involved 
in organising school 
events 
(N = 1433)

.53 .41 .47 .43 .52 .40 .56

Students mostly do 
group work 
(N = 1433)

.48 .47 .41 .40 .50 .43 .55

Students decide what 
to work on
(N = 1433)

.53 .57 .48 .43 .54 .51 .63

Affective engagement 
(N = 1432)

.59 .55 .50 .51 .58 .46 .65

Cognitive engagement 
(N = 1424)

.38 .40 .36 .32 .44 .30 .44

Behavioural  
engagement
(N = 1433) 

.29 .18 .21 .27 .25 .12 .26

Note. All correlations were statistically significant at p < .001. 

In sum, the convergent results support the validity of the new scale to 
measure student participation at school. They also point to the positive 
association between participation at school and student engagement. 
Particularly noticeable is the strong positive link with affective engagement 
and the moderate positive link with cognitive engagement. 
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Due to the fairly low correlation between behavioural engagement and participation, further analyses were conducted 
for each item of the behavioural engagement scale correlated with the factors of participation. These inter-correlations 
showed that two items on the behavioural engagement scale, ‘I get into trouble at school’ and ‘When I am in class 
I just act as if I’m working’, were very weakly associated with the factors of participation and the overall mean total 
participation score. Removal of these two items increased the correlation between behavioural engagement and the 
overall mean total participation score from .26 to .37 as shown in the bottom row of Table 12 below. This strengthens the 
support for the validity of the Student Participation Scale. 

Table 12: Pearson’s Correlations between Behavioural Engagement Items and the Factors of Participation (N = 1433)

Having 
Influence

Voice 
about 
Schooling

Having a 
Say with 
Influential 
People 

Having 
Choice

Working 
Together

Voice 
about 
Activities

Mean Total 
Participation 

I follow the 
rules at school .35*** .23*** .28*** .31*** .33*** .16*** .33***

I get into 
trouble at 
school (r)

.07** -.01 .01 .07* -.01 -.06* .01

When I am 
in class I just 
act as if I’m 
working (r)

.06* .01 .02 .03 .02 -.02 .02

I pay attention 
in class .31*** .23*** .27*** .31*** .31*** .19*** .33***

I complete my 
work on time .26*** .20*** .22*** .27*** .27*** .16*** .28***

Mean of Items 
1, 4 and 5 .36*** .26*** .30*** .35*** .35*** .20*** .37***/

Note.  * p < .05; **p < .01; ***p <.001 

Discriminant Validity

To test whether the new Student Participation Scale discriminates between Student Representative Council (SRC) 
members and non-SRC members, between-group analyses were conducted on the mean total participation score and 
the mean total scores for the six elements of participation. If the scale is a sensitive and accurate measure of student 
participation, students who are known to experience a greater extent of participation through their role as SRC members 
should score higher on the scale. In particular, it would be expected that they score higher in formal avenues of student 
voice and decision making, such as the element of ‘Having a Say with Influential People’.  

To test the discriminant validity of the Student Participation Scale as a whole, a one-way between-group analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) was conducted with SRC membership as the independent variable and the mean total participation 
score as the dependent variable. The assumption of homogeneity of variance was met, as shown by the non-significant 
Levene’s test, p = .741. Results showed that SRC members (M = 3.23, SD = 0.72, 95% CI [3.094 – 3.356], n = 110) scored 
significantly higher on the mean total participation score than non-SRC members (M = 3.08, SD = 0.70, 95% CI [3.036 – 
3.116], n = 1187), F (1, 1295) = 4.56, p = .033, partial eta squared = .004. While the effect size was very small, this relative 
small sample of SRC members did score higher on the global participation score. This result supports the construct 
validity of the Student Participation Scale. 
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To test the discriminant validity of the scale across the six factors of participation a one-way multiple analysis of variance 
(MANOVA) was conducted, with SRC membership as the independent variable and the six mean total scores for the 
factors of participation as the dependent variables. Box’s test for equality of covariance matrices was not significant, p = 
.07. Results showed there were significant but small differences between those who were members of the SRC and those 
who were not, Wilk’s Λ = .986, Pillai’s Trace = .014, F(6, 1290) = 3.03, p = .006, Partial eta squared = .014.  

Follow-up one way ANOVAs were then conducted on each of the elements of participation separately. The assumption 
of homogeneity of variance was assumed based on the results from Levene’s test, which was not significant (p > .05) 
for all but one of the elements. Levene’s test for ‘Voice about Activities’ was p = .028, indicating significant difference 
between the variance of the SRC and non-SRC members. The mean scores (see Table 13) show that SRC members 
scored higher on all six elements of participation than non-SRC members. However, inspection of the one way ANOVA 
results (see Table 13) show that the only test to reach statistical significance was ‘Having a Say with Influential People’.  
Differences between SRC and non-SRC members for ‘Having Choice’ approached significance at .064. All effect sizes 
were small. Note that the larger error bars on the SRC members (Fig. 3) compared to the non-SRC members are due to 
the relatively much smaller sample of (n  = 110) SRC members compared to non-members (n = 1187), which may have 
limited the statistical power of the analyses. Future research could purposively sample equal numbers of SRC and non-
SRC members to test this aspect of validity further. However, the significant result in the direction that was anticipated 
for ‘Having a Say with Influential People’ supports the discriminative validity of the Student Participation Scale.     

Table 13: ANOVA results for the Difference Between SRC (n = 110) and Non-SRC Members (n  = 1,187) on the Six 
Elements of Participation (df = 1, 1295)

Element SRC Mean 
(SD)

Non-SRC Mean 
(SD)

F p Eta squared

Working Together 3.22(0.75) 3.10(0.75) 2.47 .116 .002

Voice about Schooling 2.93(0.99) 2.81(0.95) 1.54 .215 .001

Having a Say with Influential 
People 

3.41(0.83) 3.09(0.89) 12.76*** .000 .010

Voice about Activities 3.08(1.06) 2.93(0.96) 2.22 .137 .002

Having Influence 3.19 (0.82) 3.14 (0.83) 0.34 .562 .000

Having Choice 3.53(0.82) 3.38(0.82) 3.42 .064 .003

Note. p < .001 *** 

Figure 3. Mean factor of participation ratings of SRC and NON-SRC members. Error bars represent +/- 1SE.
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In sum, the above results support the ability of the new measure of student 
participation to discriminate between students with greater extent of 
participatory experience.   

3.2 MEASUREMENT OF WELLBEING

WELLBEING ITEMS

Wellbeing was measured using eight items stemming from the findings from our previous ARC Linkage project on 
Wellbeing in Schools (Graham et al., 2014). The phrasing for the eight items was adjusted in Phase 3 of the present 
project to ensure high reliability and to approach a normal distribution. The eight items and their mean scores and 
standard deviations are shown in Table 14 below. As can be seen from the mean scores, on average students scored 
slightly above the mid-point of each item, and with standard deviations around 1, participant ratings of the wellbeing 
items generally ranged from ‘disagree’ to ‘agree’. It is noted that a smaller proportion of students endorsed the extremes 
of each item as indicated by the range of scores from a minimum of 1 to a maximum of 5. 

Table 14: Descriptive Statistics for the Eight Wellbeing Items 

Wellbeing Item M SD

Most days being at school makes me feel happy 3.18 1.08

When I’m at school I feel very satisfied with my life 3.25 1.05

When I’m at school I feel very safe from bullying 3.29 1.12

When I’m at school my mental health and wellbeing is great 3.42 1.08

When I’m at school I feel a strong sense of purpose in my life 3.24 1.06

I feel strongly connected to lots of people at my school 3.58 1.02

I feel strongly connected to my school as a place 3.21 1.03

I feel like I really belong at my school 3.36 1.03

Descriptive Statistics and Composite Wellbeing Scores

Participant responses to the eight wellbeing items were summed to form total scores. Total scores could range from 8 to 
40, with higher scores indicating greater extent of self-reported wellbeing. Total scores ranged from 8 to 40, with a mean 
total score of 26.47 (SD = 6.86), indicating moderately good wellbeing overall. The mode was 32 (n = 109, 7.6% of scores) 
and the median was 27.   

Normality of Wellbeing Total Scores

Visual inspection of the histogram (Figure 4) showed a slightly negatively skewed distribution of total wellbeing scores. 
There were no outlier scores using z = +/-3.29, p < .001.  
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Figure 4. Histogram of the wellbeing scores.

RELIABILITY OF THE WELLBEING SCALE

Internal consistency of the wellbeing scale was excellent, Cronbach’s alpha = .922. Inter-item correlations were moderate 
(r = .43 between ‘When I’m at school I feel very safe from bullying’ and ‘Most days being at school makes me feel very 
happy’) to strong (r = .761 between ‘When I’m at school I feel a strong sense of purpose in my life’ and ‘When I’m at 
school I feel very satisfied with my life’). Cronbach’s alpha increased slightly to .925 if ‘When I’m at school I feel safe from 
bullying’ was deleted from the scale. The item-total correlations ranged from .583 for ‘When I’m at school I feel very safe 
form bullying’ to .81 for ‘When I’m at school I feel very satisfied with my life’. Overall, the wellbeing scale has excellent 
internal consistency. 

Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Wellbeing Items

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) using the Maximum Likelihood method was conducted on the eight wellbeing items. 
Prior to performing the analysis, the suitability of data for factor analysis was assessed. Inspection of the correlation 
matrix revealed that all the correlation coefficients were well above .30, with the strongest correlation at .71. The Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin value was .942, exceeding the recommended value of .6 (Kaiser, 1970). Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 
1954) reached statistical significance (p < .001). These results support the factorability of the correlation matrix. 

EFA revealed the presence of a single factor with an eigenvalue exceeding 1 (eigenvalue = 5.227), explaining a total of 
60.64% of variance after extraction. An inspection of Cattell’s (1966) scree plot revealed a major break at one factor (see 
Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. Scree plot for the wellbeing scale. N = 1,434.

Further investigation using Horn’s (1965) parallel analysis supported only one factor, as the second obtained eigenvalue 
was .655, and the corresponding randomly generated eigenvalue was larger at 1.0696 (Table 15). The results from Kaiser’s 
test, the scree plot and Horn’s (1965) parallel analysis all support the use of a single factor of wellbeing. These results 
justify using a composite score to measure wellbeing in further analyses. Factor loadings for the eight wellbeing items 
onto a single factor are shown in Table 16.

Table 15: Parallel Analysis Results (Wellbeing)

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
Eigenvalue #     Random Eigenvalue     Standard Dev
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
      1               1.1140               .0219
      2               1.0696               .0131
      3               1.0394               .0123
      4               1.0121               .0115
      5               0.9841               .0125
      6               0.9593               .0105
      7               0.9302               .0129
      8               0.8912               .0203
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
9/11/2016   11:42:19 AM

Monte Carlo PCA for Parallel Analysis
©2000 by Marley W. Watkins. All rights reserved.

Note:  The analysis was conducted for eight items with 1,434 participants and 100 replications. 
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Table 16: Factor Loadings for the Eight Wellbeing Items onto a Single Factor (N = 1434)

Factor Matrixa

Factor
1

When I’m at school I feel very satisfied with my life .860

  When I’m at school I feel a strong sense of purpose in my life .849

I feel like I really belong at my school .818

I feel strongly connected to my school as a place .816

When I’m at school my mental health and wellbeing is great .788

Most days being at school makes me feel very happy .785

  I feel strongly connected to lots of people at my school .679

When I’m at school I feel very safe from bullying .600

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.
a. 1 factors extracted. 3 iterations required.

In sum, the scale used to measure wellbeing had a single factor with 
strong internal consistency.  

3.3 MEASUREMENT OF RECOGNITION

RECOGNITION ITEMS

Recognition was measured using six items adapted from the findings from our previous ARC Linkage project on Wellbeing 
in Schools (Graham et al., 2014), derived from Axel Honneth’s (1995; 2001; 2004) recognition theory. The phrasing for the 
six items was adjusted in Phase 3 of the present project to ensure high reliability and to approach a normal distribution. 
The six items and their mean scores and standard deviations are shown in Table 17 below. As can be seen from the mean 
scores, on average students scored slightly above the mid-point of each item, and with standard deviations just under 
1, participants generally mildly agreed with the six items. It is noted that a smaller proportion of students endorsed the 
extremes of each item as indicated by the range of scores from a minimum of 1 to a maximum of 5. 

Table 17: Descriptive Statistics for the Six Recognition Items 

Recognition Item M SD

I feel very cared for by other people at my school 3.39 0.99

I am very caring toward everyone that I have contact with at my school 3.84 0.86

I feel very respected by other people at my school 3.39 0.97

I show respect to everyone that I have contact with at my school 3.91 0.86

I feel my contributions are valued by other people at my school 3.29 0.94

I value other people’s contributions at my school 3.80 0.85
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Descriptive Statistics and Composite Recognition Scores

Scores on the six recognition items were summed to form a composite score. Scores potentially ranged from 6 to 30, 
with higher scores representing greater extent of self-reported recognition at school. Scores ranged from 6 to 30, with a 
mean of 21.58 (SD = 4.32), mode of 24 (n = 230) and median of 22.  

Normality of Recognition Scores

Visual inspection of the histogram (Figure 6) showed a slightly negatively skewed distribution of total recognition scores. 
There were 13 outlier scores using z = +/-3.29, p < .001. These 13 cases all had a total score of 6, z = -3.61. The case numbers 
were: 321, 371, 399, 823, 1008, 1082, 1102, 1116, 1210, 1325, 1350, 1361, 356. These cases were retained as they potentially 
represent students who do not feel recognised at school and the z scores are only just outside the critical value.

Figure 6. Histogram of the recognition summed scores.

Reliability of Recognition Scores
Internal consistency of the recognition scale was very good, Cronbach’s alpha = .874. Inter-item correlations between 
the six variables ranged from were moderate (r = .43 between ‘I am very caring toward everyone I have contact with at 
school’ and ‘I feel very respected by other people at my school’) to strong (r = .73 between ‘I feel very respected by other 
people at my school’ and ‘I feel very cared for by other people at my school’). The item total correlations ranged from 
.64 for ‘I show respect to everyone that I have contact with at my school’ to .71 for ‘I feel very cared for by other people 
at my school’. Deletion of none of the items increased alpha. 
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Exploratory Factor Analysis of Recognition Items

EFA was conducted on the six recognition items. Prior to performing the analysis the suitability of data for factor analysis 
was assessed. Inspection of the correlation matrix revealed that all the correlation coefficients were well above .30, with 
the strongest correlation at .73. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value was .845, exceeding the recommended value of .6 (Kaiser, 
1970). Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1954) reached statistical significance (p < .001). These results support the 
factorability of the correlation matrix. 

EFA revealed the presence of a single factor with an eigenvalue exceeding 1 (eigenvalue = 3.687), explaining a total of 
53.58% of variance after extraction. An inspection of Cattell’s (1966) scree plot revealed major breaks at one and two 
factors (see Figure 7). 

Figure 7. Scree plot for the six recognition items. N = 1434.

Further investigation using Horn’s (1965) parallel analysis supported only one factor, as the second obtained eigenvalue 
was .919, and the corresponding randomly generated eigenvalue was larger at 1.0468 (Table 18). 

Table 18: Parallel Analysis Results (Recognition)

Eigenvalue #     Random Eigenvalue     Standard Dev
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
      1               1.0883               .0167
      2               1.0468               .0144
      3               1.0133               .0113
      4               0.9839               .0106
      5               0.9526               .0135
      6               0.9151               .0200
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
9/11/2016   11:36:55 AM

Monte Carlo PCA for Parallel Analysis
©2000 by Marley W. Watkins. All rights reserved.
******************************************************

 Note:  The analysis was conducted for six items with 1,434 participants and 100 replications. 
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When two factors were extracted, factor 1 explained 55.65% of total variance and factor 2 explained 10.12% of variance 
after extraction, giving a total of 65.77% of total variance explained.  Inspection of the pattern matrix showed the three 
items measuring receiving recognition loaded onto Factor 1 strongly (see Table 19). The three items that measured 
giving recognition loaded strongly onto the second factor. While the loadings made substantiative sense, the more 
parsimonious model was the one supported by the parallel analysis and eigenvalues greater than 1 rule.  

Table 19:  Factor loadings for Recognition Scale when Two Factors Were Extracted

Pattern Matrixa

Factor
1 2

 I feel very cared for by other people at my school .911

 I feel very respected by other people at my school .839

I feel my contributions are valued by other people at my school .667

I show respect to everyone that I have contact with at my school .877

I am very caring toward everyone that I have contact with at my school .803

I value other people’s contributions at my school very much .632

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.

In sum, the scale used to measure recognition had a single factor and 
strong internal consistency. 
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3.4 DEMOGRAPHIC DIFFERENCES ACROSS WELLBEING,  
         RECOGNITION, THE ELEMENTS OF PARTICIPATION AND    
         ENGAGEMENT WITH SCHOOL

Multiple Analyses of Variance (MANOVA) were conducted to explore any differences between demographic groups on 13 
outcome variables:   

1. Wellbeing total scores

Recognition: 

2. Cared for
3. Respected 
4. Valued

The elements of participation at school:

5. Having Influence
6. Working Together
7. Having Choice 
8. Having a Say with Influential People
9. Voice about Schooling
10. Voice about Activities

The dimensions of engagement with school:

11. Affective engagement
12. Cognitive engagement
13. Behavioural engagement

CREATION OF CATEGORICAL DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES FOR INFERENTIAL TESTS 

1. Gender: In the survey students were given four options for their gender, ‘male’, ‘female’, ‘I 
describe my gender in a different way’, or ‘I’d rather not say right now’. Forty seven students 
selected ‘I describe my gender in a different way’ and 22 students selected ‘I’d rather not say 
right now’. Inspection of these cases revealed that many had responded in a habitual manner, 
such as consistently choosing the mid-point of the 5-point wellbeing scales. While not all of the 
students who chose either ‘I describe my gender in a different way’, or ‘I’d rather not say right 
now’ responded in a habitual manner, it appeared that some of these students may not have 
made an honest attempt at the survey. Gender was analysed as a dichotomous variable, with 
females coded as 1, and males coded as 2. Gender was included as a dichotomous variable as 
the number of cases who selected ‘I describe my gender in a different way’ (n = 47), or ‘I’d rather 
not say right now’ (n = 22) was relatively small in comparison to the number of males (n = 619) 
and females (n = 739).  As advised by Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) any categorical variable with a 
greater than 90:10 split may be unreliable. Collapsing the two smaller categories into one larger 
group of 69 participants was considered but it was decided not to be meaningful. Thus, these 69 
participants were not included in the analyses investigating demographic variables. 

2. Australian Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander (ATSI) status: A binary variable was also created 
for Australian ATSI status, with any participants who ticked ‘An Australian Aboriginal’ (n = 120), 
‘A Torres Strait Islander’ (n = 15) or ‘An Australian Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander’ (n = 11) 
collapsed into one category with a total of n = 146 participants. Any participant who selected 
‘None of the above’ (n = 1220) was included in the second category. Participants (n = 61) who 
responded ‘I’d rather not say right now’ were excluded from the analyses. 
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3. CALD status: A binary variable was created for language spoken, whereby any participant who 
responded ‘English only’ (n = 1199) were in one category and any participant who selected 
‘Another language only’ (n = 13) and ‘English and another language’ (n = 184) was included in the 
second category (n = 197). Participants who selected ‘I’d rather not say right now’ (n = 31) were 
not included in the analyses.

4. Disability status: A binary variable was created for disability status, such that participants who 
responded ‘Yes’ (n = 96) comprised the first category and those who responded ‘No’ (n = 1093) 
were the second category. Participants who responded ‘I’d rather not say right now’ (n = 45) or 
‘I’m not sure’ (n = 193) were excluded from the analyses. 

5. Year at school: Participants’ year at school was included as an ordinal variable with four 
categories, Years 7, 8, 9, 10. 

GENDER DIFFERENCES

Males (n = 615), females (n = 736) were compared across the above outcome variables (Table 20). Descriptive statistics are 
shown in Table 21. The MANOVA was significant, Wilk’s Lambda = .90, F (13, 1337) = 11.76, p < .001, partial eta squared = .10, 
indicating that there were significant differences between males and females on the combined outcome variables. Follow-
up one way ANOVAs showed that female students reported significantly greater cognitive engagement and behavioural 
engagement than male students, but reported less Voice about Schooling and Voice about Activities than males. Female 
students also reported higher scores on cared for, respected and valued than males. The effect sizes were all small. The largest 
effect size was for behavioural engagement, 3.9% (.039). Cohen (1988) considers a small effect to range from .01 to .06, medium 
effect from .06 - .138, and a large effect to be larger than .138. As all effect sizes were small no meaningful difference at a 
practical level between males and females was found.   

Table 20: ANOVA Results for Gender Differences Across Outcome Variables

Variable F (1, 1349) p Partial η2

Wellbeing 3.83 .051 .003

Cognitive engagement 19.61*** .000 .014

Affective engagement 0.001 .978 .000

Behavioural engagement 55.18*** .000 .039

Having Influence 0.46 .499 .000

Voice about Schooling 7.93** .005 .006

Having a Say with Influential People 0.00 .998 .000

Having Choice 1.04 .308 .001

Working Together 0.27 .602 .000

Voice about Activities 15.91*** .000 .012

Cared for 16.80*** .000 .012

Respected 9.63** .002 .007

Valued 6.12* .013 .005
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Table 21: Descriptive Statistics for Males and Females 

Gender_two_groups Mean Std. Deviation N

Wellbeing_MEAN
Female 3.3081 .85276 736
Male 3.3965 .79666 615
Total 3.3484 .82856 1351

Cognitive_engagement_MEAN
Female 3.0720 .83404 736
Male 2.8667 .86632 615
Total 2.9785 .85471 1351

Affective_engagement_MEAN
Female 2.9069 .99275 736
Male 2.9084 .91040 615
Total 2.9076 .95579 1351

Behavioural_engagement_MEAN
Female 3.8155 .74310 736
Male 3.5229 .69346 615
Total 3.6823 .73525 1351

Having_influence_mean_
sevenitems

Female 3.1491 .82651 736
Male 3.1185 .83130 615
Total 3.1351 .82853 1351

Voice_about_schooling_MEAN
Female 2.7633 .93832 736
Male 2.9077 .93931 615
Total 2.8290 .94118 1351

Having_a_say_with_influential_
people_MEAN

Female 3.1049 .87410 736
Male 3.1050 .88914 615
Total 3.1050 .88065 1351

Having_Having Choice_MEAN
Female 3.3552 .80563 736
Male 3.4007 .83045 615
Total 3.3759 .81703 1351

Working_Together_MEAN
Female 3.0903 .74252 736
Male 3.1117 .75964 615
Total 3.1000 .75016 1351

Voice_about_activites_MEAN
Female 2.8510 .94393 736
Male 3.0602 .97869 615
Total 2.9462 .96519 1351

Cared_MEAN
Female 3.7215 .72974 736
Male 3.5528 .77997 615
Total 3.6447 .75741 1351

Respect_MEAN
Female 3.7385 .72318 736
Male 3.6106 .78978 615
Total 3.6802 .75663 1351

Valued_MEAN
Female 3.6196 .73953 736
Male 3.5179 .75749 615
Total 3.5733 .74919 1351
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CALD STATUS

Students who spoke only English (n = 1191) and those who spoke another language (either with English or without, n = 197) 
were compared across the above outcome variables (Table 22). Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 23. The MANOVA 
was significant, Wilk’s Lambda = .98, F (13, 1374) = 2.70, p = .001, partial eta squared = .03, indicating that there were sig-
nificant differences between groups on the combined outcome variables. Although follow-up one way ANOVAs showed 
that students who spoke a language other than English scored significantly higher on cognitive engagement, Voice about 
Schooling, and Voice about Activities, than students who spoke English only, all effect sizes were small (1% or less) (see 
Table 23). Cohen (1988) considers a small effect to range from .01 to .06, medium effect from .06 - .138, and a large effect to 
be larger than .138. Therefore it was interpreted that there were no meaningful differences based on CALD status.  

Table 22: ANOVA Results for CALD Differences Across Outcome Variables

Variable F (1, 1386) p Partial η2

Wellbeing 0.14 .709 .000

Cognitive engagement 6.78** .009 .005

Affective engagement 3.68 .055 .003

Behavioural engagement 0.006 .940 .000

Having Influence 1.67 .197 .001

Voice about Schooling 13.84*** .000 .010

Having a Say with Influential People 0.45 .504 .000

Having Choice 2.30 .130 .002

Working Together 1.35 .246 .001

Voice about Activities 8.81 .003 .006

Cared for 0.73 .393 .001

Respected 1.71 .192 .001

Valued 2.37 .124 .002



45

Table 23: Descriptive Statistics for CALD status Categories 

CALD_two_groups Mean Std. Deviation N

Wellbeing_MEAN English only 3.3363 .83336 1191
Other language 3.3122 .86663 197
Total 3.3329 .83789 1388

Cognitive_engagement_MEAN English only 2.9438 .85682 1191
Other language 3.1168 .90148 197
Total 2.9684 .86508 1388

Affective_engagement_MEAN English only 2.8795 .95066 1191
Other language 3.0212 1.00831 197
Total 2.8996 .95995 1388

Behavioural_engagement_MEAN English only 3.6699 .73753 1191
Other language 3.6741 .75727 197
Total 3.6705 .74009 1388

Having_influence_mean_sevenitems English only 3.1081 .84346 1191
Other language 3.1914 .81761 197
Total 3.1199 .84006 1388

Voice_about_schooling_MEAN English only 2.7770 .95335 1191
Other language 3.0479 .90603 197
Total 2.8155 .95117 1388

Having_a_say_with_influential_
people_MEAN

English only 3.0806 .90181 1191
Other language 3.1269 .89005 197
Total 3.0872 .89998 1388

Having_Having Choice_MEAN English only 3.3498 .83515 1191
Other language 3.4467 .80423 197
Total 3.3635 .83124 1388

Working_Together_MEAN English only 3.0753 .75975 1191
Other language 3.1433 .77129 197
Total 3.0849 .76149 1388

Voice_about_activites_MEAN English only 2.9009 .97661 1191
Other language 3.1235 .96713 197
Total 2.9325 .97801 1388

Cared_MEAN English only 3.6348 .76731 1191
Other language 3.5838 .82489 197
Total 3.6275 .77563 1388

Respect_MEAN English only 3.6763 .75730 1191
Other language 3.5990 .84007 197
Total 3.6653 .76974 1388

Valued_MEAN English only 3.5701 .75253 1191
Other language 3.4797 .83121 197
Total 3.5573 .76452 1388
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AUSTRALIAN ATSI STATUS

Students who identified as either Australian Aboriginal, Torres Strait Islander or both, (n = 146) and those who did 
not identify in these categories (n = 1211) were compared across the above outcome variables (Table 24). Descriptive 
statistics are shown in Table 25. The MANOVA was significant, Wilk’s Lambda = .97, F (13, 1343) = 3.13, p < .001, partial eta 
squared = .03, indicating that there were significant differences between groups on the combined outcome variables. 
Follow-up one way ANOVAs showed that students who identified as Australian ATSI scored significantly lower than non-
ATSI students on affective engagement, behavioural engagement, respected and valued, however as all effect sizes were 
small it was interpreted that there were no meaningful differences based on ATSI status.  

Table 24: ANOVA Results for ATSI Differences Across Outcome Variables

Variable F (1, 1355) p Partial η2

Wellbeing 1.74 .187 .001

Cognitive engagement 2.40 .121 .002

Affective engagement 4.73* .030 .003

Behavioural engagement 31.99*** .000 .023

Having Influence 1.20 .273 .001

Voice about Schooling 0.40 .530 .000

Having a Say with Influential  People 1.83 .176 .001

Having Choice 0.59 .442 .000

Working Together 0.07 .793 .000

Voice about Activities 0.08 .775 .000

Cared for 2.63 .105 .002

Respected 4.11* .043 .003

Valued 4.92* .027 .004
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Table 25: Descriptive Statistics for Australian ATSI Status Groups

Descriptive Statistics
ATSI_two_groups Mean Std. Deviation N

Wellbeing_MEAN ATSI 3.2534 .93805 146
Non- ATSI 3.3507 .82918 1211
Total 3.3403 .84174 1357

Cognitive_engagement_MEAN ATSI 2.8673 1.03205 146
Non-ATSI 2.9843 .83929 1211
Total 2.9717 .86242 1357

Affective_engagement_MEAN ATSI 2.7443 1.06587 146
Non- ATSI 2.9271 .94553 1211
Total 2.9074 .96045 1357

Behavioural_engagement_MEAN ATSI 3.3452 .76996 146
Non- ATSI 3.7077 .72684 1211
Total 3.6687 .73989 1357

Having_influence_mean_sevenitems ATSI 3.0440 .96067 146
Non- ATSI 3.1259 .83732 1211
Total 3.1171 .85144 1357

Voice_about_schooling_MEAN ATSI 2.8653 .99039 146
Non- ATSI 2.8126 .95438 1211
Total 2.8182 .95809 1357

Having_a_say_with_influential_peo-
ple_MEAN

ATSI 2.9918 1.00533 146
Non- ATSI 3.0991 .89159 1211
Total 3.0875 .90472 1357

Having_Having Choice_MEAN ATSI 3.3192 .99864 146
Non-ATSI 3.3752 .80952 1211
Total 3.3692 .83169 1357

Working_Together_MEAN ATSI 3.0685 .89369 146
Non-ATSI 3.0862 .74981 1211
Total 3.0843 .76624 1357

Voice_about_activites_MEAN ATSI 2.9543 1.01907 146
Non-ATSI 2.9298 .97674 1211
Total 2.9324 .98103 1357

Cared_MEAN ATSI 3.5411 .88377 146
Non-ATSI 3.6507 .75720 1211
Total 3.6389 .77220 1357

Respect_MEAN ATSI 3.5479 .88343 146
Non-ATSI 3.6841 .75182 1211
Total 3.6695 .76786 1357

Valued_MEAN ATSI 3.4349 .92151 146
Non-ATSI 3.5830 .74073 1211
Total 3.5671 .76323 1357
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DISABILITY STATUS

Students who identified as having any form of disability (n = 96) and those who did not identify as having a disability (n 
= 1087) were compared across the above outcome variables (Table 26). Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 27. The 
MANOVA was significant, Wilk’s Lambda = .93, F (13, 1169) = 7.31, p < .001, partial eta squared = .08, indicating that there 
were significant differences between groups on the combined outcome variables. Follow-up one way ANOVAs showed 
that students who identified as having a disability scored significantly lower than students without a disability on all 
outcome variables. Most effect sizes were small, with the largest being 5.4% for respected, followed by 4.9% for cared 
for, and 4.8% for valued, and 3.6% for wellbeing. For group comparisons, Cohen (1988) considers a small effect to range 
from .01 to .06, medium effect from .06 - .138, and a large effect to be larger than .138. Thus, the effect size for ‘respected’ 
is approaching a medium effect and therefore has potential practical significance. 

Table 26: ANOVA Results for Disability Status Differences Across Outcome Variables

Variable F (1, 1181) p Partial η2

Wellbeing 44.05*** .000 .036

Cognitive engagement 5.78* .016 .005

Affective engagement 9.25** .002 .008

Behavioural engagement 26.78*** .000 .022

Having Influence 22.14*** .000 .018

Voice about Schooling 6.70** .010 .006

Having a Say with Influential People 22.97*** .000 .019

Having Choice 19.95*** .000 .017

Working Together 22.08*** .000 .018

Voice about Activities 5.87* .016 .005

Cared for 61.34*** .000 .049

Respected 67.93*** .000 .054

Valued 60.09*** .000 .048



49

Table 27: Descriptive Statistics for Disability Status Groups 

Descriptive Statistics
Disability_2_groups Mean Std. Deviation N

Wellbeing_MEAN
Has disability 2.8633 .97486 96
No disability 3.4399 .80053 1087
Total 3.3931 .83066 1183

Cognitive_engagement_MEAN
Has disability 2.7799 1.07418 96
No disability 3.0015 .84460 1087
Total 2.9835 .86707 1183

Affective_engagement_MEAN
Has disability 2.6493 1.06471 96
No disability 2.9604 .95106 1087
Total 2.9352 .96405 1183

Behavioural_engagement_MEAN
Has disability 3.3271 .83710 96
No disability 3.7281 .71738 1087
Total 3.6955 .73563 1183

Having_influence_mean_sevenitems
Has disability 2.7589 .97030 96
No disability 3.1782 .82424 1087
Total 3.1442 .84439 1183

Voice_about_schooling_MEAN
Has disability 2.6019 .97927 96
No disability 2.8666 .95921 1087
Total 2.8451 .96315 1183

Having_a_say_with_influential_peo-
ple_MEAN

Has disability 2.7000 1.12053 96
No disability 3.1571 .87332 1087
Total 3.1200 .90402 1183

Having_Having Choice_MEAN
Has disability 3.0208 1.00125 96
No disability 3.4103 .80104 1087
Total 3.3787 .82549 1183

Working_Together_MEAN
Has disability 2.7627 .87439 96
No disability 3.1407 .74412 1087
Total 3.1100 .76214 1183

Voice_about_activites_MEAN
Has disability 2.7292 1.08721 96
No disability 2.9834 .97646 1087
Total 2.9628 .98786 1183

Cared_MEAN
Has disability 3.1042 .90588 96
No disability 3.7194 .72124 1087
Total 3.6695 .75640 1183

Respect_MEAN
Has disability 3.1094 .88616 96
No disability 3.7544 .72028 1087
Total 3.7020 .75553 1183

Valued_MEAN
Has disability 3.0469 .88875 96
No disability 3.6532 .71953 1087
Total 3.6040 .75272 1183
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YEAR AT SCHOOL

Students from different year groups (Year 7: n = 447; Year 8: n = 413; Year 9: n = 273; Year 10: n = 285) were compared across 
the above outcome variables (Table 28). Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 29. The MANOVA was significant, Wilk’s 
Lambda = .90, F (39, 4152.369) = 3.67, p < .001, partial eta squared = .03, indicating that there were significant differences 
between groups on the combined outcome variables. Follow-up one way ANOVAs were all significant except for be-
havioural engagement. The effect sizes were all small (Cohen, 1988), with the largest being 4.6% for wellbeing, followed 
by 4.1% for both Having Influence and Voice about Schooling. While these effect sizes are small, they are approaching a 
medium effect based on Cohen’s (1988) guidelines, and this may be apparent at an observable level.

Table 28: ANOVA Results for Year at School Differences Across Outcome Variables

Variable F (3, 1414) p Partial η2

Wellbeing 22.58*** .000 .046

Cognitive engagement 2.75* .041 .006

Affective engagement 15.70*** .000 .032

Behavioural engagement 0.78 .505 .002

Having Influence 20.23*** .000 .041

Voice about Schooling 20.20*** .000 .041

Having a Say with Influential People 8.57*** .000 .018

Having Choice 10.97*** .000 .023

Working Together 18.23*** .000 .037

Voice about Activities 12.54*** .000 .026

Cared for 11.53*** .000 .024

Respected 5.30* .001 .011

Valued 14.09*** .000 .029
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Table 29: Descriptive Statistics for Year at School Groups

Descriptive Statistics
Q3 - What Year are you in 
at school?

Mean Std. Deviation N

Wellbeing_MEAN 7 3.4994 .80680 447
8 3.3841 .78208 413
9 3.2587 .85581 273
10 2.9965 .91603 285
Total 3.3184 .85124 1418

Cognitive_engagement_MEAN 7 3.0447 .88951 447
8 2.9268 .86397 413
9 2.9849 .76835 273
10 2.8684 .92352 285
Total 2.9634 .86874 1418

Affective_engagement_MEAN 7 3.0779 .94694 447
8 2.8765 .91557 413
9 2.9408 .93893 273
10 2.5901 .99425 285
Total 2.8948 .96077 1418

Behavioural_engagement_MEAN 7 3.6676 .77425 447
8 3.6843 .70948 413
9 3.6601 .72186 273
10 3.6000 .75021 285
Total 3.6574 .74079 1418

Having_influence_mean_sevenitems 7 3.2493 .81536 447
8 3.1553 .82525 413
9 3.1596 .77834 273
10 2.7754 .91669 285
Total 3.1094 .84952 1418

Voice_about_schooling_MEAN 7 3.0022 .96238 447
8 2.8216 .90490 413
9 2.8608 .88949 273
10 2.4554 .98125 285
Total 2.8125 .95495 1418

Having_a_say_with_influential_peo-
ple_MEAN

7 3.1969 .93362 447
8 3.0833 .90169 413
9 3.1048 .80019 273
10 2.8540 .93388 285
Total 3.0772 .90727 1418

Having_Having Choice_MEAN 7 3.4519 .83435 447
8 3.3690 .77923 413
9 3.4198 .81044 273
10 3.1088 .91195 285
Total 3.3526 .83930 1418
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Working_Together_MEAN 7 3.1795 .76315 447
8 3.1186 .73622 413
9 3.1555 .66658 273
10 2.7864 .84276 285
Total 3.0781 .76846 1418

Voice_about_activites_MEAN 7 3.0529 .97269 447
8 2.9540 .97448 413
9 3.0037 .87750 273
10 2.6234 1.03238 285
Total 2.9283 .97990 1418

Cared_MEAN 7 3.7159 .75081 447
8 3.7046 .75839 413
9 3.5201 .76490 273
10 3.4211 .86495 285
Total 3.6157 .78852 1418

Respect_MEAN 7 3.7125 .75660 447
8 3.7119 .74913 413
9 3.6136 .76931 273
10 3.5053 .86244 285
Total 3.6516 .78284 1418

Valued_MEAN 7 3.6779 .73450 447
8 3.5981 .75649 413
9 3.4817 .72738 273
10 3.3175 .86503 285
Total 3.5444 .77801 1418

Post Hoc Tests for Year at School

Follow-up Games Howell pairwise comparisons were interpreted due to several violations of the assumption of homo-
geneity of variance. These post hoc comparisons of group means are reported below:

• Wellbeing: Year 10 had significantly lower wellbeing than Year 9 (p = .003), Year 8 (p < .001) 
and Year 7 (p<.001). Year 9 had significantly lower wellbeing than Year 7 (p = .001) but other 
comparisons did not differ.  

• Cognitive engagement: There were no significant differences

• Affective engagement:  Year 10 had significantly lower affective engagement than Year 9 (p < .001), 
Year 8 (p =.001) and Year 7 (p <.001). Year 8 had significantly lower affective engagement than Year 
7 (p = .009) but other comparisons did not differ.  

• Having Influence: Year 10 reported significantly lower scores on Having Influence than Year 9, 
Year 8 and Year 7 (all p < .001) but all other comparisons were not significant.  

• Voice about schooling: Year 10 scored significantly lower on Voice about Schooling than Years 
7, 8 and 9 (all p < .001). Year 8 scored significantly lower on Voice about Schooling than Year 7 (p = 
.024). All other comparisons were not significant. 

• Having a Say with Influential People: Year 10 scored significantly lower than Year 9 (p = 
.004), Year 8 (p = .007) and Year 7 (p < .001) on Having a Say with Influential People. No other 
comparisons were significant. 
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• Having Choice:  Year 10 scored significantly lower than Year 9 (p < .001), Year 8 (p = .001) and Year 
7 (p < .001) on Having Choice. No other comparisons were significant. 

• Working Together: Year 10 scored significantly lower than Year 9, Year 8 and Year 7 (all p < .001) 
on Working Together. No other comparisons were significant. 

• Voice about Activities: Year 10 scored significantly lower than Year 9, Year 8 and Year 7 (all p < 
.001) on Voice about Activities. No other comparisons were significant.

• Cared for: Year 10 scored significantly lower than Year 8 and Year 7 (both p < .001) on Cared for. 
Year 9 scored significantly lower than Year 8 on Cared for (p = .011). No other comparisons were 
significant.

• Respected: Year 10 scored significantly lower than Year 8 (p = .006) and Year 7 (p = .005) on 
Respected. No other comparisons were significant.

• Valued: Year 10 scored significantly lower than Year 8 and Year 7 (both p < .001) on Valued. Year 9 
scored significantly lower on Valued than Year 7 (p = .003). No other comparisons were significant.

In sum, without holding any other variables constant, demographic 
characteristics of the sample showed the following significant 
differences between groups: 

Gender: Female students reported significantly greater cognitive engagement and behavioural engagement 
than male students, but reported less voice about schooling and voice about activities than males. Female 
students also reported higher scores on all aspects of recognition (cared for, respected and valued) than males. 
The effect sizes were all small and thus differences between males and females may not be observable at a 
practical level. 

CALD Status: Students who spoke a language other than English scored significantly higher on cognitive en-
gagement, voice about schooling, and voice about activities, than students who spoke English only. All effect 
sizes were small, therefore it was interpreted that there were no meaningful differences based on CALD status. 
Note that differences based on CALD status may also represent school effects due to particular schools in met-
ropolitan areas having very high non-English speaking populations in comparison to other schools who took 
part in the study.

Australian ATSI Status: Students who identified as ATSI scored significantly lower than non-ATSI students on 
affective engagement, behavioural engagement, and giving and receiving respect and value at school. However, 
as all effect sizes were small it was interpreted that there were no meaningful differences based on ATSI status.  

Disability Status: Students who identified as having a disability scored significantly lower than students 
without a disability on all 13 outcome variables (wellbeing, cognitive engagement, affective engagement, 
behavioural engagement, having influence, voice about schooling, having a say with influential people, having 
choice, working together, voice about activities, cared for, respected and valued). Most effect sizes were small, 
however some approached a medium effect size. The largest effect size was 5.4% for respect, followed by 4.9% 
for cared for, 4.8% for valued, and 3.6% for wellbeing. As the effect size for respect approaches a medium strength, 
the difference between students with a disability and those without a disability are likely to be observed at a 
practical or behavioural level. 

Year at school: Although there were some other group differences across year groups (see the detailed 
report above), a consistent pattern emerged whereby Year 10 reported significantly lower scores than most 
other year groups on wellbeing, affective engagement, all six elements of participation and all three elements 
of recognition. Most effect sizes were small, with the largest demonstrated for wellbeing at 4.6%, which is 
approaching a medium effect and therefore likely to be an observable effect.  
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3.5 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARTICIPATION AND WELLBEING2

The composite participation score was positively and strongly related to the composite score of wellbeing, r = .67,  
 p < .001, N = 1427.

Together, the six participation items (sub-scale mean scores) also correlated with wellbeing strongly and positively, 
R = .68, R2 = .47, Adjusted R2 = .46. This relationship was significant, F(6, 1420) = 205.514, p < .001.

Separately, each element of participation was also positively and significantly correlated with wellbeing at p < .001. 
The Pearson’s correlations are reported in Table 30, below.  

3.6  CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS  
         AND WELLBEING 
To explore whether dichotomous demographic variables were correlated with wellbeing, point-biserial correlations were 
conducted between wellbeing total scores and gender (male; female), Australian Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander status 
(ATSI; not ATSI), disability status (disability; no disability) and CALD status (English only; Language other than English). 

As shown in Table 30, the correlation between disability status and wellbeing was significant, and positive in direction, 
indicating that students with a disability report significantly lower wellbeing. 3.6% of variance in wellbeing was 
accounted for by disability status and vice versa. 

A Spearman’s correlation was conducted between wellbeing mean total scores and year at school (Year 7; Year 8; Year 9; 
Year 10). The results are reported in Table 30. Year at school was significantly correlated with wellbeing total scores using 
an alpha of p < .05. The direction of the correlation was negative, indicating that students in higher year groups reported 
significantly lower wellbeing. 4.4% of variance in wellbeing scores was accounted for by year at school and vice versa.  

The other correlations between wellbeing and demographic characteristics (gender, ATSI status, and CALD status were 
not significant. 

Table 30: Wellbeing Mean Total Scores Correlated with the Six Elements of Participation (Mean Totals), Overall 
Participation (Mean Total), Recognition Mean Total Scores and Five Demographic Variables 

Variable Correlation
p  
(two-tailed)

N

Working Together .60*** .000 1434
Voice about Schooling .50*** .000 1434
Having a Say with Influential People .52*** .000 1434
Voice about Activities .43*** .000 1434
Having Influence .58*** .000 1434
Having Choice .51*** .000 1434
Overall participation .67*** .000 1427
Recognition .75*** .000 1427
Gender .05 .055 1358
Australian ATSI status .04 .199 1366
Disability status .19*** .000 1189
CALD status -.01 .730 1396
Year at school -.21*** .000 1427

Note. Coding of categorical variables: Gender:  0 = Female, 1 = Male; AUSTRALIAN ATSI status:  0 = ATSI, 1 = Not ATSI; 
Disability status: 0 = has a disability, 1 = does not have a disability; Language status: 0 = speaks English only, 1 = 
Speaks another language other than English (either with English or without English). 

2  Note: all correlations reported below were calculated using the same data set as the one used for the hierarchical 
multiple regression and mediation analyses, where 7 outlier scores were deleted. 
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In summary, all six elements or factors of participation were strongly 
and positively associated with wellbeing at school. In addition, 
students in higher years at schools and students who self-report 
having a disability report lower wellbeing at school.

3.7 CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PARTICIPATION AND 
        DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS

Table 31 shows the correlations between mean total participation scores, recognition mean total score and 
demographic items. 

• Participation was significantly, positively and strongly correlated with recognition.  Students who 
reported greater extent of participation at school also reported greater recognition at school. 
33.6% of variance in participation was accounted for by recognition and vice versa. 

• Participation was significantly, weakly and positively correlated with disability status, such 
that students who reported having a disability also reported lower participation at school 
(‘has a disability’ was coded 0 and ‘does not have disability’ was coded 1).  33.6% of variance in 
participation was accounted for by recognition and vice versa. 2% of variance in participation 
was accounted for by disability status and vice versa. 

• There was a very weak but significant correlation between participation and language status, 
such that those students who reported speaking a language other than English (either with 
or without English) also reported slightly greater participation. Less than 1% of variance in 
participation was accounted for by language status and vice versa.  

• Participation was significantly, weakly and negatively correlated with year at school, such that 
students in later year groups reported lower participation at school and those in younger year 
groups reported higher participation at school. 3.6% of variance in participation was accounted 
for by Year at school and vice versa. 

Table 31: Participation (Mean Total) Correlated with Recognition Mean Total Scores and Five Demographic Variables 

Variable Correlation p 
(two-tailed)

N

Recognition .58*** .000 1427
Gender .04 .195 1358
Australian ATSI status .01 .725 1366
Disability status .14*** .000 1189
CALD status .06* .017 1396
Year at school -.19*** .000 1427

Notes. p < .05*; p < .01**; p < .001***.  

Coding of categorical variables: Gender:  0 = Female, 1 = Male; ATSI status:  0 = ATSI, 1 = Not ATSI; Disability status: 0 = has 
a disability, 1 = does not have a disability; Language status: 0 = speaks English only, 1 = Speaks another language other 
than English (either with English or without English). 
All correlations are Pearson’s point-biserial r except for Year at School, which is a Spearman’s correlation. 
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In sum, students who reported less participation also reported less 
recognition, and they were more likely to have a disability, to speak 
only English, and to be in later year groups. 

3.8 CORRELATIONS BETWEEN RECOGNITION AND 
        DEMOGRAPHIC ITEMS

Table 32 shows the correlations between mean total recognition scores and demographic items.

• Mean total recognition was significantly, weakly and negatively correlated with gender, such that 
males reported slightly less recognition than females. 1% of variance in recognition scores was 
accounted for by gender and vice versa. 

• Mean total recognition was significantly, weakly and positively correlated with ATSI status, such 
that non Indigenous Australians reported higher recognition than Australian Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander Australians. Note that less than 1% of variance in recognition scores was 
accounted for by ATSI status and vice versa.  

• Mean total recognition was significantly, weakly, and positively correlated with disability status, 
such that students with a disability reported significantly lower recognition than students without 
a disability. 6.25% of variance in recognition scores was accounted for by disability status and 
vice versa.   

• Mean total recognition was significantly, weakly, and negatively correlated with students’ year at 
school, such that students in later years at school reported significantly lower recognition. 2.25% 
of variance in recognition scores was accounted for by Year at school and vice versa.  

• CALD status was not significantly correlated with recognition. 

Table 32: Participation (Mean Total) Correlated with Recognition Mean Total Scores and Five Demographic Variables 

Variable Correlation p 
(two-tailed)

N

Gender -.10*** .000 1358
Australian ATSI status .06* .034 1366
Disability status .25*** .000 1189
CALD status -.04 .178 1396
Year at school -.15*** .000 1427

Notes. p < .05*; p < .01**; p < .001***. 

Coding of categorical variables: Gender:  0 = Female, 1 = Male; ATSI status:  0 = ATSI, 1 = Not ATSI; Disability status: 0 = has 
a disability, 1 = does not have a disability; Language status: 0 = speaks English only, 1 = Speaks another language other 
than English (either with English or without English). 
All correlations are Pearson’s point-biserial r except for Year at School, which is a Spearman’s correlation. 

In sum, students who reported less recognition were more likely to 
be male, of Australian Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander status, 
have a disability, and be in a later year group.   
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4. INVESTIGATING RQ3: THE ELEMENTS
     OF PARTICIPATION AS PREDICTORS OF
     WELLBEING 
To answer the research question, ‘To what extent is participation at school associated with student wellbeing and which 
elements of participation, specifically, are core predictors of student wellbeing?’ (RQ3) multiple regression analysis was 
conducted. Specifically, a hierarchical regression analysis with two stages was used to investigate whether and to what 
extent each of the six elements of participation predicted wellbeing. To control for the significant association between 
wellbeing with disability status (disability; no disability) and year at school (Year 7; Year 8; Year 9; Year 10) these two 
demographic variables were included in the model at Step 1. The six sub-scale mean total scores for the elements of 
participation were added at Step 2 (Working Together, Voice about Schooling, Having a Say with Influential People, 
Voice about Activities, Having Influence, and Having Choice). The criterion variable was the wellbeing mean total scores. 

ASSUMPTIONS AND DIAGNOSTIC TESTS

Outliers and Cases of Influence
Inspection of scatterplots of the predictor variables with wellbeing identified seven cases which were bivariate outliers. 
The identity numbers were cases: 371, 424, 498, 528, 661, 1351, 1364. These seven cases were removed. Further diagnostic 
tests and information were consulted: 

• Inspection of standardised residuals indicated 15 cases with values outside of +/- 3.29 (p < .001) (ID: 6, 56, 
72, 335, 360, 495, 902, 990, 1004, 1012, 1282, 1335, 1338, 1372, 1470). 

• Mahalanobis distance: The critical value for 8 predictors at p < .001 is 26.125 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). 
The maximum Mahalanobis value for the sample was 44.25. There were 16 cases greater than the critical value. 

• The maximum Cook’s distance was 0.038, far below the maximum recommended value of 1.00, indicating 
that none of the cases were exerting a large influence on the model (Cook & Weisberg, 1982).

• None of the df beta values were greater than 1 (Field, 2013), again indicating that none of the cases have 
a large influence on the parameters of the regression model. 

Based on the low Cook’s value and df beta values, the cases with large Mahalanobis distances and standardised residuals 
were left in the analysis as they were not exerting any large influence on the model (Field, 2013).  

Assumptions
The assumptions of multiple regression were then tested. 

Linearity, homoscedasticity, and normality: The bivariate scatterplots and scatterplot between the standardised 
residuals and standardised predictor values support linearity, homoscedasticity and normality of the residuals. The Q-Q 
plot and histogram of standardised residuals also appear normal. 

Multicollinearity: All tolerance values were greater than .10 (the minimum tolerance was .332 for Voice about 
Schooling) and the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values were all well below 10 (the maximum VIF was 2.764 for Voice 
about Schooling). The strongest bivariate correlation was between Having Influence and Working Together, r = .716. 
While this is a strong correlation it is not strong enough to indicate that the two variables are measuring the same 
construct. Field (2013) recommends bivariate correlations not be .80 or higher. Therefore, given the lack of problems 
indicated by VIF and Tolerance, multicollinearity was not deemed a problem.  
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Cross validation of the model: In Step 1, R2 was .088, and Adjusted R2 was .087. In Step 2, R2 was .485 and Adjusted R2 
was .481. Therefore, shrinkage was minimal (Field, 2013). That is, there is very little difference between the percentage 
of variance accounted for by the sample compared to the population, supporting the cross-validation of the model. 

In summary, the assumptions of multiple regression appear to be met. 

RESULTS OF THE REGRESSION ANALYSIS

The hierarchical regression analysis showed that together the two variables added in Step 1 (disability status and year 
at school) significantly but weakly predicted wellbeing total scores and accounted for just under 9% of variance in 
wellbeing scores, R = .30, R2 = .088, Adjusted R2 = .087, F(2, 1186) = 57.549, p < .001.   

Addition of the six participation items in Step 2 significantly increased the prediction of wellbeing, ΔR2 = .397, F(6, 1180) 
= 151.407, p < .001. The eight items together significantly and strongly predicted wellbeing, R = .696, R2 = .485, Adjusted 
R2 = .481, F(8, 1180) = 138.890, p < .001. These results show that together the elements of participation are significantly 
related to wellbeing, after controlling for the effect of disability and year at school. 

The impact of each predictor separately on wellbeing is reported in Table 33. As can be seen in Table 33, prior to adding 
the elements of participation, disability status and year at school both significantly predicted wellbeing at p < .001. In 
Step 2, disability status and year at school remained significant predictors of wellbeing, contributing 0.6% and 1% of 
unique variance to wellbeing respectively. 

With regard to the elements of participation, Working Together, Having Influence, Having Choice and Having a Say with 
Influential People, all predicted wellbeing significantly (all p < .001). Based on the standardised regression coefficients 
(β) the order of significant predictors of wellbeing were: 

1. Working Together was the strongest predictor of wellbeing: its zero-order correlation with wellbeing 
was strong and positive (r = .62) but it contributed only 3.2% of unique variance to wellbeing as 
indicted by the semi-partial correlation squared (sr2). 

2. Having Choice was the second strongest predictor of wellbeing with a zero-order correlation of .54, 
and unique contribution of 2.25%.  

3. Having Influence was the third strongest predictor of wellbeing with a zero-order correlation of .59, 
and a unique contribution of 0.8%. 

4. Having a Say with Influential People was the fourth strongest element of participation with a zero-
order correlation of .53 and a unique contribution of 0.8%. 

Voice about Schooling and Voice about Activities did not significantly predict wellbeing despite having zero-order 
correlations of .52 and .44, respectively. These two predictors only contributed less than 1% of unique variance each.

The sum of the unique contributions of the 8 predictors adds to only 8.8% variance. The model as a whole predicted 48.5% 
of variance in wellbeing. Therefore, this means approximately 39.7% of variability is shared between the predictor variables.  
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Table 33: Linear Model Predictors of Wellbeing

Step Predictor B (95% CI) SEB β p r sr
1 Constant 2.71 

(2.38, 3.05)
0.17 .000

Disability status 0.56 
(0.39, 0.72)

0.08 .18 .000 .19 .18

Year at school -0.17 
(-0.21, -0.13)

0.02 -.23 .000 -.23 -.23

2 Constant 0.60 
(0.31, 0.89)

0.15 .000

Disability status 0.26
(0.13, 0.38)

0.07 .09 .000 .19 .08

Year at school -0.08
(-0.11, -0.05)

0.02 -.10 .000 -.23 -.10

Working Together 0.32
(0.25, 0.39)

0.04 .29 .000 .62 .18

Voice about schooling 0.04
(-0.02, 0.10)

0.03 .04 .211 .52 .03

Having a Say with Influential People 0.11
(0.06, 0.16)

0.03 .12 .000 .53 .09

Voice about Activities -0.03
(-0.08, 0.02)

0.03 -.03 .290 .44 -.02

Having Influence 0.14 
(0.08, 0.21)

0.03 .15 .000 .59 .09

Having Choice 0.20
(0.14, 0.25)

0.03 .20 .000 .54 .15
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In sum, Working Together, Having Influence, Having Choice and Having a Say with 
Influential People all predicted wellbeing positively and significantly. Working Together 
was the strongest predictor of wellbeing, followed by Having Choice, Having Influence, 
and Having a Say with Influential People.  Interestingly, Voice about Schooling and 
Voice about Activities did not significantly predict wellbeing after holding the other 
elements constant, despite having moderate to strong individual correlations with 
wellbeing. 

Together, the elements of participation, disability status and year at school predicted 
just under half the variance in wellbeing (48.5%). The six elements of participation were 
strongly and positively correlated with each other, sharing just under 40% of variance 
in wellbeing. Each element of participation on its own only contributed a small amount 
of unique variance to wellbeing (unique variance was 8.8% in total). 

The results from the regression analysis imply that due to the large amount of shared 
variance between the six elements of participation, the implementation of any one 
element will be associated moderately-to-strongly with wellbeing. Furthermore, 
the addition of any one aspect of participation on its own will only contribute small 
extra (unique) amounts of variance over and above other elements of participation. 
Therefore, a combined approach in which multiple, but not necessarily all, aspects 
of participation are implemented in schools would be associated with the strongest 
association with wellbeing. 

The strongest individual association between the elements of participation and 
wellbeing was found between processes that foster students working together 
with their peers and with teaching staff to seek and implement changes at school. 
This finding underscores the relational basis of participation. The other significant 
predictors of wellbeing, that is Having Choice, Having Influence, and Having a Say with 
Influential People, emphasise the importance for participatory experiences to provide 
students with choices, impact on decisions at school, and authentic voice with leaders 
in their schools. The non-significant results for Voice about Schooling and Voice about 
Activities imply that merely allowing students to express their opinions without having 
any impact on decisions and choices that are made is not enough to link with their 
wellbeing at school. If students express their opinions and then see that their opinions 
are not listened to or seriously considered when making decisions, then their wellbeing 
is not improved. Based on these results, it is having impact and choice at school that 
really matters for improving student wellbeing. 

The results also show that year level and disability status need to be taken into account 
when designing and implementing wellbeing policies and processes. Students in higher 
year levels at school (i.e., Year 9 and Year 10) reported significantly lower levels of 
wellbeing at school than students from earlier years. Similarly, students with disability 
reported significantly lower wellbeing than their peers without disability. These 
findings were retained after taking into account the impact of student participation on 
wellbeing at school. 
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5. INVESTIGATING RQ4:RECOGNITION   
AS A MEDIATOR OF THE STUDENT 
PARTICIPATION - WELLBEING 
RELATIONSHIP  

The fourth and final research question of the research project was ‘Do Honneth’s modes of recognition mediate the 
relationship between participation and wellbeing?’ To test this research question, mediation analyses were conducted 
using Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS, which is an add-on program in IBM SPSS. All significance tests based on 5000 bias 
corrected bootstrapped standard errors (Hayes, 2013). The hypothesised model (Model 1) and alternative models were 
tested and the results are reported below.  

The following list summarises the mediation models tested:

• Model 1: Participation     Recognition      Wellbeing 

• Model 2: Wellbeing           Recognition      Participation 

• Model 3: Recognition      Wellbeing           Participation

• Model 4: Recognition      Participation     Wellbeing

• Model 5: Participation    Wellbeing           Recognition

• Model 6:  Wellbeing         Participation     Recognition 

Model 1

The first model that was tested placed the overall participation mean total score as the antecedent variable, wellbeing 
mean total scores as the criterion, and recognition mean total scores as the mediator. Due to the significant correlations 
between disability status and year at school with wellbeing, participation and recognition, these two variables were 
included as covariates. CALD status was significantly correlated with participation, and gender and ATSI status were 
significantly correlated with recognition, and so these demographic variables were also included as covariates. 

Model 1 results are reported in Figure 6. The indirect effect of participation on wellbeing via recognition was significant 
with the bias corrected bootstrapped confidence interval entirely above zero, B = .34, SE = .02, (95% CI bc: 0.29 - 0.38); 
Sobel test, z = 16.24, p < .001. The positive value of the regression coefficient (B) indicates that students who report greater 
extent of participation also report greater wellbeing. As shown in Figure 6, all direct paths in the model were significant 
at p < .001. The path from participation to wellbeing remained significant after including the mediator variable, thus 
these results show that recognition partially mediated the student participation – wellbeing relationship. The mediation 
model explained 64% of variance in wellbeing, an increase of 18% from 46% of variance explained without the mediator 
in the model. 

These results show the effect after controlling for gender, ATSI status, CALD status, disability status, and Year at school. 

Figure 6. Mediation model 1: Recognition partially mediates the student participation wellbeing at school relationship. 
B = Unstandardised regression coefficients. Numbers inside brackets are bootstrapped standard errors. p < .001***
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The results for the covariates (see Table 34) showed that gender, CALD, disability and Year at school significantly 
predicted recognition. Males, students who speak a language other than English, students with a disability and those 
in later years at school, reported receiving and giving less recognition. Year at school and gender significantly predicted 
wellbeing, such that later years and females reported lower wellbeing. 

Table 34: Effect of Covariates on Mediation Model 1 Pathways

Recognition Wellbeing

Covariate B SE 95%CI p B SE 95%CI p

Gender -0.17 .03 [-.23, -.11] .0000 0.14 .03 [.08, .19] .0000

ATSI 0.08 .05 [-.03, .18] .1496 0.06 .05 [-.04, .16] .2123

CALD -0.14 .05 [-.23, -.04] .0026 -.04 .04 [-.12, .05] .3744

Disability 0.38 .07 [.26, .51] .0000 0.09 .06 [-.03, .21] .1227

Year -0.05 .01 [-.08, -.02] .0010 -0.05 .01 [-.07, -.02] .0005

Note: Coding of categorical variables: Gender:  0 = Female, 1 = Male; ATSI status:  0 = ATSI, 1 = Not ATSI; Disability status: 
0 = has a disability, 1 = does not have a disability; CALD status: 0 = speaks English only, 1 = Speaks another language 
other than English (either with English or without English). 

Model 2

As it was conceptually plausible that students reporting greater wellbeing at school may engage to a greater extent 
with participation activities, the second model swapped the participation and wellbeing scores around, with wellbeing 
mean total scores as the antecedent variable and the overall participation mean total score as the criterion. Recognition 
mean total scores were the mediator variable. The same covariates as Model 1 were included. 

Model 2 results are reported in Figure 7. The indirect effect of wellbeing via recognition on participation was significant with 
the bias corrected bootstrapped confidence interval entirely above zero, B = .11, SE = .03, (95% CI bc: 0.07 - 0.16); Sobel test, 
z = 5.19, p < .001. The positive value of the regression coefficient (B) indicates that students who report greater wellbeing also 
report greater participation. As shown in Figure 7, all direct paths in the model were significant at p < .001. The path from 
wellbeing to student participation remained significant after including the mediator variable, thus these results show that 
recognition partially mediated the wellbeing – student participation relationship. The mediation model explained 45% of 
variance in student participation, an increase of only 1% from 44% of variance explained without the mediator in the model.

These results show the effect after controlling for gender, ATSI status, CALD status, disability status, and year at school. 
Note that in comparison to Model 1, the difference between the regression coefficients before and after adding the 
mediator variable, is not as great in Model 2. Also, the percentage of variance explained in the criterion is less in Model 
2 compared to Model 1. 

Figure 7. Mediation model 2: Recognition partially mediates the wellbeing-participation relationship.                               
B = Unstandardised regression coefficients. Numbers inside brackets are bootstrapped standard errors. p < .001***
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The results for the covariates (see Table 35) showed that gender and disability status significantly predicted recognition. 
Males and students with a disability reported receiving and giving less recognition. Only CALD status was a significant 
predictor of student participation, such that students who spoke only English reported lower extent of student 
participation. 

Table 35: Effect of Covariates on Mediation Model 2 Pathways

Recognition Student Participation 

Covariate B SE 95%CI p B SE 95%CI p

Gender -0.18 .03 [-.23, -.13] .0000 0.05 .03 [-.01, .11] .1224

ATSI 0.01 .04 [-.08, .10] .8307 -0.07 .05 [-.18, .02] .1476

CALD -0.05 .04 [-.18, -.02] .1159 .15 .05 [.06, .24] .0009

Disability 0.19 .05 [.09, .30] .0003 -0.11 .06 [-.23, .02] .0984

Year -0.01 .01 [-.03, -.01] .3905 -0.02 .01 [-.05, -.00] .1031

Note. Coding of categorical variables: Gender:  0 = Female, 1 = Male; ATSI status:  0 = ATSI, 1 = Not ATSI; Disability status: 
0 = has a disability, 1 = does not have a disability; CALD status: 0 = speaks English only, 1 = Speaks another language 
other than English (either with English or without English). 

Model 3

Model 3 placed recognition as the antecedent, wellbeing as the mediator and participation as the criterion. It is 
conceptually plausible that students who experience greater recognition at school, would then have greater wellbeing, 
and this may then predict greater engagement in participation activities. The same covariates as Model 1 were included. 

Model 3 results are reported in Figure 8. The indirect effect of recognition via wellbeing on participation was significant 
with the bias corrected bootstrapped confidence interval entirely above zero, B = .41, SE = .03, (95% CI bc: 0.12 - 0.26); 
Sobel test, z = 14.28, p < .001. The positive value of the regression coefficient (B) indicates that students who report greater 
recognition also report greater participation. As shown in Figure 8, all direct paths in the model were significant at p < 
.001. The path from recognition to student participation remained significant after including the mediator variable, thus 
these results show that wellbeing partially mediated the recognition – student participation relationship. The mediation 
model explained 45% of variance in student participation, an increase of 12% from 33% of variance explained without 
the mediator in the model. These results show the effect after controlling for gender, ATSI status, CALD status, disability 
status, and year at school.

Figure 8. Mediation model 3: Wellbeing partially mediates the recognition - participation relationship. 
B = Unstandardised regression coefficients. Numbers inside brackets are bootstrapped standard errors. p < .001***
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The results for the covariates (see Table 36) showed that gender and year at school significantly predicted wellbeing. 
Females and students in later years at schools reported lower wellbeing. Only CALD status was a significant predictor of 
student participation, such that students who only spoke English reported lower extent of student participation.  

Table 36: Effect of Covariates on Mediation Model 3 Pathways

Wellbeing Student participation 

Covariate B SE 95%CI p B SE 95%CI p

Gender 0.19 .03 [.13, .25] .0000 0.05 .03 [-.01, .11] .1224

ATSI 0.03 .06 [-.07, .15] .4828 -0.08 .05 [-.18, .03] .1476

CALD 0.03 .05 [-.06, .12] .5661 .15 .05 [.06, .24] .0009

Disability 0.06 .07 [-.07, .19] .3506 -0.11 .06 [-.23, .02] .0984

Year -0.07 .01 [-.10, -.04] .0000 -0.02 .01 [-.05, -.00] .1031

Note. Coding of categorical variables: Gender:  0 = Female, 1 = Male; ATSI status:  0 = ATSI, 1 = Not ATSI; Disability status: 
0 = has a disability, 1 = does not have a disability; CALD status: 0 = speaks English only, 1 = Speaks another language 
other than English (either with English or without English). 

Model 4

Model 4 placed recognition as the antecedent, participation as the mediator and wellbeing as the criterion. It is 
conceptually plausible that students who experience greater recognition at school, may engage more with participatory 
experiences and would then have greater wellbeing. The same covariates as Model 1 were included. 

Model 4 results are reported in Figure 9. The indirect effect of recognition on wellbeing via participation was significant 
with the bias corrected bootstrapped confidence interval entirely above zero, B = .24, SE = .02, (95% CI bc: 0.19 - 0.28); 
Sobel test, z = 12.71, p < .001. The positive value of the regression coefficient (B) indicates that students who report 
greater recognition also report greater wellbeing. As shown in Figure 9, all direct paths in the model were significant 
at p < .001. The path from recognition to wellbeing remained significant after including the mediator variable, thus 
these results show that student participation partially mediated the recognition – wellbeing relationship. The mediation 
model explained 64% of variance in wellbeing, an increase of 7% from 57% of variance explained without the mediator 
in the model. These results show the effect after controlling for gender, ATSI status, CALD status, disability status, and 
Year at school. 

 
Figure 9. Mediation model 4: Student participation partially mediates the recognition – wellbeing relationship. 
B = Unstandardised regression coefficients. Numbers inside brackets are bootstrapped standard errors. p < .001***
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The results for the covariates (see Table 37) showed that gender, CALD status and Year at school significantly predicted 
student participation and wellbeing. Females, students who only spoke English, and students in later years reported 
lower extent of student participation and lower wellbeing.  

Table 37: Effect of Covariates on Mediation Model 4 Pathways

Student participation Wellbeing

Covariate B SE 95%CI p B SE 95%CI p

Gender 0.13 .03 [.07, .26] .0001 0.14 .03 [.08, .20] .0000

ATSI -0.06 .06 [-.17, .06] .3093 0.06 .05 [-.04, .16] .2123

CALD 0.16 .05 [.07, .26] .0011 .15 .05 [.06, .24] .0009

Disability -0.08 .07 [-.22, .06] .2692 0.09 .06 [-.12, .05] .3744

Year -0.05 .02 [-.09, -.02] .0006 -0.05 .01 [-.07, -.02] .0005

Note. Coding of categorical variables: Gender:  0 = Female, 1 = Male; ATSI status:  0 = ATSI, 1 = Not ATSI; Disability status: 
0 = has a disability, 1 = does not have a disability; CALD status: 0 = speaks English only, 1 = Speaks another language 
other than English (either with English or without English). 

Model 5

Model 5 placed student participation as the antecedent, wellbeing as the mediator and recognition as the criterion. It is 
conceptually plausible that students who experience greater participation at school, would then have greater wellbeing, 
and this may then predict greater recognition. The same covariates as Model 1 were included. 

Model 5 results are reported in Figure 10. The indirect effect of recognition on student participation via wellbeing was 
significant with the bias corrected bootstrapped confidence interval entirely above zero, B = .38, SE = .02, (95% CI bc: 
0.34 - 0.42); Sobel test, z = 18.29, p < .001. The positive value of the regression coefficient (B) indicates that students 
who report greater participation also report greater recognition. As shown in Figure 10, all direct paths in the model 
were significant at p < .001. The path from recognition to student participation remained significant after including the 
mediator variable, thus these results show that wellbeing partially mediated the recognition – student participation 
relationship. The mediation model explained 45% of variance in recognition, an increase of 9% from 36% of variance 
explained without the mediator in the model. These results show the effect after controlling for gender, ATSI status, 
CALD status, disability status, and Year at school. 

 
Figure 10. Mediation model 5: Wellbeing partially mediates the student participation - recognition relationship. 
B = Unstandardised regression coefficients. Numbers inside brackets are bootstrapped standard errors. p < .001***
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The results for the covariates (see Table 38) showed that CALD status, disability status and Year at school significantly 
predicted wellbeing. Students who spoke a language other than English, students who had a disability, and students 
in later Years reported lesser wellbeing at school. Gender and disability status significantly predicted recognition. Males 
and students who had a disability reported less recognition at school.  

Table 38: Effect of Covariates on Mediation Model 3 Pathways

Wellbeing Recognition

Covariate B SE 95%CI p B SE 95%CI p

Gender 0.02 .04 [-.05, .09] .5145 -0.18 .03 [-.23, -.13] .0000

ATSI 0.11 .06 [-.01, .24] .0635 0.02 .04 [-.07, .11] .6632

CALD -0.13 .05 [-.23, -.03] .0130 -.07 .04 [-.14, .00] .0560

Disability 0.35 .07 [.20, .49] .0000 0.20 .05 [.10, .31] .0001

Year -0.08 .02 [-.11, -.05] .0000 -0.01 .01 [-.03, .02] .5524

Note. Coding of categorical variables: Gender:  0 = Female, 1 = Male; ATSI status:  0 = ATSI, 1 = Not ATSI; Disability status: 
0 = has a disability, 1 = does not have a disability; CALD status: 0 = speaks English only, 1 = Speaks another language 
other than English (either with English or without English). 

Model 6

Model 6 placed wellbeing at school as the antecedent, student participation as the mediator and recognition as the 
criterion. It is conceptually plausible that students who experience greater wellbeing at school, would experience 
greater participation, and this may then predict greater recognition. The same covariates as Model 1 were included. 

Model 6 results are reported in Figure 11. The indirect effect of wellbeing on recognition via student participation was 
significant with the bias corrected bootstrapped confidence interval entirely above zero, B = .07, SE = .01, (95% CI bc: 0.04 
- 0.10); Sobel test, z = 5.16, p < .001. The positive value of the regression coefficient (B) indicates that students who report 
greater wellbeing at school also report greater recognition. As shown in Figure 11, all direct paths in the model were 
significant at p < .001. The path from wellbeing to recognition remained significant after including the mediator variable, 
thus these results show that student participation partially mediated the wellbeing – student participation relationship. 
The mediation model explained 58% of variance in recognition, an increase of only 1% from 57% of variance explained 
without the mediator in the model. These results show the effect after controlling for gender, ATSI status, CALD status, 
disability status, and Year at school. 

Figure 11. Mediation model 6: Student participation partially mediates the wellbeing - recognition relationship. 
B = Unstandardised regression coefficients. Numbers inside brackets are bootstrapped standard errors. p < .001***
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The results for the covariates (see Table 39) showed that CALD status significantly predicted student participation. 
Students who only spoke English reported less student participation. Gender and disability status significantly predicted 
recognition. Males and students who had a disability reported less recognition at school.  

Table 39: Effect of Covariates on Mediation Model 6 Pathways

Student Participation Recognition

Covariate B SE 95%CI p B SE 95%CI p

Gender 0.02 .03 [.05, .23] .6288 -0.18 .03 [-.23, -.13] .0000

ATSI -0.08 .05 [-.18, .03] .1621 0.02 .04 [-.07, .11] .6632

CALD 0.14 .05 [.05, - .23] .0021 -.07 .04 [-.14, .00] .0560

Disability -0.07 .07 [-.20, .06] .2790 0.20 .05 [.10, .31] .0001

Year -0.03 .01 [-.05, .00] .0811 -0.01 .02 [.47, .56] .5524

Note. Coding of categorical variables: Gender:  0 = Female, 1 = Male; ATSI status:  0 = ATSI, 1 = Not ATSI; Disability status: 
0 = has a disability, 1 = does not have a disability; CALD status: 0 = speaks English only, 1 = Speaks another language 
other than English (either with English or without English). 

In sum, Models 1 - 6 all show significant partial mediated relationships, 
indicating that a directional path between participation, recognition 
and wellbeing cannot be ascertained from the current study. Indeed, 
the current study was not a longitudinal study, and thus causal or 
directional relationships cannot be concluded. 

However, what is shown by these results is that the relations between 
student participation, wellbeing and recognition are all positively 
related, so that wherever a school may start, either by implementing 
programs that increase student participation, targeting improved 
student experiences of recognition, or by focusing on programs aimed 
at improving wellbeing, the outcomes are favourable for either of the 
other aspects, be it wellbeing, participation and/ or recognition.  
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While Model 1 does support that recognition partially mediated the relationship between student participation and 
wellbeing at school, Model 2 was also significant and showed that when wellbeing and participation were swapped 
around, recognition also partially mediated the wellbeing – participation relationship. Thus, according to these results, 
while providing participation experiences at school does predict improved wellbeing, and this relationship is partially 
accounted for by students’ increased experience of recognition, the opposite is also true. Model 2 results suggest that 
providing improved wellbeing at school also predicts increased engagement with participatory activities, and this 
relationship is partially accounted for by an increase in improved recognition at school. 

Model 1 and Model 5 results support that increased participatory experiences at school predicts both increased 
wellbeing and recognition, and that these relationships can occur either directly or via mediation of the other variable. 

Model 6 results show that increased wellbeing at school directly predicts greater recognition and also that recognition 
increases partially due to improved engagement with participatory experiences.  

Furthermore, the models that tested recognition as an antecedent of participation and wellbeing (Models 3 and 4), also 
showed partial mediation. Model 3 and 4 results suggest that students giving and receiving care, respect and value at 
school predicts increased wellbeing at school, and also increased engagement with participatory experiences.  

The mediation model results reported above also show that wellbeing, participation and recognition may be predicted 
by demographic group membership, and that these groups may benefit from targeted focus when implementing 
participation, wellbeing and recognition programs and strategies in schools. The following results show demographic 
differences after holding the six elements of participation and other demographic variables constant:     

• Gender and disability status predicted recognition, with males and students who reported having 
a disability of any type reporting lower recognition than females and those without a disability.  

• Year at school and gender predicted wellbeing, with students in later years and females reporting 
lower wellbeing than those in earlier years and males.  

• CALD status was a significant predictor of participation, with students who spoke only English 
reporting lower extent of participation than those who spoke a language other than English. This 
result for CALD status may reflect school differences, in that particular metropolitan schools in 
the study had a very high representation of students who speak a language other than English 
compared to other schools. These metropolitan schools may also be implementing some 
innovative ‘lighthouse’ programs on student participation.  

THE ROLE OF WORKING TOGETHER AS A MEDIATOR OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 
STUDENT PARTICIPATION AND WELLBEING AT SCHOOL 

Given that Working Together was the largest factor of participation, and that it was the strongest predictor of wellbeing, 
it could be that Working Together may act as a mediator of the other five elements of participation in their relationship 
with wellbeing. At a conceptual level, opportunities for students to share their views on schooling and activities, to 
make choices, to influence on decisions made at school and have a say with influential people at school, all take place 
within relationships with either their peers and/or school staff. That is, the other five elements of participation may have 
their impact on wellbeing through the process of working together with peers and school staff. Furthermore, through 
working together it is likely that recognition from and towards others may be experienced, and this may foster improved 
wellbeing. That is, a path between the variables may be: 

Participatory Experiences  Working Together Recognition Wellbeing

To test this relationship a serial mediation model was conducted using ‘Model 6’ in Hayes’ PROCESS tool. Figure 
12 depicts the model. A composite score for participation was calculated by finding the mean of the five factors of 
participation excluding Working Together. This antecedent variable is labelled ‘Participation (5)’ in Figure 12. 
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As shown in Figure 12, all direct paths were significant at p <.001. The indirect effect from participation (5) through 
Working Together and then recognition to wellbeing, was significant, B = .17, SE = .02, 95% CI bc [.13 - .21]. The indirect 
effect from participation (5) through Working Together to wellbeing (but excluding recognition) was also significant, B 
= .10, SE = .03, 95% CI bc [.05 = .15]. The third indirect effect from participation (5) through recognition to wellbeing (but 
excluding Working Together) was also significant, B = .14, SE = .03, 95% CI bc [.09 -.19]. 

The direct path from participation (5) to wellbeing was reduced in strength from .67 to .28 with the addition of Working 
Together and recognition as serial mediators in the model, however the direct path remained statistically significant. 
Thus, Working Together and recognition partially mediate the relationship between participation and wellbeing. 

Figure 12.  Serial mediation model showing that Working Together and recognition partially mediate the relationship 
between the remaining five factors of participation [Participation (5)] and wellbeing at school.  Participation (5) 
refers to the mean total of voice about schooling, Voice about Activities, Having a Say with Influential People, Having 
Influence and Having Choice.  B = unstandardized regression coefficients. Numbers in brackets represent bootstrapped 
standard errors. p < .001***

In sum, the serial mediation model tested above (Figure 12) suggests 
that providing students with voice, choice and influential participatory 
experiences predicted increased wellbeing scores partially via the 
process of students working together with peers and school staff, and 
further, that through working together, recognition was also increased, 
which then predicted improved wellbeing. Increased experiences of 
working together also directly predicted increased wellbeing. 
The result in Figure 12 also suggests that although recognition was 
increased through working together, it was also directly increased 
through Having Voice, Having Choice and Influence (‘Participation 5’). 
These voice, choice and influence elements of participation also had 
a direct relationship with wellbeing.  
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6. SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND      
    IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE 

MEASUREMENT OF PARTICIPATION 
In alignment with Phase 3 results, Phase 4 found six elements of participation using a larger and different sample of 
participants to that of Phase 3. These consistent results across different phases of the study support their generalisability. 
The six factors were: 

1. Working Together

2. Voice about schooling

3. Having a Say with Influential People

4. Voice about Activities

5. Having Influence

6. Having Choice. 

While Phase 3 supported a 40 item scale to measure student participation using Principal Components Analysis, Phase 
4 supported a 38 item scale using Exploratory Factor Analysis.  The two items that did not load on any factors in Phase 
4 were ‘The Principal / Deputy takes notice of what I say’ and ‘My views inform the work of the SRC or school leaders’. 
These two items were omitted from the final Student Participation Scale. The structure of the  Student Participation Scale 
did not vary across any demographic groups (gender, year at school, ATSI status, CALD status, disability status). 

The  Student Participation Scale was shown to be both reliable and valid. Convergent validity was demonstrated by the 
results that found scores on the new  Student Participation Scale were strongly and positively associated with greater 
student engagement, particularly with affective engagement (liking school) and cognitive engagement with school. 
The new scale also converged with items from previous literature that were used to measure student voice and other 
aspects on student participation. The new scale also effectively detected differences between students who are known 
to have greater voice and influence at school (Student Representative Council members) and non-SRC members.  

CONNECTIONS BETWEEN PARTICIPATION AND WELLBEING

• A key result from the study was that greater student participation was strongly associated with 
greater student wellbeing. That is, students who reported having had more experiences at 
school with regard to Working Together, Having a Say with Influential People, Having Voice about 
Schooling and Activities Outside of the Classroom, Having Choices, and Having Influence also 
reported significantly greater wellbeing at school.  

• Students in higher year at schools and students who self-report having a disability of any type 
reported lower wellbeing at school. Gender, ATSI status and CALD status were not significantly 
related to wellbeing.

Which elements of participation predict wellbeing? 

Working Together, Having Influence, Having Choice and Having a Say with Influential People, all predicted wellbeing 
positively and significantly. 

• Working Together was the strongest predictor of wellbeing, followed by Having Choice, 
Having Influence, and Having a Say with Influential People.  

• Interestingly, Voice about Schooling and Voice about Activities did not significantly predict 
wellbeing when the other factors were held constant, despite having moderate to strong 
individual correlations with wellbeing. 
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• Together, the elements of participation predicted just under half the variance in wellbeing 
(48.5%). The six elements of participation were distinct, but they were strongly and positively 
correlated with each other, sharing just under 40% of variance in wellbeing. Each element of 
participation on its own only contributed a small amount of unique variance to wellbeing (8.8% 
of variance in total). 

Implications for Practice

• These results imply that due to the large amount of shared variance between the six elements 
of participation, the implementation of any one element will be linked moderately-to-strongly 
with wellbeing. Furthermore, the addition of any one aspect of participation on its own will only 
contribute small extra (unique) amounts of variance over and above other elements of participation. 
Therefore, a combined approach in which multiple, but not necessarily all, aspects of participation 
are implemented in schools would be associated with the strongest links with wellbeing. 

• The strongest link between the elements of participation and wellbeing was found between 
processes that foster students working together with their peers and teaching staff to seek and 
implement changes at school. This finding highlights the relational basis of participation. Therefore, 
schools wishing to implement or improve participation need to foster collaborative relationships 
with students and their peers, and between students and teachers. 

• The other significant predictors of wellbeing, that is, Having Choice, Having Influence, and Having 
a Say with Influential People emphasise the importance for participation to provide students with 
an impact on decisions that affect their learning and to have authentic voice with leaders in their 
schools, including student leaders and school staff. 

• The non-significant results for Voice about Schooling and Voice about Activities imply that merely 
allowing students to express their opinions without having any impact on decisions and choices 
that are made is not enough to link with their wellbeing at school. Based on these results, it is 
having impact and choice at school that really matters for improving student wellbeing. 

• The results also show that students’ Year at school and disability status need to be taken into 
account when designing and implementing wellbeing policies and processes. Students in higher 
Year at schools (i.e., Year 9 and Year 10) reported significantly lower levels of wellbeing at school than 
students from earlier years. Similarly, students with disability reported significantly lower wellbeing 
than their peers without disability. These findings were retained after taking into account the impact 
of participation at school on wellbeing and several other demographic characteristics such as gender, 
cultural and linguistic diversity, and Australian Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander status. 

Why is participation associated with wellbeing? 

In short, the results of the study showed that there are significant positive links between participation, wellbeing and 
recognition at school, although no causal relations can be supported as a longitudinal research design would be needed 
to establish causation. 

While the results did support that recognition partially explained the relationship between student participation and 
wellbeing at school, the opposite was also found. That is, recognition also partially accounted for students with higher 
wellbeing reporting greater extent of participatory experiences. Thus, while providing participation experiences at 
school did appear to predict improved wellbeing, and there is support that this relationship is partially due to students’ 
increased experience of recognition, the opposite is also true. 

The results also suggested that providing students with voice, choice and influential participatory experiences predicts 
their increased wellbeing scores partially through the process of students working together with peers and school staff, 
and further, that through working together, recognition is also increased, which is then predicts improved wellbeing. 
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Increased experiences of working together also directly predicted increased wellbeing. The results also suggest that 
although recognition is increased through working together, it is also directly increased through having voice, choice 
and influence. These voice, choice and influence elements of participation also have a direct relationship with wellbeing.

Implications for Practice

• The study shows that the relations between student participation, wellbeing and recognition 
are all positively related, so that wherever a school may start, either by implementing programs 
that increase student participation, targeting improved student experiences of recognition, or by 
focussing on programs aimed at improving wellbeing, the outcomes are favourable for either of the 
other aspects, be it wellbeing, participation and/ or recognition.  

• The results also showed that wellbeing, participation and recognition may be predicted by 
demographic group membership, and that these groups may benefit from targeted focus when 
implementing participation, wellbeing and recognition programs and strategies in schools. 
Students in later Year at schools (Year 9 -10) and students with disability are groups to particularly 
be aware of.      

• The results suggest that the element of participation called ‘Working Together’, that is, students 
working with peers and school staff, is a key facilitator of both improved recognition at school and 
wellbeing. Therefore, schools wishing to improve participatory experiences at school, recognition 
and wellbeing, should focus on building collaborative and empowering relationships between 
students and other students, and with staff. Although the results support that student voice, choice 
and influence have a direct relationship with improved wellbeing, a key reason is that these tasks 
involve collaboration and working together with peers and staff. The results support the importance 
of caring, respectful and valued relationships at school, and also the collaborative nature of these 
relationships. 

• The results show that participation is a key facilitator of both recognition and wellbeing within 
schools, and schools wishing to improve student wellbeing will find developing student 
participation a key avenue to achieve this.    

In sum, the survey results support positive associations between participatory experiences at school and wellbeing, and 
they show that recognition (giving and receiving care, respect and value at school) plays a key role in facilitating both 
participation and wellbeing. 
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APPENDIX A: EMAIL INVITATION TO SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

8th August, 2016

Invitation to participate in a Research project, entitled ‘Improving wellbeing through
 student participation at school’

Attention: the Principal

We are inviting your school, to participate in an important research project that will identify how schools support student partici-
pation, including students ‘having a say’ about issues that matter to them, and whether this benefits their wellbeing. The research 
will provide schools and school systems with knowledge about models and practices that promote student participation at school. 
A practical outcome of the study will be a reliable and valid survey tool that NSW schools can use to monitor their performance in 
relation to student participation. 

Who is conducting the research? 

The research is being led by the Centre for Children & Young People (CCYP) at Southern Cross University in partnership with the Cath-
olic Schools Office Lismore, the NSW Department of Education, the Office of the NSW Advocate for Children and Young People, the 
Australian National University, the University of Sydney and the University of Central Lancashire. 

What will involvement in the study mean for your school?

The research involves your school assisting researchers to invite a class of students (approximately 20 participants) from Years 7, 8, 9 
and 10 (80 students in total) to participate in an online survey at your school. 
The online survey is located on a secure website and will take about 20 minutes for the students to complete. You will be sent a 
web link to the survey that students can log on to and do. As such, the survey will need to be conducted during class time when 
students have access to their computers or school computers. 

The questions ask for students’ views of student participation at school and asks questions about: 

• Students’ subjective experiences of student participation at school, including their involvement in 
decision making. It asks students to reflect on the different opportunities they get to have a say within 
four different spaces in the school – (1) the classroom, (2) activities outside of the classroom, (3) 
student representative councils and / or meetings with teachers and, (4) student personal wellbeing 

• Students’ experiences of their own wellbeing and feelings of recognition at school

Involvement in the research is entirely voluntary and your school, you and participants have the right to withdraw from part, or all, 
of the project at any time without any consequences. All information shared by participants will be confidential. We will not use any 
information that could identify participants. All data collected will be stored securely at the University. 
The findings will be used to understand if and how student participation experiences are linked to student wellbeing and feeling 
recognised. Findings from this phase will be summarised into a report (which will be made available to all participants), and also 
disseminated through academic journal articles and conference presentations. Brief summaries of the survey findings from across 
the schools will also be distributed to participating schools in late 2016.

As an output from the research, the survey tool used in this Phase will be made available for schools to use for their own purposes 
after the research is completed.
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Does this research have ethics approval?

The ethical aspects and evaluation of this study have been approved by the Southern Cross University Human Research Ethics 
Committee (approval number: ECN-15-017); by SERAP (approval number: 2015147); and by the Archdiocese of Canberra & Goulburn 
(approval attached). If you have any concerns about the ethical conduct of this research or the researchers, you should write to the 
following: 
Ethics Complaints Officer, Southern Cross University, PO Box 157, Lismore NSW 2480.  All information is confidential and will 
be handled as soon as possible.  

What should you do now?

To accept this invitation to be involved in the research please email the Project Officer: @scu.edu.au. If you would prefer, please 
nominate a staff member in your reply who could assist researchers at the CCYP in organising the online survey at your school and a 
researcher from the Centre will contact them with the information sent to you - instructions for teachers and information for partic-
ipants. Please note that we have funding available to cover a teacher/and or liaison personnel for one day to assist with organising 
and administering the survey with the classes at your school. 
I am very happy to answer any further questions you may have regarding the research and look forward to speaking with you in the 
near future. If you have any questions about the online survey content please contact the survey Project Officer, (@scu.edu.au).

Thank you for your interest and support.

Yours sincerely,

Professor Anne Graham
Director, Centre for Children & Young People
Southern Cross University
Tel: 02 6620 3613 Email: anne.graham@scu.edu.au
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APPENDIX B: INSTRUCTIONS FOR FACILITATING TEACHERS

ARC Research Project: ‘Improving wellbeing through student participation at school’

INSTRUCTIONS FOR TEACHERS - THANK YOU FOR AGREEING TO ASSIST US WITH FACILITATING 
THIS ONLINE SURVEY AT YOUR SCHOOL

This important research will identify how schools support student participation, including students ‘having a say’ 
about issues that matter to them. The survey asks students to reflect on the different opportunities they get to actively 
participate in at school – such as in the classroom, activities outside of the classroom, student representative councils 
and / or meetings with teachers and it also looks at how such participation might link to student wellbeing.

All answers are confidential and anonymous, including your school. The following provides a 3 step (A,B,C) process for 
facilitating the survey, including scripts for your class/es. 

If you have any questions at all about the following process of implementing the survey at your school, please talk with your 
Principal or call or email Project Officer at the Centre for Children and Young People on 02 (Mondays to Wednesdays) OR 
MOBILE NUMBER, email @scu.edu.au

The online survey will be OPEN from Monday 29th August at 9am until 23rd September at 5pm

STEP A – Recruiting students to participate in the survey at your school:

1) Participation in the online survey involves you recruiting approximately 80 students from Years 7-10 at your school 
(that is, approximately 20 students from each of Years 7-10).

2) Please identify a class and time that best suits students in the respective year groups for completing the survey. If 
possible, each class in the each year group recruited needs to include a diverse range of students, such as mixed gender, 
various academic abilities, students who have English as a second language, and some who may be members of your 
Student Representative Council or equivalent.

3) To complete the survey each student will need a computer or their own personal device that provides them with 
some privacy to do the survey in the classroom.

4) The survey will take no more than 20 minutes for students to complete.

STEP B - Distributing information and ‘decline to participate’ forms:

1) Please distribute the parental information letter and ‘opt out’ form and student information letter and ‘opt 
out’ form to each student in the class you have decided to recruit (electronic versions of the letters and forms are 
attached but we may also arrange to have printed copies delivered to your school – please contact your Principal who 
may have already requested hard copies from us or Catharine Simmons (contact details above).

2) After distributing these to students, please use the following script as a guide to explain the consent form process to 
the classes you have chosen to recruit:

SCRIPT 1: Please read to class two weeks (if possible) before implementing the survey:

“In a fortnight (or ‘next week’) we will be participating in an online survey for a research project during class time. The 
project is being run by researchers from the Centre for Children and Young People, which is a research centre at Southern 
Cross University in Lismore. The research is seeking to learn about the different ways you get to participate at school, 
including ‘having a say’ about issues that matter to you, so that we can improve the way we involve you at school.
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To participate in the survey please take these letters home with you – one of the letters is for you and the other is for your 
mum/dad/carer, which explains to you and your family the research topic and the survey. If you or your parents don’t 
want you to participate in the study, please return the ‘opt out’ form to school, before or on the day of our class in two 
weeks/next week, and we will arrange for you to do something else during class time. You don’t have to do anything if 
you DO want to participate in the study, just turn up to class with your computer”.

3) Please also check that each student has read the invitation form or, if they need help, please organise for their parents, 
or teacher’s assistant to read it to them. Please note that students also have the option to ‘opt out’ again when they log 
on to the survey.

STEP C – Implementing the survey:

1) Please write the following link on the white board and ask students to type it into their URL browser: 
http://tinyurl.com/PARC-Four

2) Please make sure it is entered into the browser, it will not work if it is entered into Google search.
Alternatively, you could enter the link to your classroom Google home page to pre-load the survey or send it to students’ 
email addresses before class time.

3) If a student normally requires a teacher or teacher’s assistant to support their learning then it is quite OK to have 
similar assistance to complete the survey.

4) Please then use the following script as a guide to read to the class, which explains the study again and the online 
survey process for the class:

SCRIPT 2: Please be read to class on the day of implementing the survey:

“As I mentioned to you two weeks ago (or last week), you have been invited to participate in a research project that is 
looking at how schools’ can best support your participation, including ‘having a say’ about issues that matter to you at 
school. The survey asks about how much say you have at school – this includes being able to voice your opinions and 
needs and for these to have Influence – this is where your opinion is listened to and might be used in making decisions, 
having choices, and working together with students and teachers to make changes at your school.
The survey should take you no longer than 20 minutes to complete. The researchers really value your input so please 
take your time to think about the questions. Your answers in the survey will be private and confidential, which means 
your name and the name of our school will not be known or be used in any reports from the research. Please now start 
the survey without talking to each other, if you need assistance with anything, please raise your hand”.
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APPENDIX C: LETTER OF INVITATION AND OPT-OUT CONSENT FORM FOR PARENTS

9th August, 2016

Dear Parent/Carer

Research project: Improving wellbeing through student participation at school

Your child has been invited to participate in an exciting research project that will identify whether and how student 
participation at school helps their wellbeing.

Who is conducting the research?
The project is being led by the Centre for Children and Young People (CCYP) at Southern Cross University (Lismore 
campus). Please see http://ccyp.scu.edu.au/index.php/2 for other partners involved.

What will involvement in the study mean for your child?
Unless you indicate otherwise, your child will be invited to participate in a 20 minute anonymous online survey during 
class time. The online survey is located on a secure website and will be facilitated by the class teacher. The survey 
questions ask about students’ experiences of participating at school and about their wellbeing at school.

How will the information be used by the researchers?
Involvement in the research is confidential and voluntary and you and your child can withdraw participation in the 
survey at any time without any consequences. The information from the survey will help schools continue to improve 
the experience of school for students. No child or their school will be identified in any documents from the research. All 
data will be stored securely at the university. The findings will be summarised in a report (which will be made available 
to all participants), academic journal articles and conference presentations. Your child’s school will also be provided 
with a summary of what we learned from the survey in late-2016.

Does this research have ethics approval?
The study has been approved by the Southern Cross University Human Research Ethics Committee (approval number: 
ECN-15-017), as well as by the Department of Education [SERAP approval number: 2015147], and participating Catholic 
Schools Offices. If you have any concerns about the ethical conduct of this research or the researchers, you should write 
to: Ethics Complaints Officer, Southern Cross University, PO Box 157, Lismore, NSW, 2480. All information is confidential 
and will be handled as soon as possible.

If you agree for your child to participate in the online survey, you do not need to do anything! If you do not want your child 
to participate in the survey, please return the attached ‘declined consent form’ to your child’s school, which indicates 
that you do not want them to take part in the survey. If you have any further questions about this invitation please feel 
free to contact me. My details are below. Alternatively, you can email our Project Officer at email: @scu.edu.au

Yours sincerely,
Professor Anne Graham
Director, Centre for Children & Young People Tel: 02 6620 3613 Email: anne.graham@scu.edu
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Parent/Guardian – Decline to Participate

I,                                                                                                                                           have read and understood the 

attached information. I decline for my child,                                                                           to take part in this 

research, which involves participating in an online survey during class time

Your signature:                                                                          

Date:                                                                                           



81

APPENDIX D: LETTER OF INFORMATION AND OPT-OUT CONSENT FORM FOR STUDENTS

 
9th August, 2016

Dear Student,

Invitation to be part of a research project: ‘Improving wellbeing through

 student participation at school’

You are invited to participate in an exciting research project that will help us learn about your experiences of ‘having a 
say’ about things that interest or concern you at school.

Why is the study important?
We would like you to be involved because you are experts about your school experiences. What you tell us may help 
improve school life for students in the future.

How will I be involved?
You are being asked to participate in an anonymous online survey during class time at school. It will take you about 20 
minutes to complete the questions in the survey. The survey questions ask you about your experiences of having a say 
and being listened to at school. If you decide you do not like taking part in the survey you can stop doing the survey 
whenever you want. Also, if you usually have someone helping you with your school work, such as a teacher’s aide, carer 
or translator, you can bring these people to the class to assist you. We have also sent a letter to your parent/carer asking 
if you can participate in the research.

How will the information from the survey be used?
Everything you answer in the survey will be private and confidential, that is, your name and the name of your school will 
not be used in any reports. All information from the study will be stored safely at the university, which only researchers 
working on the project will be able to access. Later this year we will send your school a summary of what we find out 
from the survey.

What else do you need to know?
This study has been approved by the Southern Cross University Human Research Ethics Committee (approval num-
ber: ECN-15-017) as well as by SERAP (approval number: 2015147) and the relevant Catholic Dioceses. If you have a 
complaint about the research, and/or the researchers, you can contact: Ethics Complaints Officer, Southern Cross 
University, PO Box 157, Lismore, NSW, 2480. All information is confidential and will be handled as soon as possible.

Your teacher will let you know what to do next. Submission of your answers online will be understood as you giving your 
consent to participate. There are also instructions in the survey that tell you more information. If you do not wish to 
participate in the survey, please sign the attached form and give it to your teacher.

If you have any questions please contact me. My details are below. Or alternatively, you can also email our Project Officer 
at: @scu.edu.au

Yours sincerely,
Professor Anne Graham
Director, Centre for Children & Young People
School of Education, Southern Cross University
Tel: 02 6620 3613 Email: anne.graham@scu.edu.au
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Student – Decline to participate form

I,                                                                                                                                           have read and understood 

the attached information. I do not wish to take part in this research, which involves participating in 

an online survey during class time.

Your signature:                                                                          

Date:                                                                                           
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APPENDIX E: PHASE 4 ONLINE SURVEY CONTENT 

Hi  

Thanks for agreeing to take part in this survey. You are helping us to learn how to make schools better places for students 
like you! We are going to ask you about your experiences at school.  You can go to the next page by clicking (forwards 
arrow graphic) at the bottom of the page. If you need to change your answers you can click (backwards arrow button) to 
go back. It is very important for our research that you put an answer for every question. To start answering the questions 
please click on (forwards arrow graphic) below.
First, some questions about you!

Are you:
 Female
 Male
 I describe my gender in a different way
 I’d rather not say right now

How old are you?
 11
 12
 13
 14
 15
 16
 17

What language do you speak at home?
 English only
 Another language only
 English and another language
 I’d rather not say right now

Are you:
 An Australian Aboriginal
 A Torres Strait Islander
 An Australian Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
 None of the above
 I’d rather not say right now
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Do you have any type of disability (such as a physical, intellectual, social, or learning disability, or a visual or hearing 
impairment)?

 Yes
 No
 Not sure
 I’d rather not say right now

What Year are you in at school?
 7
 8
 9
 10

When did you start at this school?
 Year 7
 Year 8
 Year 9
 Year 10

Does your school have a Student Representative Council (SRC)?
 Yes
 No
 Not sure

Are you a member of your school’s SRC?
 Yes
 No

Does your school have home rooms or roll call room/group?
 Yes
 No

In this room/group are there:
 Only students from your own year
 Students from different years
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The next questions ask you to read a sentence at the side of the page then choose an answer that best suits you.  If a 
statement is very true for you, choose “Strongly agree”  If  a statement is somewhat true for you choose “Agree”   If a 
statement is very untrue for you choose “Strongly disagree”  If a statement is somewhat untrue for you choose “Disagree”   
If you don’t know or if you are unsure what your answer is choose “Neither agree nor disagree”.   The question on this 
page is a practice question. 

Most of the time:

Strongly 
Disagree

Disagree Neither disagree 
nor agree

Agree Strongly  Agree

I enjoy school      

Please answer these questions about your experience at school:

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

I feel very cared 
for by other 
people at my 
school

     

I am very caring 
toward everyone 
that I have 
contact with at 
my school

     

I feel very 
respected by 
other people at 
my school

     

I show respect 
to everyone that 
I have contact 
with at my 
school

     

I feel my 
contributions are 
valued by other 
people at my 
school

     

I value other 
people’s 
contributions at 
my school very 
much
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Please answer these questions about your experience at school:

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

Most days being 
at school makes 
me feel very 
happy

     

When I’m at 
school I feel very 
satisfied with my 
life

     

When I’m at 
school I feel 
very safe from 
bullying

     

When I’m at 
school my 
mental health 
and wellbeing is 
great

     

When I’m at 
school I feel a 
strong sense of 
purpose in my 
life

     

I feel strongly 
connected to lots 
of people at my 
school

     

I feel strongly 
connected to my 
school as a place

     

I feel like I really 
belong at my 
school
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 These next questions are about getting a chance to say what you think at school                                              

At school, I usually get to say what I think about...

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

How the 
classroom space 
is organised

     

What I learn      

How I am taught      

How my work is 
assessed      

Homework      

Classroom rules      

What happens in 
home rooms or 
roll call groups

     

How the school 
supports 
students

     

How students are 
disciplined      

In school activities, such as sporting teams, clubs, excursions, camps, fundraising and socials, I usually get 
to say what I think about...

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

Which activities 
are offered

     

How the 
activities are 
organised

     

How often 
the activities 
happen
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At school, I get the chance to say what I think ...

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

To the SRC and/or 
student leaders      

To the Principal      

To the Deputy      

In Year group or 
house meetings      

To my teachers 
outside of class time 
(such as in the play 
ground, or in the 
teacher’s office)

     

The next questions are about how much your say influences what happens at school                                                                                                        
Most of the time in the classroom...

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

My opinion is listened 
to by teachers

     

My opinion is 
considered by 
teachers

     

The teachers tell me 
how my opinion was 
used

     

My opinion makes a 
difference and things 
change

     

Most of the time in school activities, such as sporting teams, clubs, excursions, camps, fundraising and 
socials...

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

The teachers tell me 
how my opinion was 
used
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At my school...

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

My views inform the 
work of the SRC or 
school leaders

     

The Principal or 
Deputy takes notice of 
what I say

     

Staff take notice of 
what students say to 
them

     

Staff take students 
opinions seriously      

The next questions are about having choices at school                                                                                              
At my school I usually get a lot of choice about...

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

How I present my 
school work (e.g., as 
an essay or poster)

     

How I look      

Who I sit near      

The type of school 
activities I do (such as 
sports, camps, socials, 
plays)

     

How much I get 
involved in school 
activities (such as 
sports, camps, socials, 
plays)
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The next questions are about working together with teachers and other students at your school                                                                                        
In the classroom...

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

My teachers and I 
often make decisions 
together about my 
learning

     

My classmates and I 
often make decisions 
together about our 
learning

     

In school activities such as sporting teams, clubs, excursions, camps, fundraising and socials ... 

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

My teachers and I 
often make decisions 
together

     

My classmates and I 
often make decisions 
together

     

Students sometimes 
contribute to the 
wider community 
(businesses, organi-
sations, other schools 
etc.)

     

At my school...

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

Students work 
together outside 
of class time to get 
things changed at 
school

     

Students work with 
teachers outside of 
class time to make 
things happen at 
school

     

Students work with 
teachers to find a 
positive way forward

     

Students usually 
make decisions with 
teachers  in meetings
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Hang in there! Just a few more questions about your school...                                 
Overall, at my school...

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

I feel like I have a say 
about what happens 
to me

     

Adults listen to the 
students

     

Students take part in 
making the rules

     

I am encouraged to 
express my own views 
in my class(es)

     

Students get involved 
in organising school 
events

     

Students mostly do 
group work

     

Students decide what 
to work on

     

We’d like to know if you agree or disagree with these questions:

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

I follow the rules at 
school      

I get into trouble at 
school      

When I am in class, 
I just act as if I am 
working

     

I pay attention in 
class      

I complete my work 
on time      

Almost there!

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree
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I like being at school      

I feel excited by my 
work at school      

My classrooms are 
fun places to be      

I am interested in the 
work at school      

I feel happy in school      

I feel bored in school      

These are the last questions!

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree

I check my school work for 
mistakes     

I study at home even when I 
don’t have a test

  
 

 

I try to watch TV shows 
about things we do in 
school

    

When I read a book, I ask 
myself questions to make 
sure I understand what it is 
about

    

I read extra books to learn 
more about things we do in 
school

  
 

 

If I don’t know what a word 
means when I am reading 
, I do something to figure 
it out

  
 

 

If I don’t understand what 
I read, I go back and read it 
over again

  
 

 

I talk with people outside 
of school about what I am 
learning

    

This is the end of the survey.  If you’d like to go back and check your answers please do so now.    
Please click on the forwards arrow button below to send your answers to the researchers.  
 You cannot change your answers once you click the forwards arrow button.
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APPENDIX F:
SCREEN CAPTURES OF THE FIRST AND LAST PAGE OF THE ONLINE SURVEY

First page of online survey:

Final thank you message on the online survey:



ADDITIONAL RESOURCES

Several resources have been developed from his research to provide guidance on introducing, 
strengthening and monitoring student participation at school. These include:

• A Good Practice Guide for supporting student participation at school

• The Student Participation Survey (and accompanying information pack) which is a 
validated survey tool to measure and monitor student participation and wellbeing         
at school

• Video vignettes on participation at school

• Professional learning resources for school staff

Other research outputs include:

• Full reports for the other phases of the study

• Short summaries of the findings from each phase

For further information about this project please contact Professor Anne Graham
Email: anne.graham@scu.edu.au

The above resources and documents will be available at: bit.ly/ParticipationStudy

This research was funded by the Australian Government under the Australian 
Research Council Linkage Scheme.  (Grant Number: LP140100540).


