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Workforce composition and innovation
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	Key points

	· Job design and workforce composition need to evolve so that schools can adapt to changing student needs and community expectations. 

· Different schools have experimented with alternative approaches to job design and workforce composition, but policymakers have not always facilitated such school‑level innovations.

· Despite changes to pedagogy and growth in the share of non‑teaching workers employed in schools, the ‘solo’ model of teaching remains commonplace.
· A prevailing focus has been on reducing class sizes, despite mixed evidence about the effectiveness of this approach.

· Further across-the-board reductions in class sizes are unlikely to be a cost‑effective way of improving student outcomes.

· The ‘right’ class size will vary according to school and student‑specific educational circumstances.

· A range of different approaches in the way that principals, teachers and other schools workers operate could offer new opportunities to improve student outcomes or free up resources that might be better allocated elsewhere.

· Judgements about which of these options would be most appropriate for particular conditions should not be prescribed on a system‑wide basis.

· The Commission has focused on impediments to schools adopting workforce innovations that improve student outcomes and that deliver greater cost‑effectiveness.

· School‑sector policies and institutional settings — including school autonomy and industrial relations arrangements — should be designed to facilitate innovation. 

· At the grassroots level, changes to (often long‑standing) custom and practice can take time to gain support. School leaders have a key role to play in building workforce capacity and community confidence in reform.
· Education authorities — particularly regional education offices — could also do more to ensure sufficient information is available to schools about the opportunities for workforce innovation.

	

	


The modern classroom differs notably from its predecessors of decades past. Many young students may be more comfortable using a computer than pen and paper, while chalk and blackboards are increasingly giving way to interactive ‘smart’ whiteboards and data projectors. The manner in which teachers run their classes has also changed. At the individual level, teachers have an array of pedagogical techniques at their disposal, giving them greater latitude to interact with students in ways better tailored to different learning styles. And across all schools, the responsibility of teachers to educate students has been broadened to include a wider range of student welfare objectives, as well as more extensive assessment and reporting requirements.

Change has been less visible in the overall composition of the schools workforce and in the way that teachers operate. Many study participants commented on a lack of variation from the ‘solo’ model of teaching. For example, the WA Department of Education argued that ‘the traditional solo teacher model requires reconsideration given the demands placed upon modern teachers’ (sub. 45, p. 12).
Educational support staff — including administrative assistants and teacher aides — have increased as a share of the overall schools workforce, amid some innovations in how teachers and non‑teaching school workers are used. As section 7.1 outlines, individual schools have often modified existing teaching roles or designed new roles to meet their circumstances — sometimes to great effect. But it is not clear that education authorities have done all they can to facilitate such school‑level innovation. As Tasmania’s Department of Education stated, ‘job design is an area which has evolved over a number of years without a great deal of strategic intent’ (sub. 33, p. 8). Moreover, schools’ ambitions for workforce composition are likely to have been curtailed by centralised controls in the government and (to varying degrees) Catholic school systems.
Changes in workforce structure and deployment could (among other things) improve student performance, better meet student welfare needs, increase community engagement with schools, boost the status and job satisfaction of teachers and other school workers, or deliver comparable outcomes more cost‑effectively. The persistent pressures facing the sector — such as changing community demands on schools, and problems in securing a sufficient supply of some teachers and other school workers — might be ameliorated through greater innovation in how the workforce is used.

This chapter examines workforce composition and the scope for changes in job design and how the teaching and non‑teaching workforces are deployed. It also considers the degree to which impediments to workforce innovation exist, and how these might be mitigated. 
7.1
Recent changes in workforce composition and deployment
Historically, the policy focus in relation to the schools workforce has tended to concentrate more on teacher numbers rather than composition and structure. Particular attention has been paid to the number of students each teacher should be expected to manage in each class (box 7.1). Class size reductions have been pursued ostensibly with the objective of improving student outcomes, by increasing the capacity of teachers to provide more personalised attention to individual students within the classroom. All else being equal, such reductions can also serve to reduce teacher workloads. But decisions to reduce class sizes (by employing more teachers) may also have constrained resource allocation in other areas, such as increasing teachers’ wages.
There is no direct time‑series measure of Australian class sizes, but a common proxy is the ratio between students and teaching staff. According to Leigh and Ryan (2011), average student–teacher ratios in Australia fell by 43 per cent between 1964 and 2003. ABS data on student–teacher ratios suggest that this trend has continued through recent years (figure 7.1). 

Figure 7.1
Student–teacher ratiosa, b, 1996–2011
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a(Student and teaching staff numbers are both calculated on a full‑time equivalent basis. Teaching staff include non‑classroom teachers, such as principals. b Although the terms are sometimes used interchangeably, student–teacher ratios are different from measures of class size. Student–teacher ratios cover all teaching staff within a school, including principals or other full‑time qualified teachers with limited teaching loads. This means, in general, student–teacher ratios will be lower than related measures of the average number of students in classes.

Source: ABS (Schools, Australia, Cat. no. 4221.0).
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	Box 7.1
Class size and student performance

	Research on the impact of class size on educational outcomes is decidedly mixed.
· Much of the contemporary debate is inspired by US research — chiefly the work of Krueger and Hanushek. Krueger (1999) found that students in smaller classes perform better than those in larger classes. By contrast, Hanushek (1999) was not able to identify across-the-board benefits from smaller average class sizes.

· Data for Australia are poor, but Jensen (2010) concluded that class size reduction was an expensive policy approach, delivering only minor improvements (at best) to student performance. Leigh and Ryan (2011) identified class size reductions as a possible contributor to an observed decline in school productivity.
· Internationally, Woessmann (2007) contended that class size only influenced student outcomes where the quality of the teaching workforce was relatively low. Hattie (2009) emphasised the role of pedagogy — that teachers may need to adapt teaching techniques to achieve any benefits that might be offered by smaller classes.
While there are various interpretations of the quantitative evidence available, one of the few areas of general agreement among educational experts is that changes in class size will affect different types of students in different ways. For instance, while unconvinced of widespread gains for the average student, Hanushek (1999) suggested that smaller class sizes were more likely to be beneficial for early primary school students, students with specific learning difficulties, or students from educationally disadvantaged backgrounds. Data — both Australian and international — are typically too patchy to be able to disaggregate effects on specific groups of students.
Even at the broad level, there may be reasons to suspect that the empirical results misstate the effect of reducing average class sizes. As one example, not all studies account for the relationship between class size and teacher quality, and how this indirectly affects student outcomes. Specifically, to reduce class sizes (while still educating the same number of students), more teachers need to be recruited. And, assuming that higher quality teachers are employed first, then — at any point in time — each additional teacher that is hired will be of relatively lower quality than the last.
On the other hand, over time, class size reductions could have a positive effect on teacher quality. From a teacher’s perspective, larger classes represent more tests, projects and essays to mark; more student report cards to write; and more families to communicate with. How much this extra work effort matters to any individual teacher is highly variable. However, holding pay levels constant, a reduction in class size should be expected to increase the overall attractiveness of teaching as a profession — aiding the recruitment and retention of school workers, and likely improving average teacher quality in the process.
The point to emphasise is that, despite widespread research, the net effect of class size on educational outcomes remains ambiguous. As such, good policy making requires judgement on where changes in class size hold a credible prospect of being beneficial (as well as where they are likely to have limited impact), rather than adopting a ‘one‑size‑fits‑all’ approach.

	

	


Although the scale of the reduction in student–teacher ratios (and by extension class sizes) has varied across jurisdictions, it is not clear — at least in the most recent period — that the cost of this approach has been matched or exceeded by the benefit of significantly improved educational outcomes. Jensen, Reichl and Kemp (2011) estimated that class size reductions between 2000 and 2009 resulted in an 8–9 per cent increase in teacher expenditure per student in Australian schools, while student performance over the same period declined by 2.5 per cent (though the authors stressed that this does not imply a causal relationship). With average class sizes in Australian primary schools and lower levels of secondary schools now below 24 students (OECD 2011b), the merits of seeking further system‑wide reductions become more questionable due to diminishing returns to students (at least relative to the costs).

However, this does not necessarily mean that further changes in class size would be inappropriate under any circumstances. The Commission notes evidence that there are several conditions — including to address educational disadvantage and special needs, as well as managing the transition to school for early primary students — where better targeting of resources might usefully involve smaller classes. By the same token, there may be other circumstances where larger classes could facilitate the adoption of different approaches with greater benefit — including, perhaps, changes in job design and workforce composition (section 7.2). This notion of context dependence was endorsed by many participants, such as the Independent Education Union of Australia, which concluded:

… it is reasonable to say that classes should not generally exceed a certain number of students, and should be smaller towards the earlier years of schooling, but the optimal class size really depends on several factors: student profile, subject content, and physical environment. (sub. 12, p. 7)
Tailored approaches to class size can be harder to accommodate within a highly centralised system of education administration. For example, as chapter 11 notes, industrial agreements may constrain adjustments at the school level by establishing system‑wide targets for class size. One tradeoff may be that lowering class sizes restricts capacity to reduce teaching hours for staff — a factor that may limit the opportunities for teachers to undertake professional development. In the Commission’s view, it is preferable for judgements about the ‘right’ size for a particular class to be made at the school level (with appropriate reference to system‑wide requirements, including resourcing constraints and overall workloads).
Changes in class size are likely to remain an important part of the policy mix for the schools workforce (chapter 11). However, workforce policy considerations extend beyond solely how many teachers a school system employs — it is also about how and where those teachers are deployed, and the extent to which they are complemented by para‑professionals and other non‑teaching school workers (figure 7.2). As Victoria’s Department of Education and Early Childhood Development identified, the link between quality teaching and student outcomes means that ‘qualified teachers need to be able to focus on their core competencies’ (sub. DR95, p. 19). Recent workforce initiatives are discussed below.
Figure 7.2
Teaching and non‑teaching workers: a stylised model
	
[image: image2]


Deployment of teachers

State and territory governments appear to have routinely considered different ways of deploying their teaching workforce. Recent initiatives have sought to address specific areas of need, although many are relatively modest in scale. For example, the Victorian Government has commenced a trial of training selected primary school teachers to become mathematics and science ‘specialists’, who can in turn train other teachers in their schools on how to improve mathematics and science tuition (Dixon and Hall 2011).
Additionally, school autonomy in some jurisdictions has enabled innovations in teacher deployment at the school level — though again, often at a small scale. These have included ‘team teaching’, using multiple teachers to run particular classes; and appointing teachers as professional development specialists, to appraise the performance of classroom teachers and identify opportunities to improve their skills and techniques.

Expansion of the non‑teaching workforce

The importance of maintaining a high‑quality teaching workforce is widely acknowledged. But beyond teachers, there are different groups of non‑teaching workers who also contribute significantly to the good functioning of Australia’s schools — and who may be in a position to contribute even more in the future.

· Teacher aides and assistants provide direct support to teachers and students in a range of contexts, such as integration aides for students with a disability, Indigenous and cultural support officers, non‑teacher library assistants and science laboratory technicians.

· Although in many cases their interactions with students are more limited, clerical staff in school offices, building maintenance workers, canteen operators and others all provide valuable support to school communities and contribute to the overall culture of their schools.

· To facilitate students’ learning, and in some cases to provide or coordinate help for their families, specialist support in non‑educational domains is required. For example, schools benefit from the services of health professionals (such as school nurses and child psychologists) as well as counsellors and student welfare coordinators (who may at times also be teachers).

· Additionally, while not explicitly part of the schools workforce, the contributions of the wider community — including parent volunteers, former students and local businesses — are essential for schools to be able to deliver their services. (Among other things, community figures can play a valuable role in school governance, such as by serving on school boards or councils.)

As a proportion of the overall schools workforce, non‑teaching school workers increased from 21 per cent in 1996 to 28 per cent in 2011 on a full‑time equivalent basis (figure 7.3). Virtually all of this change can be attributed to growth in staff classed as ‘administrative and clerical’ (including teacher aides, library assistants, school administrators and Indigenous support staff) — their share increased from 16 to 23 per cent of the total schools workforce. This trend was broadly replicated across government and non‑government sectors, and in all states and territories.
The modest decline in the share of teaching staff in the overall schools workforce does not appear to have been driven by any comprehensive system‑wide changes in job design. South Australia’s Department for Education and Child Development (SA DECD) identified that much of the change in that jurisdiction had been driven by decision‑making at the school level (DECS 2011a). While there is inevitably some variation across different systems, its observation that schools with greater budgetary responsibilities (and flexibility) tended to spend more on support staff may be pertinent to all jurisdictions — particularly those that are currently progressing new initiatives to increase school autonomy (chapter 8).
Figure 7.3
Schools workforce compositiona, 1996–2011
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a Full‑time equivalent employment in various job categories as a proportion of total schools workforce (government and non‑government sectors). The ABS terminology reflected in this figure does not align directly with the broader job descriptions depicted in figure 7.2. b Includes principals, teacher librarians, chaplains and tutors engaged by the school. c Includes school nurses and canteen staff. d Includes office staff, teacher aides and assistants. e Includes school counsellors, social workers and career advisers.

Source: ABS (Schools, Australia, Cat. no. 4221.0).

The National Catholic Education Commission suggested that the ‘increased regulatory and accountability burden imposed by governments’ (sub. 7, p. 5) had contributed to the growth in the non‑teaching workforce in that sector. Although anecdotal, this broadly conforms with widespread comments from participants about the growing administrative requirements for schools (and the increased demands these place on teachers). This is likely to be more pronounced in independent and Catholic schools, which in many cases have little or no centralised support, as well as for ‘autonomous’ government schools in those jurisdictions that have devolved responsibilities from central education departments. 

Changes in the composition of the student cohort will also influence employment practices. For example, SA DECD noted that between 2000 and 2010, the proportion of all students in South Australia’s government schools that were recognised as having a disability increased from 6.1 per cent to 9.1 per cent (DECS 2011a). (Part of this may stem from better identification processes, although the department also reported that there had been proportional declines recorded for some types of disability.) The special needs of students with a disability generally require more integration aides and other teacher assistants to be employed to support classroom teachers.

More concerted efforts to combat educational disadvantage in particular areas may similarly be a factor. The specific needs of Indigenous communities may at least partly explain why non‑teaching staff in Western Australia and the Northern Territory accounted for more than a third of their schools workforces in 2011 (on a full‑time equivalent basis). In 1996, the equivalent share in both jurisdictions was closer to a quarter. The workforce share of non‑teaching staff is smallest in New South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory, at approximately 25 per cent in 2011 — up from less than 20 per cent in 1996 (ABS 2012b).
Although meaningful policy‑level consideration of non‑teaching workforce deployment has been generally patchy, there are emerging signs that at least some jurisdictions are increasing their focus on this area. One of the more comprehensive efforts in this regard was a field trial commissioned by Victoria’s Department of Education and Early Childhood Development (box 7.2). SA DECD observed that Victoria enjoys greater flexibility than other jurisdictions in terms of its industrial relations regime and the capacity for various types of non‑teaching workers to be employed. It also noted that a key advantage of the Victorian approach was to ‘grow reforms in schools rather than impose them from above’, with policymakers focused on providing guidance and expertise (DECS 2011a, p. 21).

SA DECD has also reported on the use of the non‑teaching workforce in South Australia’s government schools (DECS 2011a), drawing on extensive data collections, analysing employment practices and training standards, and scoping of future reform options. Between 2000 and 2010, there was a 25 per cent increase in the number of ‘school services officers’ in South Australia’s government schools (on a full‑time equivalent basis). During the same period, both teacher and student numbers declined. Around 44 per cent of school services officers operate in business management roles, 43 per cent fill student support roles, and 12 per cent perform technical functions. 

Cautions from history

History offers evidence that innovations — whether promoted at the system‑wide level or initiated locally — can be transitory features in cycles of ideas. For example, in order to facilitate team teaching, some primary schools are being constructed today without walls separating classrooms — a design principle that was similarly in vogue in the 1970s. Such concepts may win praise for a time, then fall out of favour, only perhaps to return once more in the future.
But this is not the full story of workforce innovation. Other approaches and initiatives can have greater longevity, producing lasting positive impacts on students’ education. Moreover, some past ideas may find greater success when reattempted, given improvements in technology or different implementation strategies. Plainly, achieving sustained benefits for students, staff and the community should be the focus of schools, education authorities and policymakers in this area. In this regard, changes that are incremental in nature and informed by evidence as to the effectiveness of different approaches are likely to add greatest value.
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	Box 7.2
Wider Workforce Field Trial — Victoria

	During 2009–10, the Department of Education and Early Childhood Development conducted a field trial to examine the capacity of government schools in Victoria to use non‑teaching school workers — including parent volunteers. The field trial covered 21 initiatives in 25 different schools (with two programs involving school clusters rather than individual schools). These trials either established new roles, redefined existing roles, or sought to improve workforce capacity (such as through professional development). Some of the specific initiatives included:
· creating a ‘one stop shop’ for wellbeing and special needs staff in order to improve communication about students’ progress (Carrum Downs Secondary College)

· refining the role of support staff to provide direct teaching support, including for student assessments (Berwick Chase Primary School)

· establishing a new student data management position, enhancing the information available to teachers to assess their effectiveness (Ascot Vale Primary School).
The field trial generated generally high support among teachers and parents. Better student attendance, engagement and confidence were observed, indicating the potential gains to educational performance more broadly. Many teachers found that the better use of support staff and para‑professionals provided them with more time to focus on their teaching, including to target the different needs of individual students.
However, there were also challenges. In particular, schools found it difficult to locate people with the required skill sets for some para‑professional and content‑specific support roles. Inflexibility in setting remuneration and other employment conditions were seen as a central barrier in this regard (consistent with the problems in addressing teacher shortages discussed in chapter 4). There were also thought to be problems in establishing career pathways for non‑teaching staff — including those that would allow non‑teachers to develop the required skills to become teachers. Prescribed student–teacher ratios were noted as another potential barrier to innovation, with some concerns that these did not adequately recognise the impact of non‑teaching school workers. However, the evaluation report for the field trial noted that some of the reported impediments were based on misperceptions about the limits placed on schools by the education department.

	Source: I&J Management Services (2011).

	

	


7.2
Future directions for workforce innovation 

Whether teacher, principal, other school worker or parent, the roles of all members of school communities are relevant to issues of job design and workforce composition. In this light, participants raised a variety of potential ways that the roles of these school workers and the relationships between them could be reformed to achieve better outcomes.
The role of school leaders

As noted in chapter 8, there is a general shift towards autonomy for government schools, which in turn is a significant factor in the evolution of school leaders’ roles. The traditional educational‑leadership function of principals is increasingly being supplemented by managerial duties — decision making over school finances and staffing being among the more challenging aspects. Even in relatively centralised school systems, the consolidation of schools and broadening of curriculums has meant that a myriad of specialised leadership positions have often been established. 

A variety of aspects of school leadership (and particularly the role of leaders in an environment of autonomy) are canvassed in chapter 8. But to summarise, the Commission considers that there is scope for further refinements in the composition of the leadership workforce — including in the interaction with non‑teachers, such as finance managers and bursars — which may bolster school performance. 

The role of teachers

As noted above, while the solo‑teacher model still largely prevails, there have been some changes over time to the role of teachers and how they are deployed. Many participants to this study offered further ideas about the future of the teaching workforce, often building on these initiatives.
· A broader range of teaching styles could be facilitated through greater diversity in class sizes, ranging from focused small‑group tutorials to large lecture‑style classes (particularly in secondary schools).

· Schools already allow for differentiated roles and levels of responsibility among their teachers. However, such differentiation could also feature in efforts to expand career structures for teachers, providing high‑performing teachers with greater authority over areas such as curriculum design and implementation. 

· Multi‑teacher classes might be helpful for new teachers entering the profession, as an adjunct to staff mentoring programs (Catholic Education Office — Diocese of Toowoomba, sub. 11).

· Just as specialist arts, music and foreign language teachers have been established in primary schools, further specialist roles are emerging and will likely continue to emerge in the future — for example, dedicated mathematics or science teachers in primary schools, as a response to concerns about general primary teachers’ own aptitudes in these disciplines.
· Teacher librarians already play a role in developing the research skills of students (particularly those in senior secondary levels), but could also be used to build awareness about online safety and intellectual property rights. (The Hub: Campaign for Quality School Libraries in Australia, sub. DR61)
· Raised specifically with respect to school leaders, but with applicability for the teaching workforce more widely, the then SA Department of Education and Children’s Services (sub. 35) noted the potential benefits of greater job‑sharing. Such benefits include maintaining the involvement of teachers who have become parents (and might otherwise leave the profession entirely to raise their children), or are approaching retirement (and could be tempted to stay in the workforce longer if they were not required to work on a full‑time basis).

· Job‑sharing arrangements could also facilitate specialisation in some contexts, with part‑time workers being appointed to complement skill sets. For example, if two part‑time teachers were to jointly run a primary school class, one teacher might have a main focus on mathematics while the other principally targeted humanities.
· Where teachers have a particular specialisation that is relatively limited but of wide relevance to schools, teaching resources could be shared across ‘clusters’ (groups or networks) of schools. In rural and remote areas, where clusters can be geographically dispersed, greater use of technology (through regular videoconferencing between classrooms) may assist in allowing high quality teachers (including specialists) to have a positive impact on a wider pool of students.

The role of the non‑teaching workforce
As identified in section 7.1, non‑teaching school workers have accounted for a rising share of the overall schools workforce over at least the past decade and a half. Part of this story relates to non‑teaching professionals and para‑professionals assuming responsibilities that were once the preserve of teachers. Looking ahead, proposals for how non‑teaching staff might be better deployed focus largely on facilitating role specialisation (for teachers and non‑teachers alike). Study participants offered many suggestions to this effect including:

· more administrative support for teachers, particularly in areas such as research capacity and records management, and to handle accreditation and registration requirements (ACT Council of Parents and Citizens Associations, sub. 17; Independent Education Union of Australia, sub. 12)

· greater career progression and skills development for teacher aides, with different para‑professionals able to concentrate on specific areas of student need (Catholic Education Office — Diocese of Toowoomba, sub. 11; Department of Education — WA, sub. 45)
· improved training of teachers on how to best use teacher aides (Independent Education Union of Australia, sub. 12)
· improved training of teachers on how to interpret and employ the advice of health specialists such as therapists and psychologists (National Disability Services, sub. DR78)
· improved training for support staff to assist teachers in dealing with specific pressures, including student behavioural issues and technology (Department of Education — WA, sub. 45)

· using graduates with discipline‑relevant qualifications (but without teaching qualifications) to provide specialist support to students who are underperforming or, alternatively, overperforming for their level

· expanding the involvement of health workers and counsellors in schools, particularly to strengthen early detection and support for students with mental illness (Queensland Catholic Education Commission, sub. 20; Victorian School Nurses Special Interest Group, sub. DR52)
· appointing ‘parent liaison officers’ to improve the quality of communications between schools and families (Australian Parents Council, sub. 19 and DR80)
· enhancing the role of managers of information and communications technology systems within schools to better identify opportunities for technology use in the classroom, and to provide advice to teachers on emerging trends that may relate to student educational outcomes and welfare (such as ‘cyber bullying’) 
· better use of in‑school careers advisers to foster links between schools and employers, and to improve the ‘job readiness’ of students looking to enter the workforce.
Some caution is justified about how much of a difference such changes might make to the duties and workloads of teachers. For example, the Catholic Education Commission of Victoria argued that ‘there remain questions about what work of teachers could realistically be transferred, and whether the amount of work so transferred would have a significant impact upon teachers’ workloads’ (sub. 13, p. 11). And as one roundtable participant noted, some of the responsibilities that might be considered ideal for transfer to non‑teaching workers can in practice be aspects of the job that teachers enjoy.
Furthermore, in the absence of additional resources, transferring responsibilities from teachers to other school workers is likely to increase the workload of the latter. The Community Public Sector Union — Civil Service Association of Western Australia (sub. 16) argued that a variety of types of school support staff already face ‘excessive’ workload pressures. This trend may be compounded by a reduction in community volunteer support, requiring schools to reassign some duties to paid positions (Independent Schools Council of Australia, sub. 18).
Non‑teaching workforce capacity and skills

As with the teaching workforce, some types of non‑teaching roles can be difficult to fill. For example, schools can experience difficulties in employing information and communications technology support staff, owing to the range of other — generally more stable and higher‑paying — job prospects available to those workers (DECS 2011a). Attracting support staff into hard‑to‑staff schools can also be challenging, particularly in remote areas. One option proposed by the WA Department of Education (sub. 45) is for governments to provide support for schools to hire staff from their local communities. This is broadly consistent with practice in South Australia, where much of the non‑teaching workforce is ‘primarily recruited from the local community and the majority from the parent group within the school community’ (DECS 2011a, p. 15). On the other hand, SA DECD also noted that the employment of parents and community members in non‑teaching roles was not always consistent with merit‑based selection processes.
Some participants suggested that the generally low training levels for many school support staff is a significant concern (for example, Community and Public Sector Union — Civil Service Association, sub. 16; Community and Public Sector Union — State Public Services Federation, sub. 6). In South Australia, only 37 per cent of non‑teaching workers held a tertiary qualification, which SA DECD noted was far lower than for comparable professions such as child and health care.
Generally speaking, tertiary qualifications are not a prerequisite for most classes of administrative and classroom support roles. But a notable exception is Queensland, where many teacher aides require a certificate level III qualification in education support. Moreover, those performing specialised support roles (such as child psychologists and school nurses) must possess relevant qualifications — typically a three‑year degree or diploma.
The diversity of non‑teaching roles in schools indicates that a variety of approaches to training and accreditation (where relevant) will also be needed. Mandatory qualifications could shut off schools’ access to a local, reliable and enthusiastic pool of workers — parents and other members of the school community. A particular concern in tackling educational disadvantage is that it may limit the capacity of schools to appoint Indigenous and other cultural support staff, whose mere presence within school communities (irrespective of their training levels) can act as a powerful driver for student engagement. And in the context of workforce innovation, system‑wide directives on minimum qualifications for particular roles could limit the scope for schools to create new positions that do not fit within predefined job descriptions, and for which the specified training standards would not be appropriate.
Notwithstanding this, if greater responsibilities are to be delegated to non‑teaching school workers, it is reasonable to expect that those workers will require greater skills to perform their jobs well. In some cases, expanded or new roles may best be filled by candidates with specific tertiary qualifications. But skill needs may also be addressed through on‑the‑job training and ongoing professional development opportunities — both of which will require continuing investment by schools and education authorities. Many of the innovations under Victoria’s Wider Workforce Field Trials (discussed earlier) specifically included professional development for support staff.
Given the various tradeoffs between the availability of potential workers, the skills required for a particular role, and the resources available to the individual school, governments should be cautious about imposing system‑wide requirements.
Data on the non‑teaching workforce
The Community and Public Sector Union — State Public Services Federation Group argued that ‘it is very difficult to obtain proper data in order to obtain a good picture of the present and future need of workforce planners’ (sub. 6, p. 9). As such, it recommended that the Australian Bureau of Statistics compile a comprehensive data set on the non‑teaching workforce, which would (among other things) draw together details about the quantity of workers, their pay and education levels. 
As noted in section 7.1, some jurisdictions have already undertaken pilot studies and data analyses into the non​‑teaching workforce. South Australia’s research in this area has also drawn together comparative data from other states and territories (although with somewhat patchy results, owing to differences in data coverage between jurisdictions). The evidence from the efforts to date is that good quality policy‑oriented research can inspire reform opportunities. In that sense, all states and territories could benefit from reflecting on their understanding of how non‑teaching school workers are used and deployed, recognising that any changes in these areas should be driven from the school level. Where jurisdictions identify data deficiencies, cost‑effective measures to improve that data, build knowledge and raise awareness could make a useful contribution.
From ideas to reality

Workforce innovations offer scope to improve student outcomes by various means. As the preceding discussion has illustrated, some workforce changes could facilitate greater role specialisation, enhance the capacity for schools to deliver more personalised support to individual students and their families, and provide new opportunities for addressing educational disadvantage. Workforce innovations have the potential to assist where there is a shortage of qualified teachers (chapter 4). And changes in how school workers are deployed (including in how para‑professionals are used) could free up teachers for professional development, performance appraisal and the mentoring of new staff — all of which would be expected to have a positive effect on teacher quality.

That said, the precise benefits of individual changes in job design and workforce composition are unclear (especially in the absence of trials), and will generally be context dependent. Their efficacy within any school environment is likely to depend on the quality of school leadership, the needs of students, the mix of existing staff, and the availability of resources to support new initiatives. To this end, judgements about which measures would be the most worthwhile are best made by practitioners at the forefront of education delivery, in conjunction with education authorities who can provide the necessary policy and funding support.

Accordingly, the Commission’s focus has been on removing potential impediments to workforce innovation. Section 7.3 considers how barriers to innovation might be reduced, and how changes in institutional settings might support schools in adjusting job design and workforce composition to better meet the needs of their staff and the students, parents and local communities they serve.

7.3
Removing barriers to workforce innovation

Several factors may limit changes in job design and workforce composition in the school sector. The costs of new approaches are often clear and upfront, and can be significant. Against this, the prospective benefits will generally be less certain and spread over time. Moreover, given the long‑term effect that education has on students (and the potential difficulty in offsetting any negative impacts), school leaders, policymakers, parents and the community may be understandably cautious about making significant changes to a system that is delivering good outcomes for many, but certainly not all, students.
Such constraints on innovation are evident in virtually any environment, and do not of themselves represent market or policy failures requiring correction. Rather, they are a valid part of the decision‑making process about whether to change existing practice.
However, these general constraints can be exacerbated by other factors that — where they exist — can be of greater policy concern. These include:
· inflexible system‑wide arrangements

· deficiencies in leadership at the school level
· limited awareness of the opportunities for innovation.
Inflexible system‑wide arrangements
Schools are key drivers of workforce innovation. But government and Catholic schools operate within wider systems, where varying degrees of centralisation mean that not all decisions about how a school operates will be made at the school level. Furthermore, all schools — including independent schools — are subject to regulations and legal obligations that may circumscribe the decisions they can make.

One consequence of this is that inflexible centralised policy settings can raise the costs of innovation — or indeed preclude innovation outright. Policy areas that might produce such impediments include:
· standardised remuneration structures (chapter 4) and industrial relations arrangements (chapter 11) that do not accommodate innovations in the roles of teachers and non‑teaching school workers
· a lack of autonomy at the school level (chapter 8), such that school leaders have little authority over the hiring and deployment of staff
· teacher registration requirements that are based on professional standards (chapter 5), which — if too narrowly defined or applied — might exclude opportunities for changes in job design and workforce composition.

Deficiencies in leadership at the school level
Lowering policy and institutional barriers, while important, will not alone result in beneficial workforce innovation. Improvements in job design and workforce structure still require inspirational and innovative school leaders (and education policymakers) to seek out such opportunities.
As noted above, there will tend to be little pressure for change where people believe a system is generally working well. But there will always be room for improvement, particularly within the specific conditions of each individual school. Good principals and other school leaders will be ones who can identify areas where their schools can perform better, understand the challenges facing their communities, and think creatively about the best ways to improve student outcomes. And as noted below, regional and diocesan education offices can also provide guidance in these areas.

School leaders, as drivers of overall school culture, are also instrumental in promoting tolerance for new approaches and ideas within the workforce and among parents and students. But cultural impediments to change are not always easy to overcome.
· For those who have become accustomed to particular processes and ways of working, learning how to adjust can be difficult. Longer‑serving workers who are familiar with one set of techniques may be less comfortable with adopting new technologies (and the teaching practices associated with them).

· At times, the views among staff and parents about the educational impact of a proposed change can be highly polarised. The degree of any aversion to change can vary across schools depending on their individual circumstances. 
As discussed in chapter 5, training and development make significant contributions to workforce quality. They can also raise both the capacity and tolerance for innovation. But to be successful, not only do suitable professional development and mentoring programs have to be available, workers must productively engage with the opportunities offered. Here too, school leadership has a central role to play.
Limited awareness of the opportunities for innovation
The range of different school systems, both by sector (government, Catholic systemic and independent) and by jurisdiction (within Australia and overseas), means that there is extensive scope for different workforce innovations to be trialled and applied. Some study participants (for example, Catholic Education Office — Diocese of Toowoomba, sub. 11) indicated that information on workforce innovation is typically shared between employers, across professional organisations and through education unions. This can often be valuable, particularly where high levels of trust between parties can help provide encouragement for change.

However, the information that is shared between parties must be soundly based. The final report of the Victorian Government’s Wider Workforce Field Trial revealed that ‘schools have a generally low knowledge and understanding of what is possible in employing and deploying a wider workforce within current workforce parameters’ (I&J Management Services 2011, p. 7). This issue is particularly significant in Victoria, because its government schools tend to have greater autonomy to manage their own affairs than that granted by education authorities in other jurisdictions (chapter 8). The more that decision‑making responsibilities are centralised, the more likely it is that barriers to innovation are real rather than perceived. Nevertheless, misperceptions about what is possible can have the same effect as actual constraints, even where there is both a desire and a real (but misunderstood) capacity for change. Thus, there is an important role for education authorities to clearly communicate to schools what scope they have under existing arrangements to tailor workforce composition and deployment to local circumstances.
As one measure to address information deficiencies, the Commission proposed in its draft report that the School Leadership Development Strategies Clearinghouse run by the Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership be expanded to disseminate research on workforce innovation. Some participants questioned whether the institute was the appropriate body, given its focus on teachers — rather than school workers more broadly — and its lack of expertise in program or policy evaluation (for example, WA Department of Education, sub. DR90). Other participants questioned whether a central research clearinghouse would, by itself, facilitate changes in practice (for example, Principals Australia Institute, sub. DR91). Instead, they suggested that efforts should be concentrated on producing new workforce‑focused research, and that schools should be more proactive in searching out the lessons from others’ experiences with innovation.
Taking on board participants’ views, the Commission reassessed its draft proposal and has concluded that workforce innovation would be better bolstered by education authorities taking measures to:

· make schools aware of the scope to redesign job roles and adjust workforce composition, as noted above

· encourage pilot studies and research into new and promising workforce innovations (such as the Victorian field trials discussed in box 7.2)

· maintain sufficient capacity to monitor innovations in Australia and overseas, and use that knowledge to support innovation within their jurisdictions.
Education authorities should be cognisant of the limitations of attempting to compel or drive workforce innovation from above rather than granting schools the autonomy and leadership to explore innovations that best meet local needs. What works in one school may be ineffective — or, indeed, counterproductive — for another school, given differences in circumstances. Such considerations warrant locally inspired solutions rather than centrally directed mandates on how to ‘innovate’. As such, education departments — and the relevant authorities and support bodies for the Catholic and independent school sectors — should focus on how they can assist schools in making their own decisions. 
The degree to which ideas are spread depends on the quality of the connections between different departments, regional offices and school leaders. As some schools and systems are already demonstrating, strong relationships can allow good ideas to propagate widely.
· Seminars, conferences and professional development all provide forums through which principals, teachers and other school workers can be informed about what is possible under the institutional and policy framework for schools.

· Likewise, regional education offices (and their diocesan counterparts in the Catholic system) can provide guidance on the opportunities for workforce innovation as part of their regular contact with individual school leaders.

· School clusters may also provide a useful channel for workforce innovations to be shared.
· To supplement the internal capacity of education departments, there would be merit in enhancing links with the educational research community (chapter 10).

Central repositories for advice, such as a clearinghouse (or something similar) to document workforce innovations, may also be part of the solution. State and territory education departments should consider the extent to which they can add value by providing such resources beyond those that already exist. Major research entities (such as the Australian Council for Educational Research) already provide extensive online databases, academics contribute to a range of education research and policy journals, and education authorities produce publications — including reports, newsletters and websites — that discuss matters relevant to workforce policy and practice. These all provide avenues for informing school leaders of the options for (and prospective benefits of) workforce innovation.
Finding 7.1
Changes in job design and the composition of the schools workforce have the potential to improve student outcomes and promote more efficient use of staffing resources (both teaching and non‑teaching). The success of such workforce innovations is contingent on schools being delegated the authority and provided with the resources and leadership capacity to make decisions that are appropriate for their local circumstances. The role for state and territory education departments — along with Catholic education offices and support organisations for independent schools, to varying degrees — is to facilitate such school‑level workforce innovation. 
Education authorities are best placed to provide support and guidance to school leaders and communities by:
· raising awareness of the scope to redesign job roles and adjust workforce composition within the prevailing legislative, regulatory and institutional framework

· encouraging pilot studies and research into new and promising workforce innovations

· maintaining sufficient capacity to monitor, assess and disseminate the changing use of the schools workforce in different systems and jurisdictions, including overseas.
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