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AUSTRALIAN  
PRINCIPALS  

SURVEY
Snapshot of Findings

A snapshot overview of the key findings from the Australian Principals Survey 
The Australian Principals Survey was conducted in 2016 as a census of school principals with a total of 
985 principals participating. 
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45%
MALE

49%
55–64
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45–54
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35–44
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Under 34
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Base: n=729

Base: n=734

YEARS OF
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Base: n=732

HIGHEST QUALIFICATION ATTAINED
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Values less than 5% are not shown
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at previous 
schools combined

Average 
number of 
years, as a 
teacher, 
excluding time 
spent as a principal
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Doctoral degree Masters degree Graduate diploma

Graduate certificate Bachelor degree 
(with honours)

Bachelor degree 
(no honours) 

Combined Primary
and Secondary

Secondary

Primary

Special

Metropolitan Area

Regional

Outer Suburbs

Remote

LOCATION
Base: n=732

59%

18%

15%

8%

43%

37%

13%

7%

Note: Care should be taken when using and interpreting the data provided in the snapshot due to the low response rate to the Survey. The findings only 

represent the views of respondents, and not the broader principal population. The base number of respondents varies by question and some percentages may 

not sum to 100 per cent due to rounding or in instances where respondents were able to select more than one option.

ORIMA Research was engaged to design and undertake research in the form of an online survey of Australian school principals. 
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CLARITY OF PATHWAY FOR PRINCIPAL PREPARATION

41%
of respondents were of the 
opinion that there was not 
a clear path for principal 
preparation in their particular 
model of school.

• Respondents at special schools and at combined
primary/secondary schools were less likely to
perceive a clear path for principal preparation
(with 61% and 58% respectively being of the
opinion that there was not a clear path).

• While more likely to perceive a clear path of
professional development to the role of principal,
34% of respondents at primary-only schools
and 30% at secondary-only schools were of the
opinion that there was not a clear path.

(n=173)

(n=570)

(n=149)

(n=80)

(n=972)

Definitely Probably Possibly

Probably Not Definitely Not

Secondary School

Primary School

Combined Primary and
Secondary School

Special School

Overall
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6 9 25 41 20

11 22 26 30 11

8 17 17 48 10

11 26 29 25 9

18 26 27 21 9

DEMONSTRATING READINESS FOR PROMOTION

Demonstration
of Competence
to an Impartial

Assessor

Selected for
Promotion

by an
Employer

Completion of
a Recognised
Program in

Your System

Length of
Time Spent
as Acting
Principal

Qualifications Length of
Time Spent
as a Teacher
or a Senior

Staff Member

Other

42%

31%
30%

27%

21%
20%

16%

of respondents considered that demonstration 
of competence to an impartial assessor 
was the best way for an aspiring principal to 
demonstrate their readiness for promotion.

suggested other indicators were 
the best way for aspiring principals 
to demonstrate their readiness for 
promotion. For example:

• providing evidence that they have
contributed to the excellence of
school development through their
performance in the role

• demonstrating ‘emotional intelligence’
and interpersonal skills

• demonstrating passion for their
current role and for additional
responsibilities.

Around one in seven respondents 

Base: n=946
Note: Respondents were able to select up to two options for this question
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MAIN PEDAGOGICAL APPROACHES/METHODS USED 
IN THE TEACHING OF LITERACY AND NUMERACY

88%

76%

71%

Explicit
Instruction

Use of Individual Students
Performance Data

Personalised 
Learning Plans

When asked what main pedagogical approaches/
methods were used in the teaching of literacy and 
numeracy in their school, respondents identified 
Explicit Instruction (88%) as the most common, closely 
followed by use of individual students performance data 
(i.e. NAPLAN results on entry or ongoing assessment, 
76%) and personalised learning plans (71%).

Note: Respondents were able to select up to two options for this questionBase: n=695 (primary and special schools only)

INITIAL TEACHER EDUCATION (ITE) STUDENTS

41%
of respondents had 
taken on ITE students.

88%
of respondents that had 
taken on ITE students have a 
relationship with an ITE provider.

• The nature of the relationships with ITE
providers was generally either only formal
(written, 37%) or informal ongoing (34%).

• A small proportion (15%) had both formal 
and informal relationships with ITE providers.

37%

34%

15%

2%

12%

Formal (written)
relationship only

Informal ongoing
relationship only

Formal and
informal relationship

Other

No ongoing
relationship

with providers

Base: n=323

NATURE OF RELATIONSHIP WITH ITE PROVIDERS

MECHANISMS USED TO ASSESS AND 
ENHANCE TEACHERS’ PERFORMANCE

84%

Guided by
the Australian
Professional
Standards

for Teachers

Individual
Professional

Learning
Plans

Coaching
and

Mentoring

Peer
Review

and
Observation

Student
Achievement

Data

Guided
by the

Australian
Performance

and
Development
Framework

A Required
System
Level

Process
or Policy

Student
Surveys

Parent
Surveys

Other

69% 69% 68%

45% 44%
33% 30%

23% 5%

A wide range of other 
mechanisms were 
also used, with more 
than two‑thirds of all 
respondents using at 
least four out of the nine 
identified mechanisms 
to assess and enhance 
teachers’ performance.

Base: n=598
Note: Respondents were able to select more than one option for this question

of respondents indicated they use the 
Australian Professional Standards for Teachers 
to assess and enhance teachers’ performance.
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I. Executive Summary 

The Australian Principals Survey was conducted online from 17 October to 11 November 2016. The 
separate National Peak Principal Associations (NPPAs) were responsible for contacting principals 
where contact details were known, and for publicising the survey to their members so as to ensure all 
principals had the opportunity to take part even if their contact details were not known. A total of 985 
principals responded, with 724 of these having completed the survey and 261 respondents partially 
completing the survey. 

A. Overview of survey topics 

Four key topics were covered in the survey, comprising: 

 principal preparation, in relation to the career path leading to their role; 

 delivery and practice, in their education practices and interactions with parents and the broader 
community; 

 professional development; and 

 a profile of schools and workforce. 

The sections below provide the key highlights of the survey findings across each of these topics. 

Principal preparation 

Principals were asked a series of questions about the career path leading to their role—the extent to 
which the path is clear, the extent to which there are systems in place to support aspirants, and the 
extent to which individual aspirants are prepared. 

Only a minority of principals (33%) were confident that there was ‘probably’ a clear path for principal 
preparation for the kind of school they currently headed, and confidence in this regard was 
particularly low among principals of combined primary and secondary schools (25%) and special 
schools (14%). 

Of 11 system-level items identified by the Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership 
(AITSL) as necessary to support principal preparation, structured professional development 
opportunities and improving the attractiveness of the principal’s role were seen as most important. 
Less than half of principals (44%) considered the former item to be adequately addressed, while only 
around one quarter as many (12%) considered the latter item to be adequately addressed. Confidence 
that most other AITSL-identified system-level items were adequately addressed, mostly fell between 
these two extremes. 

AITSL also identified a further 11 items as important for successful preparation to become a principal, 
at the individual level. Principals were generally much more confident these individual-level items 
were adequately addressed than they were regarding system-level support. Just over half of principals 
(55%) considered the item they considered most important, ‘developing the many higher-order 
interpersonal skills required by principals’, was adequately addressed. 
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Delivery and practice 

A large part of the questionnaire dealt with how schools operate: how they educate and provide 
services to their students, and how they interact with parents and the broader community. 

Regarding core literacy and numeracy teaching, principals of primary and special schools were most 
likely to favour explicit instruction as a pedagogical approach (used by 88% of schools, and considered 
the single most important method by 47%). 

 Principals at these schools were also asked to identify their most effective teaching methods. 
Establishing and maintaining clear learning goals and expectations for each lesson was most likely 
to be cited (66% of principals indicated this was among the three most effective measures). 

Of all secondary schools, 86% provide Vocational Education and Training (VET) to their students. Most 
of these schools (94%) identified some barriers they had to overcome, most commonly limited access 
to qualified staff (70%). Among schools that did not provide VET, the most common cited reason was 
lack of demand (60%). 

Of the schools eligible for the Parliament and Civics Education Rebate (PACER) designed to assist class 
trips to Canberra, 62% indicated they were aware of the rebate, including 37% that had previously 
made use of it. Of those eligible schools that had not already made use of the rebate, 28% indicated 
they would be willing to use it. 

Most principals indicated that their schools used a variety of means to identify students with special 
needs, and also indicated their schools were flexible in meeting these students’ needs (with 90% or 
more of principals indicating their school would modify its curriculum, consult with parents, consult 
with other professionals and/or offer additional learning support). 

 Across all schools surveyed, 6% of students were identified as having ‘an ongoing diagnosed 
medical condition, lasting longer than three months, impacting on attendance and learning’ (2% 
with a condition primarily physical, 4% with a condition primarily mental). 

Schools tended to use a wide variety of strategies for engaging with parents and other stakeholders, 
most commonly their own ‘broadcasting’ communication strategies (social media, website, 
newsletters, etc.)— 99% of principals use a method of this sort and 85% consider it to be among their 
three most effective strategies. 

Professional development 

Principals were asked about their school’s use of Initial Teacher Education (ITE) students, and their 
confidence in first-year ITE graduates’ abilities. Principals were also asked questions about the 
performance standards and appraisal mechanisms applied to all teachers, and the kind of data sources 
used to guide and inform teachers’ performance. 

Fewer than half of schools (41%) had taken on ITE students. Among those schools that had done so, 
principals were cautious in expressing confidence in first-year graduates meeting the professional 
standards identified by AITSL (only 8-29% were very confident), or in their having the required 
Australian Curriculum capabilities (only 4-22% were very confident). 
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 Principals were most likely to express at least moderate confidence that graduates engage in 
professional learning (82%) and have information and communication technology competence 
(81%). 

 Principals were least likely to express moderate confidence that graduates assess, provide 
feedback and report on student learning (44%) or are competent in creative and critical thinking 
(44%). 

A large majority of schools (84%) use the Australian Professional Standards to identify and address 
teachers’ professional learning needs, and just under half of schools (48%) support teachers to 
undertake certification at Highly Accomplished and Lead levels. However, there is an average of less 
than one certified teacher (either Highly Accomplished or Lead) per school surveyed; or considering 
the teaching pool as a whole, only 18 certified teachers per 1,000 employed. 

Profile of schools and workforce 

Principals were asked to provide a profile of their own background and the nature of their current 
position, and also asked for details about the location, type, structure and staffing of their school. 
Information about school type, structure, location and staffing numbers was also used extensively to 
help analyse other results provided by principals elsewhere in the survey. 

In addition to asking about current staffing levels, principals were also asked about the difficulties 
they faced attracting and retaining staff. Around two thirds of schools (66%) reported that they had 
difficulties attracting or retaining staff in some subject or specialty area they required. 

 Subject areas most subject to difficulties (reported by half or more of all schools, except special 
schools) were mathematics, physics, digital technologies, design and technology, chemistry, and 
languages. 

 Across almost all subjects and specialties, schools were more likely to report difficulties attracting 
staff in the first place, than in retaining staff once attracted. 

Factors most likely to be seen as having a negative impact on attracting and/or retaining staff were 
geographic location (39% indicated this had a negative impact), the way the teaching profession is 
perceived and valued by the community (32%) and socio-economic status (31%). 
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II. Introduction

A. Background

The Department of Education and Training is responsible for national policies and programmes that 
help Australians access quality and affordable education, training, international education and 
research. 

In 2016, the Department commissioned ORIMA to survey primary and secondary school principals in 
order to obtain a clear picture of what policies and initiatives work according to principals and to 
advise the DET of any potential areas for improvement. This report presents the findings of this 
research.  

B. Methodology

Design and administration 

The survey adopted a census approach, with the goal of inviting all school principals in Australia to 
participate in the survey. The separate National Peak Principal Associations (NPPAs) were responsible 
for contacting principals where contact details were known, and for publicising the survey to their 
members so as to ensure all principals had the opportunity to take part even if their contact details 
were not known. 

To accommodate the different channels by which principals might be invited to take part, ORIMA 
created a generic survey link to a survey registration page. As part of accessing the survey, principals 
provided an email address and were mailed a password which they could then use to re-enter the 
online questionnaire if they wished to amend their answers or complete the questionnaire in more 
than one sitting. 

Research was conducted from 17 October to 11 November 2016. A total of 985 principals responded, 
with 724 completed responses and 261 partially completed responses. 

 Completion of the survey was not mandatory for School Principals and they were able to complete 
as much or as little of the survey as they felt they could. This methodology was used as it facilitates 
the collection of as much valid data as possible, without forcing respondents to provide answers 
to questions that they may not be able to fully and accurately answer. This methodology also 
facilitates better response rates in general, as respondents are able to complete the survey in a 
more flexible manner (e.g. by answering the easier top-of-mind questions first and coming back 
later to answer the questions that may require some interrogation with information systems or 
conversations with relevant colleagues). In turn, this reduces the likelihood of respondents 
dropping out of the survey early. 
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Weighting 

To correct for possible effects of different levels of participation in different states and territories 
and/or across different school types, results have been weighted to reflect the relative proportions of 
government, Catholic, and independent schools across all states and territories. 

Three different kinds of weights were assigned according to the level of information available about 
each respondent. 

 727 respondents provided information about both their state/territory and their school type 
(Government, Catholic, or Independent). These respondents were assigned a weight based on 
both characteristics. 

 255 respondents provided information about their state/territory but not their school type. These 
respondents were assigned a weight based on state/territory alone. 

 Three respondents did not provide information about either their location or their school type. 
These respondents were assigned a weight of 1 (i.e. the default weight, and also the average 
weight across all survey respondents). 

 Weights have been calculated so as to be neutral between these three groups (e.g. the 727 
respondents who provided the fullest information make up 74% of unweighted survey responses, 
and also account for 74% of weighted survey responses). 

For most survey findings, weighted percentages and averages are most appropriate, and these have 
been used throughout the report unless otherwise noted. As a rule, unweighted data is only used 
when the intention is to describe the respondent profile—the demographic characteristics of the 
principals and schools taking part in the survey, rather than extrapolating to principals and schools in 
the broader population. 

Quality standards 

This project was conducted in accordance with the international quality standard ISO 20252. 
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C. Interpretation of results 

Interpretation of figures 

Percentages 

Percentages in this report are based on the total number of valid responses made to the particular 
question being reported on. In most cases, results reflect those respondents who expressed a view 
and for whom the questions were applicable. ‘Don’t know’ responses are generally excluded from the 
results. Percentage results throughout the report may not add up to 100% (particularly when 
displayed in chart form) due to rounding or where respondents were able to select more than one 
response. Please note that where percentages in charts do not add up to percentages in accompanying 
descriptive text, this is due to rounding and is not a data error. 

Unless otherwise noted, all percentages represent weighted results (see explanation of weighting 
above). Unweighted proportions are sometimes reported on in order to describe the composition of 
the survey sample, rather than proportions of principals as a whole. 

Respondent counts 

When results are broken down into subgroups (for instance, states and territories) the combined total 
of respondents across all reported subgroups may sometimes sum to less than the overall total. There 
are two potential reasons for this: 

 Not all survey respondents answered every question, including some key demographic questions. 
For example, n=3 principals did not provide information about where their school was located, 
and so are excluded from the state breakdowns—although they are still included in overall results. 

 To ensure respondent confidentiality, groups consisting of fewer than 10 respondents are not 
reported on separately. So for example, because only five schools from the Northern Territory 
responded, the Northern Territory does not appear in any state breakdown—although Northern 
Territory schools are still included in the overall results. 

Terminology 

Throughout this report results are typically described in terms of proportions of principals or 
proportions of schools. Since each principal represents a school, these terms are effectively 
interchangeable. For instance, if 22% of survey respondents report that they employ a liaison officer, 
this could be described as ‘22% of schools employ a liaison officer’ or ‘22% of principals employ a 
liaison officer’. However, some questions make more sense as descriptions of schools, while others 
make more sense as descriptions of principals. 

A few results are described in terms of proportions of teachers or proportions of students. These terms 
are not interchangeable, and are calculated differently, based on total student or teacher head counts 
as provided by principals. 
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III. Principal preparation 

Principals were asked a series of questions about the career path leading to their role—the extent to 
which the path is clear, the extent to which there are systems in place to support aspirants, and the 
extent to which individual aspirants are prepared. 

Only a minority of principals (33%) were confident that there was probably a clear path for principal 
preparation for the kind of school they currently headed, and confidence in this regard was particularly 
low among principals of combined primary and secondary schools (25%) and special schools (14%). 

Of 11 system-level items identified by the Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership 
(AITSL) as necessary to support principal preparation, structured professional development 
opportunities and improving the attractiveness of the principal’s role were seen as most important. 
Less than half of principals (44%) considered the former item to be adequately addressed, while only 
around one quarter as many (12%) considered the latter item to be adequately addressed. Confidence 
that most other AITSL-identified system-level items were adequately addressed, mostly fell between 
these two extremes. 

AITSL also identified a further 11 items as important for successful preparation to become a principal, 
at the individual level. Principals were generally much more confident these individual-level items 
were adequately addressed than they were regarding system-level support. Just over half of principals 
(55%) considered the item they considered most important, ‘developing the many higher-order 
interpersonal skills required by principals’, was adequately addressed. 
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A. Systemic factors 

Pathways to leadership 

As shown in Figure 1, one third of principals were of the opinion that there was a clear path for 
principal preparation in their particular model of school (33% indicated there was at least ‘probably’ 
a clear path, including 11% who were definite). However, a somewhat larger minority felt that there 
was probably not a clear path (41%, including 11% who were not definite). 

Principals at secondary-only schools were most likely to perceive a clear path of professional 
development to the role of principal (44% at least probably, with 30% at least probably not), followed 
by principals at primary-only schools (37% at least probably, compared to 35% at least probably not). 
Principals at combined primary and secondary schools (25% at least probably, and 58% at least 
probably not), and at special schools (14% at least probably, and 61% at least probably not) were much 
less likely to perceive a clear path for principal preparation (see Figure 1). 

 Across states and territories, principals in the NSW state system were most likely to perceive a 
clear preparation path (42%, with this perception strongest, 56%, among principals at secondary-
only schools). 

 Across Australia as a whole, the same was true of principals at Catholic schools (41% perceived a 
clear preparation path, compared to 33% at independent schools and 27% at government 
schools). 

Figure 1: Do you think that there is currently a clear path for principal preparation in the following 
school categories? (q2) 

Base: principals of each school category 
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AITSL system-level items 

Importance of items 

The Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL) has identified 11 system-level 
items as being necessary to support principal preparation. Survey respondents were presented with 
these 11 items and asked to rank the top three they considered to be most important. Figure 2 shows 
that three items were consistently considered among the most important by a majority of principals, 
specifically in relation to: 

 Supporting structured professional development opportunities for aspiring principals that focus 
on leadership abilities (68%); 

 Improving the attractiveness of the principal role so that teachers are eager to make the move 
into leadership (61%); and 

 Shared responsibility between employers, system leaders and the profession for identifying and 
preparing future leaders (57%). 

Of the three, improving the attractiveness of the principal role was most likely to be seen as the single 
most important item (by 38% of respondents), followed by supporting structured professional 
development opportunities for aspiring principals (by 21% of respondents). 

Figure 2: Most important AITSL system-level items necessary to support principal preparation (q4) 

Base: all respondents (n=948); multiple response allowed (up to three) 
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Extent to which items are addressed 

Principals were generally less satisfied with the adequacy of system-level support for principals than 
they were about steps being taken at the individual level (see Individual development, page 14). 

While nine of the AITSL items 11 items were seen as being addressed to a tolerable extent by 
majorities of principals (60-83%), none of the items were seen as being adequately addressed in the 
current environment by a majority of principals (see Figure 3). Items seen as being best addressed 
were: 

 Supporting structured professional development opportunities for aspiring principals that focus 
on leadership abilities (44% indicated this was adequately addressed); 

 An emphasis on learning from experts and practitioners (39%); and 

 Having clear selection prerequisites for promotion (39%). 

The two items which a majority of principals indicated were not adequately addressed (each with 61% 
indicating there was significant scope for improvement) were: 

 Improving the attractiveness of the principal role so that teachers are eager to make the move 
into leadership (12% adequately indicated this was adequately addressed); and 

 Workforce plan linked to a national database (10% indicated this was adequately addressed). 

Figure 3: Extent to which AITSL system-level items are addressed (q4) 

Base: all respondents 
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Importance compared to adequacy 

Figure 4 shows that the item most generally perceived to be important (structured professional 
development opportunities focusing on leadership) was also generally seen as best addressed. 
However, another area seen as a key priority—improving the attractiveness of the principal role to 
attract more teachers into it—was also one of the two areas seen as being least well addressed. 

 This element (attractiveness of the principal’s role) varies considerably by sector—with just 7% of 
government school principals considering it adequately addressed, compared to 16% of Catholic 
school principals and 27% of independent school principals. 

Improving the attractiveness of the principal’s role was seen as an area for significant scope for 
improvement specifically by principals who rated this item as important (7% of principals who 
considered this item among the three most important considered it was adequately addressed, 
compared to 19% of those who did not consider the item so important). 

The only other AITSL system-level with a similar discrepancy (seen as less well addressed specifically 
by those who considered it important) was having clear selection prerequisites for promotion—seen 
as adequately addressed by 24% of those considered it of top-three importance, but by 42% of those 
who considered it of lesser importance. 

Figure 4: AITSL system-level items supporting principal participation: importance compared to the 
extent to which these items are addressed* (q4) 

Base: all respondents 

 

* This chart shows the proportion of principals rating each item as adequately addressed, not the lower-bar 
measure of tolerably addressed. 
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Additional support suggestions 

Respondents were asked if there was any additional support needed to help in the preparation of 
principalship. Several respondents highlighted the complexity and broad skill set of the role, and thus 
the need to develop skills in a wide range of areas, specifically: 

 business management and financial management capabilities, strategic resourcing, change 
management skills; 

 emotional intelligence, self-awareness, and interpersonal skills; and 

 an understanding of the profession, and a school’s core business requirements. 

The most common suggestions to address these problems involved: 

 expanding leadership opportunities for aspiring teachers, such as increased levels of placement in 
acting roles; and 

 mentoring relationships (including ‘work shadowing’ arrangements) between aspiring teachers 
and existing principles. 

Other suggestions included: 

 increased funding support to schools to implement the above strategies; 

 work-life balance skills and stress management strategies; and 

 providing aspiring teachers with more experience working in rural and remote locations. 
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B. Individual development 

AITSL-identified factors for principal preparation 

Importance of items 

AITSL also identifies key items important for successful preparation to become a principal. Of the 11 
items presented to respondents (and summarised in Figure 5), developing the many higher-order and 
interpersonal skills required by principals was seen as the single most important by 42% of principals 
and among the top three factors by 76% of principals. 

Figure 5: Most important items for successful preparation to become a principal, of those 
identified by AITSL (q3) 

Base: all respondents (n=982); multiple response allowed (up to three) 

 

Extent to which items are addressed 

While less than half of principals were satisfied with the adequacy of system-level support to help 
them prepare for their role (10-44%, as shown above in Figure 3), they were much more satisfied with 
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Three items were seen as adequately addressed in their current school environment by around two 
thirds of principals: 

 Having a clear and shared understanding of the principal’s role (underpinned by professional 
standards) (70%); 

 Developing deep and comprehensive pedagogical knowledge as the foundation for strong 
instructional leadership (65%); and 

 Access to leadership opportunities (65%). 

All other AITSL items relating to preparing for a principalship role were seen as adequately addressed 
by around half of principals (44-55%), and all items were seen as tolerably addressed by at least 75% 
of principals. Areas identified as having the greatest scope for improvement were: 

 Having real-world leadership experiences (e.g. shadowing and acting) (25% identified significant 
scope for improvement, while 47% consider this to be addressed adequately); and 

 Having professional learning appropriate to each level of the AITSL’s Leadership Profiles (25% 
identified significant scope for improvement, while 45% consider this to be addressed 
adequately). 

Figure 6: Extent to which AITSL preparation items are addressed (q3) 

Base: all respondents 
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Importance compared to adequacy 

While the perceived importance of different preparation items varied considerably (as shown Figure 
7), the extent to which these items were seen as adequately addressed varied considerably less, and 
with little relationship to the items’ relevant importance. However, the four items of highest perceived 
importance were all seen as adequately addressed by a majority of principals (53-70%), with just over 
half (55%) considering that ‘developing the many higher-order interpersonal skills required by 
principals’ was adequately addressed. 

 One item of relatively low perceived importance—Assessment of impact, feedback and support 
upon take-up of role—was rated much less favourably among those principals who did consider 
it to be important (18% of these principals thought this item was adequately addressed, compared 
to 45% of principals who did not consider this item of top-three importance). 

 By contrast, another item of higher perceived importance—Having real-world leadership 
experiences (e.g. shadowing and acting)—was rated more favourably among principals who 
considered it important (61% of principals who rated this of top-three importance also considered 
it to be adequately addressed, compared to 42% of those who did not consider it to be of top-three 
importance). 

Figure 7: AITSL preparation items: importance compared to the extent to which these items are 
addressed* (q3) 

Base: all respondents 

 

* This chart shows the proportion of principals rating each item as adequately addressed, not the lower-bar 
measure of tolerably addressed. 
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Demonstrating readiness for promotion 

Principals were asked to nominate up to two key ways in which an aspiring principal could best 
demonstrate their readiness for promotion. The most commonly cited indication was demonstration 
of competence to an impartial assessor (42%). As shown in Figure 8, substantial minorities cited each 
of the six indicators presented to them in the survey. 

 Demonstration to an impartial assessor was seen as more important among government schools 
(46%) than among Catholic or independent schools (both 33%). Catholics school principals 
assigned higher importance to qualifications (45%), while independent school principals assigned 
higher importance to election for promotion by the employer (66%). 

One in seven principals indicated an ‘other’ indicator would be appropriate. Most commonly, these 
principals suggested that aspirants ought to: 

 provide evidence that they have contributed to the excellence of school development through 
their performance in their role; 

“Willingness to undertake key roles in a school in terms of leadership and management and a 
desire to be actively involved in a school's journey to excellence. Big picture thinker and a 
knowledge of the system.” 

“Evidence of contribution to school development and capacity to manage complex issues and lead 
with a strategic focus. […]” 

 demonstrate ‘emotional intelligence’ and interpersonal skills in dealing with others; and 

“An aptitude relating to ethical practice, effective decision making, strong communication and 
emotional intelligence.” 

“…someone who supports others in their teaching, an encourager, a good listener, emotional 
intelligence…” 

 demonstrate passion for their current role and for additional responsibilities. 

“Passion for leading and working with Indigenous community.” 

“Commitment to one's own learning and development. Being willing to learn and stay abreast of 
the current research and best practices re school improvement.” 
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Figure 8: How can an aspiring principal best demonstrate their readiness for promotion? (q6) 

Base: all respondents (n=946); up to two selections allowed 
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IV. Delivery and practice 

A large part of the questionnaire dealt with how schools operate: how they educate and provide 
services to their students, and how they interact with parents and the broader community. 

Regarding core literacy and numeracy teaching, principals of primary and special schools were most 
likely to favour explicit instruction as a pedagogical approach (used by 88% of schools, and considered 
the single most important method by 47%). 

 Principals at these schools were also asked to identify their most effective teaching methods. 
Establishing and maintaining clear learning goals and expectations for each lesson was most 
likely to be cited (66% of principals indicated this was among the three most effective 
measures). 

Of all secondary schools, 86% provide Vocational Education and Training (VET) to their students. Most 
of these schools (94%) identified some barriers they had to overcome, most commonly limited access 
to qualified staff (70%). Among schools that did not provide VET, the most common cited reason was 
lack of demand (60%). 

Of the schools eligible for the Parliament and Civics Education Rebate (PACER) designed to assist class 
trips to Canberra, 62% indicated they were aware of the rebate, including 37% that had previously 
made use of it. Of those eligible schools that had not already made use of the rebate, 28% indicated 
they would be willing to use it. 

Most principals indicated that their schools used a variety of means to identify students with special 
needs, and also indicated their schools were flexible in meeting these students’ needs (with 90% or 
more of principals indicating their school would modify its curriculum, consult with parents, consult 
with other professionals and/or offer additional learning support). 

 Across all schools surveyed, 6% of students were identified as having ‘an ongoing diagnosed 
medical condition, lasting longer than three months, impacting on attendance and learning’ (2% 
with a condition primarily physical, 4% with a condition primarily mental). 

Schools tended to use a wide variety of strategies for engaging with parents and other stakeholders, 
most commonly their own ‘broadcasting’ communication strategies (social media, website, 
newsletters, etc.)— 99% of principals use a method of this sort and 85% consider it to be among their 
three most effective strategies. 
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A. Literacy and numeracy teaching 

Pedagogical approaches 

Of the six main pedagogical methods and approaches presented to respondents (and shown in 
Figure 9 on the following page) explicit instruction was used in the highest proportion of schools (88%), 
although each other method/approach was also used by a majority of schools (52-76%). 

 The majority of schools rated explicit instruction as one of the two most important approaches 
(71%), and nearly half rated it as the single most important approach (47%, compared to 1-17% 
for other approaches. 

 The use of technological devices to support literacy and numeracy learning was widespread (by 
59% of schools), but few considered it of high importance (only 4% rated it among the two most 
important approaches and only 1% rated it the single most important). 

Perceived importance of pedagogical approaches varied considerably across states.1 For instance, of 
the three approaches generally considered to have the highest importance: 

 explicit instruction (71% rated as important overall) was seen as having lower importance in 
Victoria (58%) than in all other states; 

 use of individual students’ performance data (43% rated as important overall) was seen as having 
higher importance in Queensland (58%) and lower in Western Australia (32%); and 

 personalised learning plans (36% rated as important overall) was seen as having high importance 
in Victoria (54%) and Western Australia (50%) and lower in NSW (30%), Queensland (23%), South 
Australia (16%) and the ACT (8%). 

                                                           

1  Note that the variation described below may exclude some results that are more extreme but which, due 
to small sample sizes, are not significantly different from the overall average. 
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Figure 9: What are the main pedagogical approaches/methods used in the teaching of literacy and 
numeracy teaching in your school, and which are most important? (q7 and q8) 

Base: primary and special schools (n=695); up to two selections allowed for most important 
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 In some cases, individualised learning programs were created to cater to an individual’s needs. 

Most useful teaching methods 

Respondents were presented with 11 potential teaching methods and asked to nominate which ones 
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principals cited ‘establishing and maintaining clear learning goals and expectations for each lesson’ 
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Other teaching methods selected by a majority of principals in particular key subgroups included: 

 Connecting to prior knowledge and skills when beginning a learning sequence (47% overall, but 
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 Providing scaffolded learning experiences for students to practise, synthesise and consolidate 
learning (45% overall, but 77% in Tasmania and 59% in Western Australia). 
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Figure 10: Which of the following teaching methods are found to be most effective in helping 
students at your school to achieve desired learning outcomes? (q12) 

Base: primary and special schools (n=647); up to three selections allowed 
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Resources to enhance literacy and numeracy 

Main literacy resources 

Principals identified numerous teaching and student resources used in their schools to enhance 
students’ literacy skills.  

 Specific literacy programs that were mentioned included: Jolly Phonics, Focus on Reading and 
work by Sheena Cameron (literacy books, resources and strategies).  

 Online programs, software and technology devices were mentioned as frequent resources by 
respondents. Some of these technologies included: individual devices (tablets, iPads) running 
literacy apps, literacy software and programs on computers (Reading Eggs, Soundwaves) and 
eBooks. 

 Books were commonly used by teaching staff as resources and included: early childhood story 
books, reading resources and most often, levelled readers. 

Main numeracy resources 

Numeracy programs (commercial structured and teacher developed) and evidence based 
methodologies and strategies were commonly identified as resources used by schools to enhance 
students’ numeracy skills.  

 Examples of some specific numeracy programs that were mentioned by were: PR1ME Maths (the 
Singapore maths program), and the work of Anne Baker and Paul Swan (methodologies and 
resources). 

 Online programs, software and technology devices were mentioned as frequent resources by 
respondents. Some of these technologies included: individual devices (tablets, iPads) running 
numeracy apps, numeracy software and programs on computers (e.g. Mathletics) and online 
games. 

 Mathematics textbooks were commonly used by teaching staff as resources to help improve 
numeracy skills. 

Other resources that were identified included numeracy learning tools (white boards, dice and 
concrete materials to help measure and count) and assistants to support numeracy learning (peers, 
mentors, volunteer parents, consultants to design programs). 
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Australian Curriculum 

Around 40% of schools indicated they are guided to a high extent by the Australian Curriculum’s 
literacy and numeracy general capabilities in several key respects, as shown in Figure 11. 

 There was a significant proportion of schools that they are guided by the Australian Curriculum 
capabilities to a low extent, ranging from 15% for developing a shared understanding of the 
nature, scope and sequence of these general capabilities to 17% for assessing students’ progress 
against the Australian Curriculum’s literacy and numeracy continua (with a further 7% of schools 
reporting that they are not guided at all by these capabilities). 

 Schools in South Australia were least likely to be guided to a high extent by the Australian 
Curriculum capabilities—particularly with regard to planning for and guiding students’ 
development of the general capabilities in school and classroom programs (27%, compared to 40% 
Australia-wide). 

Figure 11: To what extent do the Australian Curriculum’s literacy and numeracy general 
capabilities guide teaching and learning of literacy and numeracy at your school in terms of the 

following (q13) 

Base: primary and special schools 
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B. Vocational Education and Training 

Across all secondary schools (including combined primary and secondary schools), 86% provided 
Vocational Education and Training (VET) to their students. 

 The proportion was similarly high across all states except Tasmania (where 56% of secondary 
schools provide VET).2 

 VET is also more likely to be provided at Catholic schools (96%) and government schools (91%) 
than at independent schools (67%), and more likely to be provided at secondary-only schools 
(94%) than at combined primary and secondary schools (75%). 

Among schools providing VET to secondary students, a majority feel that collaboration between their 
school and industry is a valuable component of their doing so (87% agree, including 67% who strongly 
agree—see Figure 12). 

Figure 12: To what extent do you agree that school and industry collaboration is valuable in 
providing VET delivered to secondary students? (q40) 

Base: secondary schools providing VET (n=208) 

 

Barriers to providing VET 
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Across schools providing VET to their students, most principals (94%) agree that there are some 
barriers to do so. The proportion of principals who perceive barriers to their school implementing VET 
is lower, but still a strong majority, among independent schools (85%) and more advantaged schools 
(79% among schools with an ICSEA score of 1,050 or higher3). 

As shown in Figure 13, these schools most commonly cite access to qualified staff (70%), and around 
half also mention student and course costs (52%), finding suitable buildings or facilities (47%), and/or 
the cost associated with maintaining their status as a registered training organisation (RTO) (43%). 

                                                           

2  This absolute figure should be treated with caution, as it is based on a small sample of secondary school 
principals (n=16). However, the difference between Tasmania and the rest of Australia is still statistically 
significant (at the 95% Confidence Level). 

3  For more about ICSEA ratings see page 47. 
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In addition to these, barriers to the provision of VET for a majority or near-majority of schools in 
particular states included:4 

 access to RTOs (55% of South Australian schools, compared to 33% Australia-wide); and 

 quality of programs (46% of Western Australian schools, compared to 24% Australia-wide). 

Many individual barriers were generally seen to be less of a problem in NSW schools, for instance: 

 student and course costs (35%, compared to 52% Australia-wide); 

 access to RTOs (18%, compared to 33% Australia-wide); 

 quality of staff (16%, compared to 33% Australia-wide); and 

 quality of programs (12%, compared to 24% Australia-wide) 

Figure 13: What are the barriers, if any, to offering VET learning in your school? (q41) 

Base: secondary schools providing VET (n=211); multiple response allowed 

 

In total, 30 principals provided ‘other’ barriers that they faced in offering VET learning in their school. 
These barriers were in relation to: 

 timing coordination and difficulties related to timetabling adjustments; 

 administrative demands (including red-tape and high volume of paperwork); 

 lack of student interest for VET courses/learning; and 

 the cost of training. 

                                                           

4  Note that the variation described below may exclude some results that are more extreme but which, due 
to small sample sizes, are not significantly different from the overall average. 
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Barriers in attracting or retaining relevant staff 

Most principals in schools providing VET also reported that there were some barriers to attracting and 
retaining qualified VET teacher-trainers (90%). Principals were less likely to report the existence of 
such barriers, although a majority still did so, in Western Australia (66%) and more advantaged schools 
(75% among schools with an ICSEA score of 1,050 or higher5). 

Figure 14 shows that around half of schools providing VET cited problems relating to the ongoing 
professional learning and accreditation requirements (58%); a shortage of skilled trainers (49%); 
and/or the financial costs of attracting and retaining these teacher-trainers (45%). 

 The shortage of skilled trainers was seen as most acute in Queensland (63%). 

 Several other barriers to the attraction and retention of qualified VET teacher-trainers were more 
widely perceived as a problem in South Australia than elsewhere—in particular, the changing 
demands of students (49%), transport limitations (45%) and location (43%). 

Figure 14: What are the barriers, if any, to attracting and retaining qualified VET teacher-trainers 
in your school? (q21) 

Base: secondary schools providing VET (n=211); multiple response allowed 

 

                                                           

5  For more about ICSEA ratings see page 47. 
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Reasons for not providing VET 

Among secondary schools not providing VET (14% of all secondary schools), the majority of principals 
indicated this is because there is limited demand (60%), as shown in Figure 15. 

 Limited access to infrastructure, while seen as a barrier among 47% of schools that do provide 
VET, was only cited as a deciding factor by 29% of schools not providing VET. 

 Limited access to qualified trainers, while seen as a barrier among 70% of schools that do provide 
VET, was only cited as a deciding factor by 21% of schools not providing VET. 

Figure 15: Why does your school not provide VET to students? (q39) 

Base: secondary schools not providing VET (n=39); multiple response allowed 
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C. Civics and Citizenship Education 

Awareness 

The Department of Education and Training provides a Parliament and Civics Education Rebate (PACER) 
to assist students to visit the ACT for civics and citizenship education. Rebates are available to fund 
students in Year 4 through to Year 12 studying at schools 150 km or more from Canberra. 

Of the schools surveyed, 3% were located within 150km of Canberra and thus ineligible for this rebate. 
Of the remaining (eligible) schools, Figure 16 shows that: 

 a moderate majority of eligible school principals were aware of the PACER program (62%); and 

 just over one third of eligible schools had used the PACER program (37%—or 60% of schools where 
principals were aware of the program). 

Just over half (56%) of principals who were previously unaware of the PACER program indicated they 
were interested in more information about it. 

Figure 16: Prior to this survey, were you aware of the PACER program rebates? (q50) 

Base: eligible schools (located 150km or more from Canberra) (n=696) 
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Likelihood of use 

Of eligible schools that had not previously claimed a PACER rebate, 28% indicated they would be 
willing to use it and that the rebate would be likely to enable students from their school to visit 
Canberra.6 

The extent to which a PACER rebate was seen as likely to encourage school visits to Canberra varied 
considerably across states. 

 The states most likely to be encouraged by a rebate were not the two nearest states, but instead 
Tasmania (55%) and South Australia (42%). 

 Interest in the rebate was next strongest in adjacent NSW (39%) and nearby Victoria (32%). 

 These were also the two states with the largest proportions of schools indicating they would
have visited Canberra with or without the rebate—16% for NSW and 6% for Victoria,
compared to 0-3% in other states.

 Schools in Queensland (16%) and Western Australia (13%) were least likely to indicate that the 
rebate would encourage them to visit Canberra. 

Figure 17: To what degree would the availability of this financial subsidy encourage your school to 
visit Canberra? (q51, incorporating q50) 

Base: schools more than 150km from Canberra that have not used a PACER rebate (n=344) 

6 Note that respondents were not presented with information about the amount of the rebate or the 
conditions attached as part of the survey process. 
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D. Providing support to students with particular needs 

Identifying and assisting students in need of support 

The majority of schools indicated they used a variety of means to identify students most in need of 
support, ranging from assessment information (96%) and information from teachers (92%) to 
additional information from other professionals (85%—see Figure 18). 

Figure 18: How does your school identify individual students most in need of support, both on-
entry to schooling and in subsequent years? (q22) 

Base: all respondents (n=791); multiple response allowed 

 

Figure 19 shows the forms of assistance provided to students in most need of support, which ranging 
from modifying the curriculum (97%) to offering additional teacher support (66%). 

Figure 19: How does your school assist individual students most in need of support, both on-entry 
to schooling and in subsequent years? (q23) 

Base: all respondents (n=786); multiple response allowed 
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Health issues 

Incidence of health issues 

Principals were asked for number of students in their school suffering from chronic illness and/or 
mental health issues.7 Across the 654 schools providing a response, the average number of students 
with chronic conditions was 30; of these, an average of 12 students per school had primarily physical 
conditions and an average of 17 had primarily mental health issues (see Table 1). 

 Accounting for school size,8 this translates as 6% of students with a chronic health condition (2% 
primarily physical, 4% primarily mental health). 

 Higher proportions of students with serious conditions were in special schools (35%) and smaller 
schools (18% of schools with fewer than 250 students). 

 Relative proportions of physical and mental conditions showed unexpected variation across 
states—possibly reflecting differences in local understanding of how the thresholds of ‘chronic 
physical condition’ and ‘chronic mental condition’ should be defined. 

 In NSW, principals reported half as many students with physical conditions as mental 
conditions. 

 Principals also reported fewer physical conditions than mental conditions in most other states 
and territories, with the exception of Queensland (where the two types of condition were 
reported in equal numbers) and Western Australia (where principals reported more physical 
conditions than mental conditions. 

                                                           

7  For context, principals were provided with the Australian Research Alliance for Children and Youth (ARACY) 
definition of chronic illness: ‘An ongoing diagnosed medical condition, lasting longer than three months, 
impacting on attendance and learning’. 

8  The average school size was 487. The average school size among schools providing data on student health 
conditions was 467. The latter figure was used for this calculation, although the difference is not significant 
and does not affect the reported result. 

36



Commercial-in-Confidence 33 

#3077  

Table 1: Students with chronic mental and/or physical conditions (q28) 

  Average per school Percent of students 

  Physical Mental Total Physical Mental Total 

All schools 
  (n=654) 

12.2 17.5 29.7 2% 4% 6% 

By school size       

Small schools (<250 students) 
  (n=247) 

9.7 10.3 20.0 9% 9% 18% 

Medium schools (250-499 students) 
  (n=149) 

4.8 13.5 18.3 1% 4% 5% 

Large schools (500+ students) 
  (n=230) 

19.4 27.2 46.6 2% 3% 5% 

By school type       

Government schools 
  (n=461) 

13.5 19.0 32.4 3% 5% 8% 

Catholic schools 
  (n=96) 

10.2 14.0 24.2 2% 2% 4% 

Independent schools 
  (n=71) 

8.2 12.7 20.9 1% 2% 3% 

By school structure       

Primary schools 
  (n=387) 

6.7 10.0 16.7 2% 3% 5% 

Secondary schools 
  (n=131) 

18.1 36.1 54.2 2% 4% 7% 

Combined primary and secondary 
  (n=84) 

13.5 15.0 28.5 1% 2% 3% 

Special schools 
  (n=52) 

22.8 19.1 41.8 19% 16% 35% 

By state/territory       

VIC 
   (n=71) 

14.2 22.4 36.5 3% 5% 8% 

NSW 
   (n=361) 

9.1 18.7 27.8 2% 4% 6% 

TAS 
   (n=24) 

10.2 15.3 25.5 2% 4% 6% 

SA 
   (n=41) 

9.7 16.0 25.7 2% 4% 6% 

WA 
   (n=59) 

11.4 8.6 19.9 3% 2% 5% 

QLD 
   (n=79) 

15.9 16.8 32.6 2% 2% 4% 

ACT 
   (n=13) 

10.7 20.2 30.9 2% 3% 4% 

Cells are highlighted when a number is one-third higher (red) or one-third lower (green) than the overall average 
(for all schools). 
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Support for health issues 

Figure 20 shows the types of support provided to students with chronic physical or mental health 
issues—which most commonly involves meetings with parents (97%) or health professionals (90%) 
but can also extend to adjustments to school building infrastructure (47%). 

Figure 20: What types of support are provided in your school to students with chronic illness 
and/or mental health issues? (q29) 

Base: schools with at least one student with chronic health issues (n=589); multiple response allowed 

 

A total of 53 additional comments were provided in relation to the ‘other’ types of support their school 
provides to students with chronic illness and/or mental health issues. These comments mainly related 
to: 

 professional learning and training for staff; 

 employing specialist support personnel, such as school learning support officers, school nurses, 
counsellors and chaplains; and 

 adjustments and flexibility to allow for greater participation in school work and activities (such as 
school camps, special classes). 
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National Disability Insurance Scheme 

Awareness 

The National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS), began as a trial in four locations in 2013, and by July 
2016 was in some stage of being rolled out in all states and territories except Western Australia (where 
it is still in trial form until June 2017). 

As shown in Figure 21, awareness of the NDIS was strongest in the ACT, where rollout had been 
completed by the time of the survey (100% aware, including 12% who indicated rollout was still in 
progress). Across Australia as a whole, 84% were aware of the NDIS operating in their State/Territory 
in some form (including 45% aware of it in rollout form). 

 Self-reported awareness was unexpectedly high in Western Australia (where 39% indicated 
awareness of the scheme being operational, and a further 42% indicated awareness of a current 
rollout, even though rollout has not commenced and the scheme was still only in trial form in 
three selected areas9). 

Figure 21: Is the National Disability Insurance Scheme operating in your State/Territory? (q30) 

Base: all respondents 

 

                                                           

9  The three selected areas are Swan, Kalamunda and Mundaring, collectively accounting for 5% of the state 
in terms of population. 
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Use and effectiveness 

Usage levels across states 

Among principals aware of the NDIS operating in their state or territory, 41% indicated they had 
enrolled students in NDIS, and a further 9% indicated they were in the process of doing so (see Figure 
22). 

Use of the NDIS was highest in the two parts of Australia where awareness was also highest: the ACT 
(82% of principals aware of NDIS had enrolled students in the scheme) and South Australia (67% of 
principals aware of NDIS had enrolled students in the scheme). 

 There may have been confusion among some respondents as to what the NDIS is. As with 
awareness, self-reported use of the NDIS was also unexpectedly high in Western Australia, where 
the scheme only existed in trial form in around 5% of the state, and only 3 out of the 15 Western 
Australian schools reporting some level of involvement in the scheme were located in one of the 
trial regions at the time of the survey. 

As a result the ACT and South Australia had by far the highest proportions of all schools having some 
students enrolled in NDIS (72% and 57% respectively, compared with 5-23% in other states). 

Figure 22: Have you enrolled any students using NDIS services? (q31) 

Base: respondents aware of the NDIS fully operating in their state or territory 
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Reasonableness of NDIS requirements 

While the majority of schools have found the level of effort needed to comply with NDIS requirements 
tolerable (81%), only around one third (34%) have found the level of effort required at least reasonable 
(see Figure 23). 

Figure 23: How would you rate the level of effort needed to comply with the NDIS requirements? 
(q33) 

Base: schools that have enrolled students using NDIS services (n=154) 
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Challenges 

Principals reported a wide range of challenges in engaging with the NDIS process. Out of the set of 
possible challenges presented in Figure 24, principals reported that they had faced an average of five. 
Most common challenges involved service provider relations, such as managing relations with multiple 
providers (57%) or communication with service providers (47%). 

Figure 24: What challenges did you face in engaging with the NDIS process? (q32) 

Base: schools that have enrolled students using NDIS services (n=156); multiple response allowed 

 

57%

47%

43%

39%

37%

36%

34%

32%

29%

28%

28%

27%

27%

23%

17%

12%

6%

9%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Managing relationships with multiple service
providers

Communication with providers of services

Time consuming processes

Multiple therapists interacting with teachers

Therapists removing students from class for therapy

Coordination for development of individual learning
plans

Working with more than one therapist for a student

Additional responsibility for enrolment staff to
identify students accessing NDIS-funded support

Delay in accessing funds for services

Access to specialist support for teachers

School identifying students not registered with NDIS

Transfer of information

Alignment of philosophy of school with expectations
of therapist or service provider

No challenges/difficulties experienced so far

Increase in additional time for transition programs

Transition arrangements due to no early intervention
class

Coordination of transport services to and from school

Other

42



Commercial-in-Confidence 39 

#3077  

E. Parent Engagement 

Strategies adopted 

Figure 25 shows the range of activities and strategies used by schools to engage with parents and 
other community stakeholders. Almost all schools reported making use of communication strategies 
such as social media, newsletters or a school website (99%) and/or parent/teacher meetings (97%). 
However, only one school relied on these two dominant strategies alone, and principals on average 
indicated they had made use of seven of the options presented below. 

Other strategies that were nearly ubiquitous in particular states or territories included: 

 parent associations and committees, used most commonly for parent engagement in Western 
Australia (96%), Queensland (94%) and NSW (93%); and 

 School Councils or Boards, used most commonly for parent engagement in South Australia (100%), 
Western Australia (98%) and Victoria (95%). 

Nearly all schools across Australia (rounding to 100%) used formal committees or boards of at least 
one of these two forms to engage with parents and community stakeholders. 

Figure 25: What activities/strategies does your school use to build engagement with parents and 
the broader community? (q43) 

Base: all respondents (n=745); multiple response allowed 
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Effectiveness of strategies 

As shown in Figure 26, a large majority of principals (85%) found their own ‘broadcasting’ 
communication strategies (social media, website, newsletters, etc.) useful in building engagement 
with parents and other community stakeholders. 

Of other strategies and activities, the next most useful were found to be regular direct engagement 
with parents, in the form of either parent/teacher meetings (49% found this to be among the three 
most useful strategies) or parent associations or committees (43%). 

Figure 26: What activities/strategies have been the most useful in building engagement with 
parents and the broader community? (q44) 

Base: all respondents, excluding those who do not use any of the above-listed engagement strategies (n=727); 
up to three responses allowed 
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Usage of engagement strategies compared with perceived effectiveness 

Figure 27 compares the extent to which schools make use of different engagement strategies, and the 
extent to which these strategies are found to be useful. The figure shows that: 

 schools’ own ‘broadcasting’ communication strategies (social media, website, newsletters, etc.) 
were both most commonly used and most useful; and 

 a relatively under-employed strategy—employing a community liaison officer—recorded a 
relatively high rate of usefulness (12% of principals indicated it was among their three most useful 
engagement methods) given its low rate of use (only 22% of all principals employ such an officer). 

Figure 27: Use and effectiveness of parent and other stakeholder engagement strategies (q43, 44) 

Base: all respondents (n=745) for % using; respondents using some strategies (n=727) for % effective 
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Less effective strategies 

A substantial minority of principals (28%) indicated they had implemented parent engagement 
strategies that proved less effective than previously envisaged (56% indicated this had not happened 
to them, while 16% were uncertain). 

Among the wide variety of strategies which some principals found yielded disappointing returns were 
most commonly: 

 workshops, parent discussion groups, and similar forums; 

 school surveys; and 

 information sessions. 

For all of these strategies, principals who found them less effective than expected cited similar 
reasons: low attendance rates, low levels of participation, and/or lack of interest on the part of 
parents. 
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V. Professional development 

Principals were asked about their school’s use of Initial Teacher Education (ITE) students, and their 
confidence in first-year ITE graduates’ abilities. Principals were also asked questions about the 
performance standards and appraisal mechanisms applied to all teachers, and the kind of data sources 
used to guide and inform teachers’ performance. 

Fewer than half of schools (41%) had taken on ITE students. Among those schools that had done so, 
principals were cautious in expressing confidence in first-year graduates meeting the professional 
standards identified by AITSL (only 8-29% were very confident), or in their having the required 
Australian Curriculum capabilities (only 4-22% were very confident). 

 Principals were most likely to express at least moderate confidence that graduates engage in 
professional learning (82%) and have information and communication technology competence 
(81%). 

 Principals were least likely to express moderate confidence that graduates assess, provide 
feedback and report on student learning (44%) or are competent in creative and critical thinking 
(44%). 

A large majority of schools (84%) use the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers to identify 
and address teachers’ professional learning needs, and just under half of schools (48%) support 
teachers to undertake certification at Highly Accomplished and Lead levels. However, there is an 
average of less than one certified teacher (either Highly Accomplished or Lead) per school surveyed; 
or considering the teaching pool as a whole, only 18 certified teachers per 1,000 employed. 
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A. Initial Teacher Education 

ITE Students 

A large minority of principals (41%) reported that their school had taken on Initial Teacher Education 
(ITE) students, with a higher proportion doing so in Independent schools (52%). 

Most of these schools (88%) had an ongoing relationship with a provider of ITE students, with roughly 
equal proportions of formal relationships and informal written relationships (as shown in Figure 28). 

Figure 28: What is the nature of the relationship with the provider(s) that you have taken ITE 
students from? (q35) 

Base: schools that have taken on ITE students (n=323); multiple responses allowed 
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Levels of at least ‘moderate’ confidence were highest in South Australia—for instance, 94% in that 
state were moderately confident in graduates professionally engaging with colleagues (compared to 
69% Australia-wide), and 80% moderately confident in graduates knowing students and how they 
learn (compared to 57% Australia-wide). 

Figure 29: Confidence that first-year graduates meet the Graduate level of AITSL’s seven Australian 
Professional Standards for Teachers (q36) 

Base: schools that have taken on ITE students 
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Meeting Australian Curriculum capabilities 

Principals were similarly cautious in expressing confidence in graduates possessing the seven general 
capabilities of the Curriculum—with only small minorities (4-22%) professing themselves very 
confident. While most (87-98%) were at least ‘a little’ confident, the proportion of principals who were 
at least moderately confident in graduates was typically much lower, and varied considerably across 
different capabilities. 

 Principals were most likely to be moderately confident in graduates’ information and 
communication technology competence (81%) and their ethical behaviour (72%), with only small 
proportions (2% and 3% respectively) ‘not at all confident’ on either measure. 

 Only 63% of principals were moderately confident in graduates’ literacy. 

 Only around half of principals were moderately confident in graduates’ personal and social 
competence (57%), numeracy (56%) and intercultural understanding (50%). 

 Principals were least likely to be even moderately confident in graduates’ critical and creative 
thinking (44%, with 13% ‘not at all confident’). 

Figure 30: Confidence that first-year graduates have the seven general capabilities of the 
Curriculum (q37) 

Base: schools that have taken on ITE students 
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B. Teaching standards, professional learning and 
performance 

Australian Professional Standards For Teachers 

A large majority of principals (84%) indicated that their school uses the Australian Professional 
Standards for Teachers to identify and address teachers’ professional learning needs, and a further 
13% indicated this was under consideration. 

 Use of the Standards to address teachers’ learning needs was lowest in South Australia (75%)10 
and highest in Western Australia (95%). 

Supporting certification 

Just under half of schools (48%) support teachers to undertake certification at Highly Accomplished 
and Lead levels, with considerable variation across states and territories. Schools are most likely to 
support their teachers’ certification in NSW (70%) and South Australia (66%), and least likely in Victoria 
(30%), Queensland (28%) and Tasmania (27%). 

Three quarters (75%) of schools that support their teachers to undertake certification do so 
unconditionally, with the remaining schools considering such conditional factors as: 

 perceived benefit to the school or expectation that knowledge will be shared with colleagues, 

 selection process to enter the program or school determination of ‘readiness’ of staff to undertake 
certification;  

 cost of the course (or cost relative to the funding available); and/or 

 expectation of course completion (usually in a timely manner). 

How schools support certification 

Schools that support their teachers to undertake certification most commonly do so by recognising 
this as a form of professional development (80%), with around one third of schools also providing 
financial support (32%—see Figure 31). 

 Provision of financial support is relatively low (23%) among NSW schools. 

                                                           

10  While a lower result was recorded in the ACT (73%), this should be treated with caution due to low 
respondent numbers (n=15). 
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Figure 31: How does your school/system support teachers to undertake certification at Highly 
Accomplished and Lead Levels? (q16) 

Base: Schools supporting such certification (n=430); multiple response allowed 

 

In addition to the specific forms of support shown in Figure 31, a significant minority (12%) indicated 
they provided some ‘other’ form of support, which was most commonly in the form of: 

 professional learning, mentoring and coaching programs, and leadership opportunities; 
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Highly Accomplished or Lead Teachers (HALT), as assessed against the Standards. This translates to 
12% of all schools. 

 16% of supporting schools (or 8% of all schools) have Highly Accomplished teachers, and 14% of 
supporting schools (or 7% of all schools) have Lead teachers. 

The average number of Highly Accomplished teachers (amongst those with such teachers) was 9.6, 
and the average number of Lead teachers (amongst those with such teachers) was 3.5.Given the 
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Table 2: Numbers of Highly Accomplished and Lead teachers (q18) 

  Certified teachers per school 
Certified teachers per 1,000 

total teachers 

  HA Lead Total HA Lead Total 

All schools 
  (n=790) 

0.5 0.2 0.8 13 5 18 

By school size       

Small schools (<250 students) 
  (n=274) 

0.2 0.2 0.3 12 12 25 

Medium schools (250-499 students) 
  (n=170) 

0.1 0.2 0.3 5 7 12 

Large schools (500+ students) 
  (n=274) 

1.2 0.3 1.5 16 4 20 

By school type       

Government schools 
  (n=524) 

0.3 0.2 0.6 10 7 17 

Catholic schools 
  (n=109) 

0.2 0.1 0.3 3 3 6 

Independent schools 
  (n=88) 

2.8 0.3 3.1 35 4 39 

By school structure       

Primary schools 
  (n=455) 

0.1 0.2 0.3 4 8 12 

Secondary schools 
  (n=159) 

0.9 0.2 1.1 13 3 16 

Combined primary and secondary 
  (n=111) 

1.9 0.3 2.1 22 3 25 

Special schools 
  (n=65) 

0.3 0.3 0.5 12 13 25 

By state/territory       

TAS 
  (n=28) 

0.7 0.5 1.2 19 12 31 

VIC 
  (n=91) 

0.8 0.5 1.4 19 12 30 

NSW 
  (n=422) 

0.7 0.0 0.7 19 1 20 

WA 
  (n=79) 

0.2 0.1 0.3 8 3 11 

QLD 
  (n=97) 

0.3 0.3 0.6 6 5 11 

ACT 
  (n=15) 

0.3 0.0 0.3 6 0 6 

SA 
  (n=52) 

0.1 0.0 0.1 3 1 4 

Cells are highlighted when a number is one-third higher (green) or one-third lower (red) than the overall average 
(for all schools). 
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Performance agreements and appraisals 

Mechanisms used in gauging performance 

Three quarters of schools (75%) use the Standards to set performance agreements and appraisals for 
their teachers. The Standards are most commonly used for this purpose in: 

 Western Australian schools (91%, compared to 65-76% in other states and territories); and 

 Government schools (80%, compared to 73% in independent schools and 54% in Catholic schools). 

Of schools that use the Standards to set teachers’ performance agreements and appraisals, 84% 
indicated they are guided by these Standards in assessing and enhancing their teachers’ performance 
(see Figure 32). 

Further mechanisms used by more than two thirds of schools are: 

 individual professional learning plans (69%); 

 coaching and mentoring (69%); and 

 peer review and observation (68%). 

Figure 32: What mechanisms does your school use to assess and enhance teachers’ performance? 
(q20) 

Base: schools that use the Standards to set performance agreements and appraisals for teachers (n=598); 
multiple response allowed 
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Mechanisms found useful in gauging performance 

Principals using the Standards to set performance agreements and appraisals found the Standards to 
be among the most useful mechanisms for assessing and enhancing teachers’ performance (37% cited 
this among the two most useful mechanisms, as shown in Figure 33). 

However, principals were more likely to cite coaching and mentoring (48%), and peer review and 
observation (41%). 

Figure 33: What mechanisms are the most useful in your school in assessing and enhancing 
teachers’ performance? (q21) 

Base: schools that use the Standards to set performance agreements and appraisals for teachers, excluding 
those not using any of the above-listed mechanisms (n=532); up to two responses allowed 

 

48%

41%

37%

26%

14%

13%

6%

5%

1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Coaching and mentoring

Peer review and observation

Guided by the Australian Professional Standards for
Teachers

Individual professional learning plans

Student achievement data

Guided by the Australian Performance and
Development Framework

A required system level process or policy

Student surveys

Parent surveys

55



Commercial-in-Confidence 52 

#3077  

Usage compared with perceived usefulness 

Figure 34 compares the extent to which mechanisms for assessing and enhancing teachers’ 
performance are used, and the extent to which these mechanisms are found to be useful (i.e. one of 
the two most useful mechanisms out of all those presented). 

The figure shows that the two mechanisms perceived to be most useful (coaching and mentoring, and 
peer review and observation) were also seen as being most useful relative to the extent they were 
used. 

 These two methods were the only two to be rated as most useful by a majority of principals who 
used them (61% of principals who made use of coaching and mentoring rated this as among the 
most useful methods, and 52% of principals who made use of peer review and observation rated 
this among the most useful). 

Figure 34: Use and effectiveness of mechanisms to assess and enhance teachers’ performance 
(q20, 21) 

Base: all schools using the Standards (n=598) for % using; subset of these schools using at least one of these 
mechanisms for assessing and enhancing performance (n=532) for % useful 

 

Data sources 

Use of data sources 

Schools made use of a wide range of different data sources to assess and enhance the performance 
of their students, as shown in Figure 35. Sources used by a majority of schools ranged from the 
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National Assessment Program—Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) (77%) to internal moderation 
sessions (57%). 

 Year 12 results were used by only 28% of schools overall, but by a majority of applicable schools—
82% of secondary-only schools and 63% of combined primary and secondary schools. 

Some of these data sources were used less frequently by government schools—in particular: 

 NAPLAN (71%, compared to 90% of Catholic schools and 88% of independent schools); and 

 commercial or other standardised tests (57%, compared to 80% Catholic and 78% independent).11 

Use of all data sources varied considerably across different states and territories. For instance, the 
most-used source, NAPLAN, was: 

 most widely used as a data source in Tasmania (92%), South Australia (86%), South Australia (84%) 
and NSW (83%); and 

 much less widely used in Victoria (67%) and Western Australia (58%). 

Figure 35: What data sources do you use to assess and enhance student achievement? (q24) 

Base: all respondents (n=786); multiple response allowed 

 

                                                           

11  Year 12 results were also used much less frequently by government schools; however, this is because a 
higher proportion of government schools were primary-only. 
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Perceived usefulness 

Figure 36 shows the data sources principals considered to be most useful in assessing and enhancing 
the achievements of their students. Most commonly selected as among the three most useful sources 
were performance/achievement standards (32%) and semester data from students’ reports (30%). 

Figure 36: What data sources are the most useful in assessing and enhancing student achievement 
in your school? (q25) 

Base: all respondents, excluding those using none of the abovementioned data sources (n=750); up to three 
responses allowed 
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Usage compared with perceived usefulness 

Figure 37 compares the extent to which different sources of data on student performance are used, 
and the extent to which they are found to be useful by school principals. 

 NAPLAN, the most frequently used data source, was less likely to be seen to be useful than other 
commonly used sources (14% of principals rated this as among the most useful sources, compared 
to 30% for semester data from students’ reports and 32% for performance 
achievements/standards). 

Figure 37: Use and usefulness of sources to assess and enhance student performance (q24, 25) 

Base: all respondents (n=786) for % using; subset of these schools using at least one of these data sources 
(n=750) for % useful 
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Analysis tools 

NAPLAN analysis tools are the most common means by which schools record and analyse student 
achievements (used for this purpose by 73% of schools). Use of NAPLAN for this kind of analysis is: 

 most common in NSW (87%), and least common in Western Australia (59%) and Victoria (58%); 
and 

 less common in government schools (67%) than in Catholic (90%) or independent (82%) schools. 

Other tools used for this purpose by schools, in addition to NAPLAN, are shown in Figure 38. As with 
NAPLAN analysis, many of these tools are used more frequently by Catholic and/or independent 
schools than by government schools—in particular, commercial or other standardised tests (72-76%, 
compared to 53%); rubrics (59%, compared to 48%); Learning Management System (49-73%, 
compared to 31%); and box and whisker graphs (23-24%, compared to 8%). 

Figure 38: What of the following tools does your school use to record and analyse student 
achievement? (q26) 

Base: all respondents (n=773); multiple responses allowed 

 

Schools principals also identified a number of ‘other’ tools that were used by their schools to record 
and/or analyse student achievement. These tools include the usage of: 

 specific data sources such as PLAN, IEP, Sentral; 

 literacy and numeracy continuums; and 

 school specific/customised record systems. 
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Use of NAPLAN to inform teacher practice 

Most schools (84%) use NAPLAN to inform teacher practice. However, there was considerable 
variation in the use of NAPLAN for this purpose across different cohorts—in particular, NAPLAN results 
were less likely to inform teacher practice: 

 in Western Australia and Victoria (61% and 70% respectively—compared to 87-96% in other states 
and territories; and 

 in government schools (77%, compared to 97% in Catholic schools and 99% in independent 
schools). 

The ways in which NAPLAN is used to inform teacher practice is shown in Figure 39. 

Figure 39: How do the NAPLAN results inform teacher practice? (q27) 

Base: all respondents (n=778); up to three responses allowed 
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VI. Profile of schools and workforce 

Principals were asked to provide information about their own background and the nature of their 
current position, and also asked for details about the location, type, structure and staffing of their 
school. These details, presented below, comprise a profile of the sample of schools surveyed. 
Information about school type, structure, location and staffing numbers was also used extensively to 
help analyse other results provided by principals elsewhere in the survey. 

In addition to asking about current staffing levels, principals were also asked about the difficulties they 
faced attracting and retaining staff. Around two thirds of schools (66%) reported that they had 
difficulties attracting or retaining staff in some subject or specialty area they required. 

 Subject areas most subject to difficulties (reported by half or more of all schools, except special 
schools) were mathematics, physics, digital technologies, design and technology, chemistry, and 
languages. 

 Across almost all subjects and specialties, schools were more likely to report difficulties 
attracting staff in the first place, than in retaining staff once attracted. 

Factors most likely to be seen as having a negative impact on attracting and/or retaining staff were 
geographic location (39% indicated this had a negative impact), the way the teaching profession is 
perceived and valued by the community (32%) and socio-economic status (31%). 

A. Respondent profile12 

Background 

Personal details 

Of the principals surveyed: 

 55% were female and 45% were male (see Figure 40); 

 nearly half (49%) were in the 55-64 age bracket, with 4% older and 47% younger (see Figure 41); 
and 

 the vast majority (90%) were born in Australia, with half of the remainder (5%) from the United 
Kingdom (see Figure 42). 

                                                           

12  This section, which describes the profile of survey respondents, presents unweighted data. 
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Figure 40: Principals’ gender (q58) 

Base: all respondents (n=729)—unweighted data 

 

Figure 41: Principals’ age groups (q52) 

Base: all respondents (n=734)—unweighted data 

 

Figure 42: Principals’ country of birth (q53) 

Base: all respondents (n=728)—unweighted data 

 

* ‘Other English-speaking’ includes 1-3 respondents each from countries where English is either a majority or an 
official language: Canada, Fiji, Papua New Guinea, South Africa and USA 
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Qualifications and experiences 

Figure 43 shows that respondents’ highest degree within the field of education was most commonly 
a Master’s degree (40%). For 35% of principals, their highest educational qualification was a Bachelor 
degree (including 5% with Honours), and for 21%, their highest educational qualification was a 
Graduate Diploma. 

The majority of principals (61%) either did not have any formal qualifications outside the field of 
education (42%) or indicated that their highest qualification outside the field of education was a high 
school certificate (18%). 

For principals with a higher degree outside of education, this was most commonly a Bachelor degree 
(18%, including 4% with Honours). 

Figure 43: Principals’ highest qualification (q54, q55) 

Base: all respondents (n=728)—unweighted data 
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Years of experience 

Respondents have spent an average of around 30 years in the school system (see Figure 44). The 
majority of this time (on average 18 years) as a teacher prior to being principal, and around half their 
time as principal (on average 6 years) being spent in schools other than their current school. 

Figure 44: Average number of years across stages of educational career (q57) 

Base: all respondents (n=732)—unweighted data 
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Current position 

Almost all surveyed respondents (99%) work full time hours13 in their role as principal—22% of 
principals full time with an additional teaching obligation, 77% without. 

The vast majority of respondents (98%) also have responsibility for their entire school, as shown in 
Figure 45. 

 Of respondents located in a combined primary and secondary school, 91% were responsible for 
the entire school; 7% were responsible for the primary section only; and 2% for the secondary 
section only. 

Figure 45: Extent of responsibility as principal (q60) 

Base: all respondents (n=732)—unweighted data 

B. School profile14

Location 

The majority of respondents were located in NSW, with a more proportional spread across other 
states and territories, as shown in Figure 46. Weighting has been applied to results throughout this 
report (with the exception of the demographic profile results in this section) in order to correct for 
the over-representation of NSW schools and the under-representation of most other states. 

Schools surveyed were split almost evenly between metropolitan and outer suburb locations (51% in 
total) and regional and remote locations (49%). Figure 46 shows the breakdown of these four groups. 

13 90% of full-time hours in the role of principal was defined as ‘full time’ for the purposes of this survey. 

14 This section, which describes the profile of survey respondents’ schools, presents unweighted data. 
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Figure 46: State or territory (derived from postcode, q61) 

Survey base: all schools (n=982)—unweighted data 

 

Source for school population data: Department of Education 

Figure 47: School location (q62) 

Base: all schools (n=732)—unweighted data 
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Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage (ICSEA) 

The Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage (ICSEA) is a scale that represents the average 
level of educational advantage of all students attending a particular school, based on the average 
educational backgrounds of adult parents in the districts where the school’s pupils live. 

The score is calculated by the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA), an 
independent statutory authority, and standardised to a national average score of 1000. As shown in 
Figure 48, this matches the average ICSEA score of survey respondents (across the minority of 
principals who were able to provide their ICSEA score). 

Figure 48: Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage (q64) 

Base: all schools*—unweighted data 

 

* All principals were asked to provide a figure but only a minority were able to do so. 
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Type and structure of school 

A large majority of schools surveyed were government schools (72%), with 15% Catholic schools and 
12% independent schools. As shown in Figure 49, these proportions are very close to the relative 
proportions of government, Catholic and independent schools across Australia as a whole. 

Just over half of schools surveyed were primary-only schools (59%), with 18% secondary schools, 15% 
combined primary and secondary schools, and 8% special schools, as shown in Figure 50. 

Figure 49: School type (q63) 

Base: all schools (n=727)—unweighted data 

 

Source for school population data: Department of Education 

Figure 50: School structure (q1) 

Base: all schools (n=985)—unweighted data 
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Government, Catholic and independent schools had very different school structure breakdowns, as 
shown in Figure 51. 

 Two-thirds of Government schools were primary-only schools (67%), and government schools 
also had by far the highest representation of special schools (11%, compared to 1-2% of 
independent and Catholic schools). 

 Catholic schools had the highest proportion of secondary-only schools (42%, compared to 18% for 
Government schools and 3% for independent schools). 

 Three quarters of independent schools (75%) were combined primary and secondary schools, 
compared to 5-8% of government and Catholic schools. 

Figure 51: Distribution of school structure (q63) across school type (q1) 

Base: all schools—unweighted data 

 

Staff-to-student proportions 

The average school size across was 484 students and 39 teachers (plus 24 additional staff), as shown 
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Table 3: Average numbers of students, teachers and other staff per school (q65) 

(Unweighted data) 

  Students Teachers 
Other 
staff 

% of all 
staff 

teaching 

Students 
per 

teacher 

Students 
per staff 
member 

All schools 
  (n=702-723)* 

484 39 24 62% 12.5 7.8 

By school size       

Small schools (<250 students) 
  (n=274-275) 

112 12 13 47% 9.5 4.5 

Medium schools (250-499 
students) 
  (n=164-171) 

369 26 16 61% 14.3 8.7 

Large schools (500+ students) 
  (n=264-277) 

925 74 39 66% 12.4 8.1 

By school type       

Government schools 
  (n=502-519) 

412 30 19 61% 13.5 8.3 

Catholic schools 
  (n=107-109) 

591 48 28 63% 12.3 7.8 

Independent schools 
  (n=86-88) 

775 76 46 62% 10.2 6.3 

By school structure       

Primary schools 
  (n=406-420) 

330 21 12 63% 16.0 10.1 

Secondary schools 
  (n=139-143) 

818 68 33 68% 12.1 8.1 

Combined primary and 
secondary 
  (n=98-101) 

871 84 54 61% 10.4 6.3 

Special schools 
  (n=59) 

108 20 31 39% 5.5 2.1 

By state/territory       

ACT 
  (n=12-14) 

656 46 19 70% 14.4 10.1 

NSW 
  (n=372-380) 

407 30 15 68% 13.4 9.0 

QLD 
  (n=83-86) 

733 56 42 57% 13.2 7.5 

SA 
  (n=45-46) 

435 34 25 57% 12.9 7.4 

VIC 
  (n=82-86) 

658 65 37 64% 10.2 6.5 

WA 
  (n=68-69) 

407 36 31 54% 11.4 6.1 

TAS 
  (n=24-25) 

458 42 39 52% 11.0 5.7 

NT 
  (n=4) 

141 18 20 48% 7.8 3.7 

Cells are highlighted when a number is one-third higher (blue) or one-third lower (orange) than the overall 
average (for all schools). 

* Some principals provided student numbers but not staffing numbers. Averages have been calculated 
separately based on the most complete information available for each category. 
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C. Difficulties attracting and retaining staff15 

Extent of difficulties 

Two thirds of all schools (66%) reported some difficulties in either attracting or retaining staff in at 
least one subject or specialty area. 

 Largely due to the greater range of specialist subjects applicable, difficulties in attracting the right 
staff were much more common among secondary schools (92% of secondary-only schools, 87% of 
combined primary and secondary schools) than among primary-only schools (48%). 

 Across all states, schools in Queensland were most likely to report some difficulties (80%), while 
schools in NSW were least likely (59%). 

 Unsurprisingly, difficulties were greatest in remote locations (80%) and regional locations (72%), 
compared with outer suburban and metropolitan locations (59-60%). 

Figure 52 shows that principals generally characterised their difficulties in employing specialist staff 
as difficulties attracting staff rather than difficulties retaining staff. 

Among special schools and schools with a special component, the greatest difficulties were 
encountered by schools with a need for primary specialists16, nearly half of which (47%) had some 
difficulty attracting/retaining appropriate staff. 

Schools with a secondary component reported difficulties attracting/retaining specialist staff in a wide 
range of specialist areas, including over half of schools in need of specialists in: 

 mathematics (69%); 

 physics (65%); 

 digital technologies (60%, including a relatively high proportion of schools—14%—where the 
primary difficulty is retaining rather than attracting staff); 

 design and technologies (59%); 

 chemistry (57%); and 

 languages (55%). 

 The specific languages where difficulties were encountered tended to be Asian languages, 
most commonly Japanese, Chinese and Indonesian, in that order. However, difficulties were 
also reported (by much smaller numbers of schools) in attracting staff for some modern 
European languages, dead languages (e.g. Latin), Auslan and Aboriginal languages. 

                                                           

15  This final section (reporting on attitudinal findings with the intention of extrapolating to the views of all 
principals and schools in Australia) resumes using weighted data. 

16 Principals identified a wide range of primary specialists that they require, including Languages Other than 
English (LOTE), Arts, Music, Science, Special Education, Mathematics and Physical Education. 
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Figure 52: Difficulties in attracting and retaining staff (q46) 

Base: primary (including combined) and special schools / secondary schools (including combined)* 

 

* Each category of staff was effectively asked as a separate question (so ranges of respondent numbers have 
been provided). 
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Figure 53: Summary of industry/workplace factors impacting on schools’ ability to attract and 
retain staff (q47) 

Base: all respondents 
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Figure 54: To what extent do the following impact on your school’s ability to attract and retain 
staff? (q47) 

Base: all respondents 
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Reasons for impact 

Principals indicating that any of the above factors negatively impacted on their school’s ability to 
attract or retain staff were asked to elaborate on the reasons why. Some of the more common reasons 
provided are shown below in Table 4. 

Table 4: Main reasons for negative impact on school’s ability to attract and retain staff (q48) 

Issue Common reasons for negative impact 

Professional learning 
opportunities 

 Cost 

 Distance 

 Time 

If you don’t have a computer to do 
online training in this country area, the 
only option is to travel up to 4 hours for 
training. Poor casual base means 
limited access for face-to-face training. 

TPL funds are limited and do not always 
cover access to all staff and the school 
needs to find additional resources to 
support staff in accessing these 
opportunities. 

Induction and support for 
beginning teachers 

 Small staff numbers, or 
inexperienced staff—
resulting in an inability 
to support or mentor 
new teachers 

 Induction and support 
limited by high 
workloads 

Only one teacher at each year level no 
experienced teacher to mentor when 
planning. 

Have to teach full time for day one. 
Hard to do additional learning during 
this time as the learning curve is 
already steep. 

Career progression and 
school leadership 
opportunities 

 Lack of opportunities 
due to school size and 
senior positions taken 
up by established staff 

 High cost of training for 
career progression 
courses 

Small School with limited opportunity to 
relieve or perform leadership roles 

We are a very small school, staff are 
long standing thus providing limited 
progression opportunities 

Under resourced to enable people to 
adequately train/develop skills within 
the school resource entitlement 

Curricula expectations  Teachers required to 
cover too much 
content or too wide a 
range of topics 
effectively, thus placing 
a negative impact on 
them 

 Inflexibility in course 
delivery 

 Lack of 
facilities/resources to 
deliver curriculum 
properly/effectively 

Curriculum is overcrowded and the 
teachers are constricted by it. 

High workload and expectations impact 
on teachers’ mental health. 

The crowded curriculum and high 
expectations on teachers is causing 
stress in our community. 

The hyper focus on ‘what’ is being 
taught takers away from teacher 
capacity to engage ‘who’ they are 
teaching, ‘how’ it is being learnt and 
taught and ‘how well’ 

There can be expectations that some 
subjects can be delivered without 
facilities 
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Issue Common reasons for negative impact 

School resourcing  Insufficient 
funding/resources to 
implement or build 
necessary 
programs/facilities 

 Insufficient funding to 
retain/attract staff 

We fight for the basics, yet school down 
the road has money to paint their 
building yearly. 

We can’t afford what we have 
determined we need. 

Very poor infrastructure and no capital 
works makes the building unattractive 
to work in. 

Budgeting constraints does not always 
allow quality staff to be purchased. 

Difficulty providing resources for 
specialist staff. 

School performance actual 
and perception (e.g. 
NAPLAN/My School) 

 Low NAPLAN marks 
results in poor 
community perception, 
making it a less 
desirable workplace for 
potential staff 

 NAPLAN lacks scope to 
fully assess a school’s 
programs, successes 
and value 

Perception of the school and 
community has a negative impact due 
to Low SES disadvantage and high 
Aboriginal population. 

NAPLAN and the My School give a very 
narrow view of what happens in all 
schools. 

Community perception and 
value of the teaching 
profession 

 Overall and general 
poor community 
perception of teachers 
and teaching as a 
career 

 Lack of respect towards 
teachers 

A profession that has lost status in a big 
way. 

Community perception is huge in our 
area. People see our school as 
irrelevant due to the high percentage of 
ATSO enrolments. 

Many members of the community have 
not had positive experiences with 
education and this flows into their 
interactions with staff. 

Respect for teaching as a profession has 
been diminishing 

Teachers are not always highly 
regarded by some parents and may be 
verbally abused etc. 
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Issue Common reasons for negative impact 

Extra-curricular 
expectations 

 Extra-curricular 
activities/expectations 
adds additional 
workload/stress to 
already stretched-out 
staff 

 General staff 
unwillingness to 
undertake extra-
curricular activities 

Tiredness and general wellbeing of staff 
is impacted with high levels of extra-
curricular activities 

Many staff are unwilling/unable to 
attend after hours school events and 
look to move to other schools without 
this expectation 

Teachers are concerned about 
increasing workloads and need down 
time. there is no capacity for a low fee 
school to pay for extra curricula 
involvement 

Geographic locality  Aversion to the 
isolation of rural and 
remote locations 

 Preference for 
metropolitan locations 

 Difficulties in traveling 
(applying to remote, 
outer suburban and 
metropolitan locations) 

Working in a small, rural and remote 
school is not for the ‘faint-hearted’. 
despite being attributed as having little 
or no complexity… 

We are somewhat isolated from the 
hubs of our region meaning teachers 
often don’t know we exist/what we do. 

We are located a long way from our 
capital city. Many teachers don’t want 
to work in the country. Or if they do 
they only want to work for 3-4 years 
and then return to the city. 

We live in an isolated location so we 
only have a very few staff available 
locally and people are not willing to 
travel. 

Big city makes travel across very town 
very costly. 
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Issue Common reasons for negative impact 

Existing employment 
arrangements 

 Current systems and 
arrangements make it 
extremely difficult for 
schools to remove 
inefficient, redundant 
or underperforming 
employees. 

 Too many teachers 
using special leave 
arrangement to ‘hold 
up’ permanent 
positions, thus 
depriving new entrants 
from joining the 
school. 

 Limited autonomy in 
deciding who to hire 

We have many fantastic temp staff who 
deserve a job. We have invested heavily 
in their professional development often 
over many years. Yet we are not able to 
offer them permanency when positions 
are available due to the one-for-one 
arrangements. We have to accept every 
second person as a transfer that 
doesn’t necessarily suit or school or 
have the depth of practice we require 
or that our temps have. 

Current staffing allocation model does 
not provide for specialist teachers in 
special schools. DET only provides 
generalist form class teachers. 

Central system, all too often we have a 
forced transfer into the school – usually 
a very poor teacher. Principal should be 
allowed to select all staff. 

No room to move on recruiting quality 
graduates as so many older staff are 
utilising leave arrangements and other 
options to clog up the progression and 
turn-over of staff. Strong union 
dominance on the department’s 
capacity to move teachers between 
schools. Some at the school far too 
long. 
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Issue Common reasons for negative impact 

Existing salary levels  More attractive 
opportunities 
elsewhere 

 Teachers aren’t 
rewarded for working 
harder or making a 
bigger positive impact 

Lose staff to independent school due to 
much higher wages and better 
conditions. 

Anecdotal evidence suggest teachers 
are more frustrated now than ever 
before that their salaries do not match 
the workload or expectation of the 
profession. A number of teacher and 
principals are leaving because the 
demands of the profession are 
becoming unrealistic. 

Our school is a multi-age setting – two 
teacher school. Teachers are required 
to plan for and teach 4 year levels (and 
differentiate within those year levels), 
yet these teachers receive the same pay 
as their colleagues teaching single year 
level classes. The amount of time it 
takes these teachers to plan is 
significant. If teachers had a choice 
between working in a multi-age setting 
and a straight year level setting, the 
vast majority would choose a straight 
year level setting. Allocated teacher 
planning time (non-contact time) in a 
multi-age setting is exactly the same as 
it is for teachers in a straight year level 
setting. The complexities within multi-
age settings needs to be reviewed and 
pay scales need to reflect these 
complexities. 

Level of support for 
certification at Highly 
Accomplished and Lead 
Teacher career stage of the 
Teacher Standards 

 Lack of certainty or 
assurance that the 
attainment of 
certification will lead to 
promotion or some 
form of financial 
incentive 

 Limited 
opportunities/support 
to attain certification 

 Financial costs 
associated with 
attaining certification 

Little incentive to undertake extra work 
for little reward. 

Not an appealing process. It is 
complicated and requires high work 
load. 

The level of system support for this is 
really poor. Schools are left to provide 
support without additional resources 
from the system. 

No financial support provided within 
these programs 
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Issue Common reasons for negative impact 

SES demographic (Low 
SES/disadvantage) 

 General lack of 
attraction to move into 
low SES/disadvantage 
areas 

 Students from low 
SES/disadvantaged 
areas are perceived to 
be more challenging to 
deal with 

Disadvantaged schools are perceived as 
being difficult and being in a country 
location makes it harder again. 

Low SES schools frequently have more 
poorly behaved students and teachers 
need to work much harder to have 
students become successful learners. 

Teachers consider this group ‘too hard ‘ 
to teach due to values, engagement 
levels, behaviour 

Difficult cohort of students impacts the 
ability to attract staff to transfer in 

Teaching out of subject  Stress, anxiety, extra 
effort and 
discouragement on the 
part of staff asked to 
teach out of subject 

 Increasing reluctance 
on the part of teachers 
to do so 

In a small school teaching staff have to 
teach in areas in which they have no 
background. This causes anxiety and a 
level of dissatisfaction. 

Being a secondary school, many 
teachers prefer to teach in their area of 
expertise and passion. 

A growing reluctance among younger 
staff to teach out of subject means it 
can be more difficult than in the past to 
fill up loads 
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Permission to teach requirements 

A minority of principals indicated they had had experiences of that the current permission to teach 
requirements limiting their flexibility in hiring teachers.17 Figure 55 shows the most commonly 
reported such experiences. 

Figure 55: Limitations resulting from permission to teach requirements (q49) 

Base: principals indicating they had experienced limited flexibility resulting from permission to teach 
requirements (n=254) 

 

Principals were also asked what ‘other’ limitations they faced resulting from permission to teach 
requirements. While 63 principals provided a comment here, 41 of them used this opportunity to 
elaborate on the broad issues outlined above. The remaining 22 principals commented that they did 
not face any limitations. 

                                                           

17  Principals were invited to indicate what experiences they’d had, if they had any. Based on the number of 
principals who answered the previous questions (on the same page of the survey), approximately 37-38% 
indicated some such experiences. 

57%

46%

32%
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Finding it difficult to find candidates with
appropriate permissions to permanently fill vacant

teaching positions

Staff teaching out of field to fill vacant teaching
positions as candidates when the appropriate

permissions aren't available

Inability to hire otherwise qualified candidates to
take on particular roles (e.g. Indigenous language
instruction) due to them not having the relevant

permissions
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Introduction	
The Australian Principals Survey (Survey) was held from 17 October 2016 to 11 November 2016. The 

Survey was used to gather Australian principals’ views on education issues, with the intention to 

feed the findings into Australian Government education policy. The Survey was conducted as a 

census and was promoted by the principals’ associations to their members. 

The department commissioned ORIMA Research to prepare and implement the Survey in 

conjunction with the Australian Primary Principals Association (APPA), Australian Secondary 

Principals Association (ASPA), Australian Special Education Principals Association (ASEPA), 

Association of Heads of Independent Schools Australia (AHISA) and Catholic Secondary Principals 

Australia (CaSPA). 

Survey	Design	
The Survey content was developed in collaboration with line areas across the Schools and Youth 

Cluster, and covered the following issues: 

 Principal preparation 

 Teacher pathways 

 Literacy and numeracy instruction 

 Teaching standards, professional learning and performance 

 Use of student data to inform teaching practice 

 Support for students with particular needs 

 Initial Teacher Education 

 Vocational Education and Training in Schools 

 Parent engagement 

 Attracting and retaining teaching staff 

 Civics and civic education 

Despite the final areas of exploration in the Survey being diverse, they have been broadly 

categorised into three main themes: 

1. Principal Preparation 

2. Delivery and Practice 

3. Professional Development 

The principals’ associations provided comment and feedback on all questions included in the final 

Survey, as well as its design and length. 

The Survey was designed so it was not mandatory to complete each question and did not need to be 

completed in one sitting. Once respondents registered to complete the Survey they were sent 

reminders from ORIMA Research to complete the Survey before it officially closed. 

Response	rate	
The Survey received 985 responses, representing eight to ten per cent of Australian school 

principals. Given the Survey was undertaken as a census this is a low response rate, which means 

caution must be used when interpreting the findings. Any percentages provided only relate to the 
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number of respondents for that question and not for the total number of people who responded to 

the Survey. 

Due to the design of the Survey, where respondents did not have to complete every question, the 

base respondent number for each question differs. This means that the findings for each question 

cannot be generalised to all respondents who participated in the Survey, but only to those who 

completed that particular question. The sequencing of the instrument also resulted in some 

respondents not being able to complete all questions, resulting in a varied response rate for some 

questions. For example, schools which identified as special schools were not directed towards 

Vocations Education and Training (VET) questions. Overall, the response rate by participants was 

mixed with some questions being completed by as little as 39 respondents and others completed by 

985 respondents. The number of responses is listed for each finding (n=#).  

Respondent	profile	
Respondents were asked to provide information about their own background and the nature of their 

current position, and also asked for details about the location, type, structure and staffing of their 

school. These details, presented below, comprise a profile of the sample of schools surveyed.  

State and territory specific data has been excluded from the analysis due to the varied spread of 

response rates. The ORIMA Research sample may be large enough to be broadly indicative, 

particularly of principals working in New South Wales (54 per cent), Victoria (11 per cent) and 

Queensland (12 per cent) which had the largest number of respondents. However, as Tasmania 

(3 per cent), Australian Capital Territory (2 per cent) and the Northern Territory (less than 1 per cent) 

had the smallest response rate their responses are unlikely to be broadly indicative. Weightings 

were used to correct the possible effects of different levels of participation, however, unweighted 

data is heavily influenced by New South Wales as over half of the respondents were located in New 

South Wales. 

The respondent profile was divided into two sections, personal details and school profile, to give an 

indication of the profile of the respondents to the Survey. The key respondent profile findings were: 

Personal	details	
Of the respondents:  

 55 per cent were female and 45 per cent were male (n=729). 

 49 per cent were in the 55‐64 age bracket, with four per cent older and 47 per cent younger 

(n=734). 

 90 per cent were born in Australia, with half of the remainder (five per cent) from the United 

Kingdom (n=728).  

 Respondents’ highest degree within the field of education was most commonly a Master’s 

degree (40 per cent) (n=728). 

 For 35 per cent of respondents, their highest educational qualification was a Bachelor degree 

(including five per cent with Honours), and for 21 per cent, their highest educational 

qualification was a Graduate Diploma (n=728). 

 Respondents have spent an average of around 30 years in the school system. The majority of 

this time (on average 18 years) was spent as a teacher prior to being a principal, and around half 
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their time as principal (on average 6 years) was spent in schools other than their current school 

(n=732). 

 98 per cent of respondents had responsibility for their entire school (n=732).

School	profile	
Of the respondents: 

 Schools were split almost evenly between metropolitan and outer suburb locations (51 per cent

in total) and regional and remote locations (49 per cent) (n=732).

 A large majority of schools were government schools (72 per cent), with 15 per cent Catholic

schools and 12 per cent independent schools (n=727).

 Just over half of schools were primary‐only schools (59 per cent), with 18 per cent secondary

schools, 15 per cent combined primary and secondary schools, and eight per cent special schools

(n=985).

 The average school size was 484 students and 39 teachers (plus 24 additional staff) (n=702‐

7231).

Key	findings	
Under each of the three themes, the key findings have been included with some analysis to support 

and/or explain the result. Due to the low base numbers of respondents, as well as evidence that 

some questions were misread, findings against some areas have been excluded from further 

analysis. For example, Highly Accomplished and Lead Teachers (HALT) certification is not available in 

Victoria, however, a number of Victorian principals indicated they had HALT teachers.  

As previously advised, most of the findings that have been included in this document can be 

considered broadly indicative, but not representative of the views of Australian principals. In 

interpreting the findings, the term ‘principal’ is only referring to results calculated from principals 

that responded to each Survey question.  

1. Principal	Preparation
The Principal Preparation category asked principals a series of questions about the career path

leading to their role including the extent to which the path is clear, the extent to which there are

systems in place to support aspirants (systemic factors), and the extent to which individual aspirants

are prepared (individual factors). The findings from this category were broadly in line with existing

evidence and complementary to the work progressing through the Quality Schools reforms.

Key	findings	

Systemic	factors	‐	Pathways	to	leadership	
One third of respondents were of the opinion that there was a clear path for principal preparation in 

their particular model of school (33 per cent indicated there was at least ‘probably’ a clear path, 

including 11 per cent who were definite.) A larger minority felt that there was probably not a clear 

path (41 per cent, including 11 per cent who were not definite) (n=972). 

1 Some principals provided student numbers, but not staffing numbers. Averages have been calculated separately based on 
the most complete information available for each category.  
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Individual	factors	‐	Extent	to	which	AITSL	preparation	items	are	addressed	
Respondents identified the following areas as having the greatest scope for improvement in respect 

to their individual‐level preparation for the principal role: 

 Having real‐world leadership experiences (e.g. shadowing and acting). 25 per cent of

respondents identified significant scope for improvement, while 47 per cent consider this to be

addressed adequately (n=960)

 Having professional learning appropriate to each level of the Australian Institute for Teaching

and School Leadership (AITSL) Leadership Profiles. 25 per cent of respondents identified

significant scope for improvement, while 45 per cent consider this to be addressed adequately

(n=963).

Individual	factors	‐	Demonstrating	readiness	for	promotion	
Respondents nominated ‘demonstration of competence to an impartial assessor’ (42 per cent) and 

‘selected for promotion by an employer’ (31 per cent) when asked to nominate up to two key ways in 

which an aspiring principal could best demonstrate their readiness for promotion (n=946). 

Department	Analysis	
The Principal Preparation findings are consistent with the findings from research undertaken by the 

Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER) and AITSL. In 2014, ACER2 reported only 

15 per cent (primary) to 22 per cent (secondary) of Australian principals reported they were very 

well prepared for the principal role.  

Similarly, in 2015 AITSL3 reported there are as few as ten principal preparation programs in Australia 

that specifically focus on developing aspiring leaders for the principalship. Participants of a 2017 

School Leadership Roundtable expressed similar thoughts noting the need for mentoring/coaching, 

shadowing, internships, acting and/or secondments for the development of aspiring principals. 

These findings support the need for a clearer pathway to principalship for aspiring principals and will 

be addressed through AITSL’s work, in collaboration with the department, to develop a national 

school leadership development framework. The findings also support the Australian Government’s 

Quality Schools reform objective of establishing a national principal pre‐appointment certification 

process for aspiring principals.  

2. Delivery	and	Practice
The Delivery and Practice category dealt with how schools operate, how they educate and service

students, and how they interact and engage with parents. The range of questions in this section

varied covering areas of literacy and numeracy teaching, barriers to the provision of Vocational

Education and Training (VET) and methods of engaging with parents. The findings from this category

are in line with existing evidence and will help to further inform policy development in their

respective areas.

2 Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER), 2014, Staff in Australia’s schools 2013: Main report on 
the survey, Department of Education, Canberra. 

3 Watterston, B 2015, Environmental Scan, principal preparation programs, prepared for the Australian 
Institute for Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL), Melbourne). 
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Key	findings	

Literacy	and	numeracy	teaching	
Of the six main pedagogical methods and approaches presented in the teaching of literacy and 

numeracy, primary and special school respondents identified explicit instruction was used in the 

highest proportion of schools (88 per cent) (n=695). 

The majority of respondents rated explicit instruction as one of the two most important approaches 

(71 per cent), and nearly half rated it as the single most important approach (47 per cent) (n=695). 

Vocational	Education	and	Training	4	
Respondents indicated that 87 per cent of schools that provide VET felt that collaboration between 

their school and industry is a valuable component in providing VET (n=208). 

Respondents identified 86 per cent of secondary schools provided VET to their students. Most 

schools (94 per cent) identified some barriers to providing VET. The most common barrier was 

access to qualified staff (70 per cent) (n=211). 

Respondents also reported some barriers to attracting and retaining qualified VET teacher‐trainers 

(90 per cent). The most common barrier was ongoing professional learning and accreditation 

requirements (58 per cent) (n=211). 

Civics	and	Citizenship	–	Parliament	and	Civics	Education	rebate	(PACER)	
The majority of eligible respondents were aware of the Parliament and Civics Education rebate 

(PACER) program (62 per cent) (n=696). Just over one third of eligible schools had used PACER (37 

per cent ‐ or 60 per cent of schools where principals were aware of the program) (n=696). 

Department	Analysis		
The Delivery and Practice findings are consistent with the department’s existing research that will 

feed into Australian Government education policy where applicable. 

The literacy and numeracy findings in relation to explicit instruction are encouraging, however, 

ideally all schools should be using explicit instruction as a pedagogical method in the teaching of 

literacy and numeracy. The 2005 National Inquiry into Teaching of Literacy Australia5 was the 

catalyst for the push across the country to make sure students were taught explicitly how to read. 

Findings from the research indicated that all students learn best when teachers adopt an integrated 

approach to reading that explicitly teaches phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary 

knowledge and comprehension. This was reinforced by changes to the Australian Curriculum in 

2015, which emphasised the importance of teaching phonics. 

The VET findings are consistent with the Preparing Secondary Students for Work framework and the 

discussions by the Schools Vocational Learning and Training (SVLT) Working Group before they were 

disbanded in December 2016. The SVLT Working Group prepared a paper for Education Council 

                                                            
4 Respondents who indicated they were a principal at a special education school were unable to complete 
questions relating to VET. 
5 Rowe, Ken and National Inquiry into the Teaching of Literacy (Australia), "Teaching Reading" (2005). 
http://research.acer.edu.au/tll_misc/5 
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regarding improving access to qualified teachers and trainers for VET delivered to secondary 

students. Issues cited in the paper were: 

 barriers for VET trainers delivering VET training in schools due to  state/territory ‘permission to 

teach’ restrictions 

 barriers for teachers delivering VET at school in maintaining industry currency, as required by 

the ASQA Standards for Registered Training Organisations 2015. 

The PACER findings supports PACER data that suggests, since 2009, around 20 per cent of schools 

receive rebates each year. Research has not been undertaken on the degree of repeat business, or 

the total number of schools that have accessed the program. 

3.	Professional	Development	
The Professional Development category asked principals about their school’s use of Initial Teacher 

Education (ITE) students, the performance standards and appraisal mechanisms applied to all 

teachers, and the kind of data sources used to guide and inform teachers’ performance. The findings 

identified within this category were broadly in line with research the department has undertaken 

with Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) and the intention of the role of 

National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) data. 

Key	findings	

Initial	Teacher	Education	Students	
Of the respondents, 41 per cent reported that their school had taken on ITE students (n=745). Most 

of these schools (88 per cent) had an ongoing relationship with a provider of ITE students, with 

roughly equal proportions of formal relationships and informal relationships (n=323). 

Factors	impacting	on	schools’	ability	to	attract	and	retain	staff	
Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which various aspects of the education sector and 

labour market impacted on their school’s ability to attract and retain staff. The two elements on 

which half or more of respondents agreed had a positive impact were: 

 professional learning opportunities (62 per cent of schools saw this as having a positive impact, 

nine per cent as having a negative impact)  

 induction and support for beginning teachers (50 per cent positive impact, six per cent negative 

impact) (n=718). 

Australian	Professional	Standards	for	Teachers	
A large majority of respondents (84 per cent) indicated that their school uses the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers (Teacher Standards) to identify and address teachers’ 

professional learning needs, and a further 13 per cent indicated this was under consideration 

(n=793). 

Performance	agreements	and	appraisals		
Respondents reported three quarters of schools (75 per cent) use the Teacher Standards to set 

performance agreements and appraisals for their teachers (n=782). 

Of schools that use the Teacher Standards to set teachers’ performance agreements and appraisals, 

84 per cent indicated they are guided by the Teacher Standards in assessing and enhancing their 

teachers’ performance. Further mechanisms used by more than two thirds of schools were: 
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 individual professional learning plans (69 per cent)

 coaching and mentoring (69 per cent)

 peer review and observation (68 per cent) (n=598).

Respondents using the Teacher Standards to set performance agreements and appraisals found the 

Teacher Standards to be among the most useful mechanisms for assessing and enhancing teachers’ 

performance; 37 per cent cited this among the two most useful mechanisms. However, respondents 

were more likely to cite coaching and mentoring (48 per cent), and peer review and observation 

(41 per cent) as the mechanisms that are most useful in assessing and enhancing teachers’ 

performance (n=532). 

Data	sources		
Respondents indicated schools made use of a wide range of different data sources to assess and 

enhance the performance of their students. Sources used by a majority of schools included the 

National Assessment Program—Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) (77 per cent) and internal 

moderation sessions (57 per cent) (n=786). 

Analysis	tools	
When asked which tools, from a select list, a school used to record and analyse student 

achievement, respondents indicated that NAPLAN analysis tools are the most common means by 

which schools record and analyse student achievements (used for this purpose by 73 per cent of 

schools) (n=773). 

Use	of	NAPLAN	to	inform	teacher	practice	
Respondents showed that most schools (84 per cent) use NAPLAN to inform teacher practice 

(n=778). 

Department	Analysis		
The Professional Development findings from the Survey are relatively consistent with findings from 

existing data sets. The TEMAG Action Now: Classroom Ready Teachers6 revealed concerns that 

support provided by higher education providers to pre‐service teachers undertaking professional 

experience has significantly eroded over recent years. Schools and employers reported that some 

providers have an excellent approach to coordinating professional experience, but that in other 

cases, placement schools receive a procedural document from the provider and have almost no 

other interaction with provider staff. TEMAG recommended that higher education providers deliver 

integrated and structured professional experience throughout initial teacher education programs 

through formalised partnership agreements with schools. 

Whilst there is no directly comparable data available for the findings relating to factors that impact 

on a schools ability to attract and retain staff, there is data that more broadly relates to the 

induction of beginning teachers. Formal induction for all new teachers to lower secondary schools is 

common practice in Australia with 91 per cent of school principals reporting the availability of such 

programs. Australia is one of the leaders in the provision of induction to new teachers in a school, 

with over twice the percentage of principals reporting the existence of these practices than the 2013 

Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS) average. However, the number of teachers new 

6 The Teacher Education Ministerial Advisory Group (TEMAG) 2014,  Action Now: Classroom Ready Teachers. 
http://www.studentsfirst.gov.au/teacher‐education‐ministerial‐advisory‐group 
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to a lower secondary school actually electing to participate in a formal induction activity is 

approximately half of the principal‐reported availability of such an activity7. 

The Staff in Australia’s Schools (SiAS) Survey8 asked early career teachers whether they had been 

provided with any of six different forms of assistance, and how helpful they had been. Only 

3.4 per cent of early career primary teachers did not receive any of the types of assistance canvassed 

by SiAS. The least commonly experienced form of assistance for early career primary teachers was 

‘follow up from your teacher education institution’ (29.3 per cent). Such assistance was rated as 

helpful or very helpful by just under 30 per cent of those to whom it had been provided. 

In relation to supporting beginning teachers TEMAG found: 

 There is no profession‐wide approach to supporting teacher development in the important early

years in the classroom.

 The quality and quantity of induction support varies across states and territories, sectors and

schools.

 Employers and schools are not consistently offering effective support for beginning teachers

through their transition to proficiency and full registration.

 Stakeholders have identified a need for improved support for beginning teachers, including

mentoring by highly skilled teachers.

 There is concern that induction support is inadequate for beginning teachers in temporary

employment and in ‘hard to staff’ schools.

 Effective induction is critical to successful transition into classroom teaching practice. It includes

structured mentoring, observation and feedback.

 High‐performing and improving education systems demonstrate a commitment to structured

support for beginning teachers in their transition to full professional performance and in doing

so, build and sustain a culture of professional responsibility.

A 2013 Survey conducted by AITSL9 found that 88 per cent of school leaders have knowledge of the 

Teacher Standards, 91 per cent of school leaders are positive about the Teacher Standards and 

79 per cent engage with the Teacher Standards. School leaders report that their top four uses of the 

Teacher Standards are: discussion with my teachers, building capacity of colleagues, school plans for 

teaching and learning and supporting professional development. AITSL’s latest stakeholder survey 

results back up these findings with 91 per cent of principals aware of the Teacher Standards, 

96 per cent of deputy principals aware of the Teacher Standards, 93 per cent of other school leaders 

aware of the Teacher Standards and 75 per cent of school leaders actively using the Teacher 

Standards – mostly for teachers’ professional development. 

The findings that relate to NAPLAN support the Australian Government position that NAPLAN is an 

important measure of student achievement, but is only one of a number of sources used by teachers 

and school leaders for assessing how students are performing in school. NAPLAN tests do not 

replace the ongoing assessments made by teachers about each student’s achievements, and are not 

intended to provide a total picture of individual students’ capabilities. 

7 TALIS Teaching and Learning International Survey – Australian Report. 
8 Staff in Australia’s Schools Survey. https://www.education.gov.au/school‐teacher‐workforce‐data‐reports 
9 Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership 2016, Final Report – Evaluation of the Australian Professional 
Standards for Teachers, prepared in partnership with The University of Melbourne, AITSL, Melbourne. 
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