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ABSTRACT 

From time to time there are widely-reported cases of child abuse in churches, 

voluntary groups, child care operations, schools, and the wider community, which 

draw attention to the issue and tend to draw the topic into sharp focus for 

governments, the media and the community. 

While there can be no guarantees in place to protect children, there is public agreement 

that the problem of child abuse be addressed and that governments of the day 

recognize their duty to be active agents in child protection. The role of government in 

creating and implementing legislation is the topic of this thesis: where particular 

emphasis is placed on how regulatory measures are perceived and valued by primary 

school principals in the non-state sector in Queensland. 

Three aspects of the problem are identified, namely the historical appearance of 

categories of child abuse, the emergence and role of the law in setting up concepts 

aimed at child protection, and the importance now placed on the school in discussions 

around abused children. It is within this context that the existing key statutory child 

protection measures are analyzed, and through which the objects of the research and 

research questions are posed. A 3-phase analysis is undertaken to set a context that 

situates the empirical study. 

As such, this study focuses on the emergence and analysis of contemporary statutory 

child protection measures in Queensland (with an emphasis on those measures which 

regulate non-state schools in Queensland) and scrutinizes the historical and social 

contexts in which the measures were brought into play as legislation and enacted 

policy. The most salient of these measures for protecting students in Queensland non-

state primary schools are identified and analyzed in order to ascertain the knowledge 

and perceptions of non-state primary school principals about the measures, and to test 

some emerging taken-for-granted understandings of the measures in action. 

The intention is to contextualize the study within a constructionist framework so as to 

position the Queensland legislation within the genealogy of wider dialogue about 

sexual abuse and responsibilities of the state to act to shield against child abuse. 

The methodological approach incorporated elements of quantitative and qualitative 

analysis, including the formation of a focus group and the use of two especially 

designed questionnaires administered during in-depth interviews. 
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This unprecedented study found that children are becoming more and more a centre of 

focus when it comes to welfare, care and protection, and in these regards, Queensland 

is taking a lead in so far as its schools are concerned. Results of this study suggest that 

Queensland has developed a strong statute-based regime directed at the welfare of 

children generally, and the identification and reporting to the appropriate agency of 

child abuse, with special attention given to sexual abuse and harm. 

The study suggests that principals of non-state primary schools consider that their 

knowledge of and expertise in administering the child-protection legislation is very 

sound. The research found that legislative provisions requiring the reporting of 

suspected or actual sexual abuse and harm were effective in terms of detection and 

ensuring reporting, but not so as a deterrent. The responses of principals to particular-

case scenarios alluding harm or sexual abuse were decisive, but variable.  

Finally, the study enabled the development of a concept showing the relationships 

between child protection in an historical and social context, and the determinants of 

abuse and harm occurrences, community-perceived benefits of reporting that abuse, 

the statutory obligations within non-state schools to report abuse, and the law 

governing those obligations. 

Conclusions are made that strong child-abuse reporting measures and obligations 

applying in the school context are important in the challenge of reducing or 

minimizing child abuse, and these measures should be reviewed periodically to gauge 

their effectiveness from different viewpoints. 

The insights and in-depth understanding derived from the study are expected to be of 

particular benefit to children, and to governments and schools in policy development 

focusing on the care and protection of students.   
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Problem statement 

This study explores the Queensland child protection legislation as one form of 

intervention into child abuse from the perceptions of principals of selected non-state 

primary schools. The legislation, in Queensland and other Australian states as well as in 

other countries, has come about in situations of frequent, forthright public concern. In 

general terms, it might be said that hardly a week goes by where there is not, by any 

reasonable public standards, confronting and disturbing media about child abuse, and 

swift community and political responses ranging from fleeting interest to concerted calls 

for efforts to address the issue once and for all. Public perceptions such as these go hand-

in-hand with official statistics on child abuse (as will be evidenced later in this thesis). 

But, while there is public and government awareness of the issue and there is a common 

agreement that prevention is a desired end result, the fact of reports of abuse are often 

retrospective and contested, resulting in authorities being pressured more into 

management than providing solutions to the problem at its core (Robinson, 2013). It is in 

such conditions that schools have become places where staff are duty bound by 

legislation to report suspicions of child and sexual abuse. But what to look for and report 

remains problematic at the same time that the category of child abuse becomes more 

prevalent and enters into common usage. 

Reporting is a stock-in-trade part of teacher preparation and occurs across a teacher’s 

working life. Thus, teachers, along with principals and some other staff, are perceptive of 

the ways that within and out-of-school factors can influence learning and school 

behaviour. However, the child protection legislation places school staff in unfamiliar 

territory, even where they are aware of the need for providing “safe environments” in 

their classrooms and playgrounds. Perpetrators are, for example, mainly identified from 
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information from victims, but the victims of abuse often lack the vocabulary to either put 

their experiences into words, or to come forward to make clear claims against those who 

have abused them. The possibilities of a child reporting abuse narrow in the not unusual 

conditions where persons inflicting abuse are trusted by the child’s family and relatives, 

who are unknowingly complicit in the events leading to and continuing the occurrence of 

abuse. The problem is that as awareness of instances of child abuse rises, the bases on 

which they can be detected remain imprecise in ways that challenge the effectiveness of 

legislation designed around the perceptive powers of school staff to detect and report 

abuse to children in their care. 

A problem of this study then, is to discover the parameters for exploring the degree to 

which school staff can draw on the legislation to isolate and report on behaviours in 

children that might be linked to abuse within or outside of schools. Given that the 

problem of legislation, and the part that teachers and other school staff play in its 

application, is one of responding and reporting after the abuses have occurred, then this 

aspect of the study is to explore process of reporting as outlined in the Queensland 

legislation. This is now briefly explained and will be elaborated later in the chapter. 

Given that this study is exploratory, it is framed within the specific engines or steps of 

discovery devised by Hacking (2006), who brought an historical approach to the 

philosophy of the natural sciences and, in more recent work, to the study of child abuse. 

As a process of clarification, Hacking proposes that categories, types, or kinds of people 

emerge progressively and steadily over time, and in response people, communities and 

governments take or are pressured to take a position on a category as it gains prominence. 

His examples, such as “multiple personality”, “autism”, “child care”, and “child sexual 

abuse”, all concentrate on moving back and forth between times when such behaviours 

were known but not publically acknowledged to other times when they gained 
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prominence and were said to require some type of public intervention. This is reflected in 

Hacking’s (1986, p. 228) ideas that “each category has its own history” and that people 

are not “natural kinds” (e.g., as found in the natural world) but are “made up” as more 

evidence is presented about them. Because kind making involves changing perceptions 

over time, Hacking frequently draws on examples of what he calls “interactive kinds”. In 

brief, an interactive kind is one in which some person or group can act back on a label 

imposed on them. Thus, “child abuse” and “multiple personality,” for instance, can be 

illustrative of his analytic framework in which a “feedback” or “looping effect” of 

interactive kinds can alter the theoretical beliefs that kinds of people have about their 

actions, which in turn affects our knowledge about them and our classifications about 

them (Hacking, 1988, p. 55). 

Hacking (2006) has devised specific engines or steps of discovery (he describes them as 

being astonishingly successful in describing how “making up people” takes place) in that 

the process of discovery “sometimes bring new kinds of people into being” (p. 306). In 

this light, child abuse and protection legislation in Queensland is explored to illustrate the 

extent that the legislation creates its own looping effect within school environments. This 

is also discussed later in the chapter. For now, it is necessary to concentrate on the most 

troubling aspect of the problem, namely that the phenomenon of child abuse is most often 

only identified from its effects (for example, change in behaviour, observed injuries, or 

remarks made by the child). Thus there is a reliance in the wording of the legislation to 

alert others to identify and report those effects, and an assurance that those dealing with 

children know the legislation well enough to be vigilant in their reporting. 

A problem for child protection legislation as it presently exists is that of identifying the 

hidden and often disguised impacts abuse has on children from which to assess some 

indication that they have been harmed. This differs from cases, for instance, of 
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institutional bullying or racial vilification in a public place where perpetuators are placed 

on report on the basis of reliable evidence. It is difficult therefore, to create child 

protection legislation built from observations of actual incidences of child abuse itself. 

One of the purposes of the legislation, therefore, is to put into place some measures to 

ensure more vigilance from those in daily contact with children in order for them to bring 

instances of suspected child abuse or child abuse to the notice of the appropriate agencies 

who can deal with those reports. 

It for these reasons that Hacking’s (2006) engines or steps of discovery for showing the 

creation of a category and of kinds of persons are utilised to demonstrate processes since 

the 1960s that underpin the development of legislation overseas, in Australia and in 

Queensland. To complement this discussion, reference is made to Hacking’s discussion of 

experimentation in philosophy of science to show why identification of the phenomenon 

of child abuse depends on seeing its effects. This second feature of Hacking’s 

methodology helps situate the problem as one of identification of phenomenon through 

recognition of effects. Finally, it is proposed that, for the purposes of this study for the 

reasons given above, in a common-sense usage the legislation can be seen as a social 

experiment, the phenomenon not being clearly observable and uncertainty existing about 

the capacities of agents responsible for reporting child abuse as part of their day-to-day 

dealings with children. On this basis, the questions directing this exploratory study are 

now outlined. 

1.2 The research questions 

The overarching goal of this exploratory study is to describe the perceptions of the 

Queensland legislation on child protection held by primary school principals in selected 

stand-alone non-state schools. The main research question guiding the study is:  

1. To what extent is the Queensland legislation serving its purposes when, in general, 
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the persons with the duty of care for children are faced with the problem of identifying the 

phenomenon of child and sexual abuse through its effects?  

This will be explored through the following sub-questions:  

1a. Through which historical conditions and processes have the phenomena of child and 

sexual abuse been classified and categorised, and how has this influenced the formation of 

statutory legislative measures in Queensland? 

1b. Given the characteristics of this legislation, which of these Queensland measures are 

said to be the most salient in securing the welfare and protection of students in non-state 

primary schools? 

1c. To what extent can the intentions in directives of the legislation be seen to be 

accepted and activated as judged from a survey of the perceptions of principals of 

Queensland non-state primary schools? 

1d. How might this exploration of perceptions of principals in selected schools suggest 

strengths and weaknesses in the legislation and contribute to theoretical debate about 

child harm and sexual abuse across schools in general? 

Following from these questions, there are four central lines of enquiry within the overall 

aim of this thesis and research. The first is concerned with identifying and analysing 

contemporary child protection measures in Australia and overseas, and the historical and 

social context in which the measures were developed. The second is concerned with 

identifying and analysing the contemporary statutory child protection measures regulating 

non-State schools in Queensland, and the historical and social context in which the 

measures were constructed. An examination of these measures leads logically to a third 

line of enquiry, which is to identify the most salient child protection measures in the 

welfare and protection of students in non-state primary schools in Queensland. The final 
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line of enquiry is concerned with identifying the opinions of principals of a selection of 

stand-alone non-state primary schools through the use of a specially designed 

questionnaire. In part the questionnaire is supplemented by the addition of hypothetical 

narrative vignettes to explore the perceptions of principals of Queensland non-state 

primary schools about the effectiveness of the most salient measures in the welfare and 

protection of students, the way in which the measures operate, and possible statutory and 

non-statutory changes with a view to improving the welfare and protection of students. 

The research questions now explained, the task in the next section is to situate and explain 

the stance taken to proposing the Queensland child protection legislation as a social 

experiment. 

1.3 Experimentation and social policy 

Some weight is given in this study to analogies with an experiment. Three notions of the 

term underpin the structure of the central arguments described from now onwards in this 

chapter, namely that: the child protection legislation is necessarily concerned with the 

effects rather than the phenomenon of child abuse; the Queensland child protection policy 

represents a type of social experiment designed to produce agents who can detect and 

report on these effects; and the third aspect, to be discussed briefly, is about evaluations of 

legislative policy through experimental policy research. This remains tangential to the 

body of the study but will be returned to in the final chapter. 

1.4 Phenomena as effects 

It is not unusual for an abstract concept in common usage, social class for instance, to be 

available to researchers and the general public only through analysis or demonstrations of 

its effects and relationships between them (e.g., taste in food, clothing, music, 

entertainment, education level, employment status, etc.). Child abuse however, especially 

child sexual abuse, is a phenomenon before it is a concept. Unlike a concept such as 
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social class, child and especially child sexual abuse cannot usually be investigated from 

observation. Knowledge of the phenomenon enters public discourse via the media, public 

discussion, film, retrospective first-hand accounts and official reports. Legislation aimed 

at reporting tangible evidence of the phenomenon of child abuse in situations outside of 

where abuse has taken place must, to a great extent, have to rely on observations of 

effects as they emerge and are recognised. Explanations of the place of effects in creating 

unseen phenomena is well covered in the philosophy of experimental science where a 

phenomenon (for example a magnetic field, or the flow of electrical current) can only be 

“seen” from the effects of controlled experiments of some kind, or through the use of an 

instrument where an effect can be measured (Campbell, 1969). As Hacking (1983) 

explains it, the effects of an experiment do not exist outside of the apparatus designed to 

show them, and for this reason, it is the apparatus, or instrument, that reveals some 

relationships with a phenomenon. The effects produced then put the investigator “on the 

lookout” for the possibility of the existence of phenomena (p. 225). This purpose of 

vigilance, of being on the lookout for effects of child abuse, is what makes it central to the 

Queensland legislation. 

1.5 Legislation as social experiment 

In that the effects, when observed, can be described in various ways by those observing 

them, the Queensland child protection legislation can be seen as an instrument in a serious 

social experiment to be on the lookout for child abuse in schools. Government policy can, 

on the one hand, be seen as a form of a social experiment conducted in the face of and in 

response to rising public expectations for solutions to an issue. Policy experiments, of 

which the “noble experiment” of prohibition laws in the US in the 1920s provides an 

extreme example, take causal, if/then solutions to social problems. In essence, policy 

experiments follow proposals that if an intervention or program is implemented (e.g., to 
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“educate” the public about climate change or to provide work skills for unemployed, or 

traineeships as steps to employment), then the root causes of a problem will be reduced. 

The same analogy can be said to apply to legislation compelling the reporting of child 

abuse, the aim in this case being that reporting will bring some assistance to children who 

are abused and lead to action against perpetuators
1
. 

In summary, and for the reasons just given, a model is proposed for this thesis in which 

the Queensland child protection legislation is a social experiment, developed to assist 

those with a duty of care for children to identify and report on their suspicions of child 

abuse seen in possible effects identified in their interactions with children in their care. 

1.6 Experimental policy research 

Once a policy experiment is in place then versions of experimental policy research can be 

drawn on to evaluate a policy to see “what is and isn’t working”, something that has 

generated a recent enthusiasm for and contestation of experimentally designed or 

evidence-based policy research (Marston & Watts, 2003). This aspect of an experimental 

design is not, however, a part of either the methods or the analysis in this study. The 

following section is provided mainly to point to some limits to the study and to avoid any 

confusion that the results may be taken as a form of evaluation of the legislation itself and 

its successes and failures from various positions within the field, which is another matter. 

Transferring the experimental model from the natural to the social sciences has been a 

point of discussion for some time, initially with the intention of direct applications of 

experimental laboratory designs to policy research, which was a contested topic until the 

1980s (Lieberson, 1985). A furthering of this theme of establishing more scientific, causal 

relations between research findings and social policy is now seen in recent versions of 

                                                 
1
  There will of course be multiple causes, unexplained relationships and unintended consequences to an 

experiment, but these are beyond the scope of the methods and scope of this study. At the time of 

writing, for example, some Australian states are experimenting with keeping a public register of 

convicted paedophiles, a social-policy experiment. 
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experimental policy design or evidence-based policy research, often based in quasi-

experimental methods (Davies & Ward, 2012). In positioning social policy 

experimentation in the context of experimental methods, and building on an earlier and 

general acceptance of experimental methods in natural and social sciences with laboratory 

traditions, Campbell (1969) argued for an experimental approach to social reform 

whereby new programs were initiated and evaluated by policymakers to determine 

whether they were worthwhile. Berk et al. (1985) argued that policymakers could 

legitimately introduce social policy reforms, in the form of legislation, as experiments. 

Illustration of this concept as it applies in the political sciences is given by Druckman et al. 

(2006), who argue that researchers have progressively turned to experiments to answer 

questions about behaviour. Green et al. (2003) and Gerber et al. (2008) suggest that when 

experiements are applied to field research they often focus on inconsequential matters. 

Whether a social policy intervention—such as one which happens through an instrument 

of legislation—works, is an empirical question to be investigated with rigorous 

procedures. The testing of social policy legislative initiatives in order to guide future 

legislative responses to a social problem should be a rigorous process, rather than a 

reactionary one or a process merely driven by trial-and-error. While there will always be 

persistent questions as to the extent to which the community pays attention to certain 

areas of the law, the introduction of legislation will mostly give rise to questions 

regarding the extent to which there are any discernible changes in behaviours, which 

establishes a “natural experiment” in social policy and the law. Extending this concept 

beyond their particular focus of research, Loewen, Koop, and Fowler (2009) conclude that 

the best instruments for testing causal theories are experiments, and natural experiments 

provide an opportunity to test causal effects in real-world settings, allowing inferences to 

be drawn. Causal hypothesis is not tested in this study into child protection legislation as 
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it operates in non-state schools. The study is exploratory in nature, and is not intended to 

put a case for or against social policy experiments or provide a comprehensive evaluation 

of the legislation that is the subject of this study. The model on which the study is based is 

now described and discussed. 

1.7 An exploratory model 

A schematic representation of the relationships between the phenomenon of child abuse 

and the difficulties of formulating legislation about it are outlined in the diagram in Figure 

1 which sketches out a model for this study. Reading from left to right, it can be seen that 

the study comprises two phases: a descriptive history of the creation of the concept of 

child abuse and the development of the Queensland legislation, followed by an empirical 

investigation of its enactment as an experiment in phase two. The diagram is set out in a 

way that the argument unfolds from issue/problem to bureaucracy to legislation in phase 

one, and then to the identification of the most salient protection initiatives in the 

legislation, analysis of the perceptions of agents required to report on the legislation, and 

the relevance of the research on theory and policy in phase two. In more detail, the steps 

in the argument are described across five parts with the legislation being the linking factor 

between the two phases. The process of unfolding in each of the five parts contains four 

interrelated factors. Thus in step one, for instance, the argument is that an issue gains 

prominence as statistics are accumulated (counting and quantifying), norms and 

correlations are made from them and the bureaucracy documents them for potential 

action. The bureaucracy develops policy in response to public and political pressure with 

a legislation which is the crucial link between phases one and two which was raised 

earlier in this chapter: the legislation is directed to phenomena that are well-known, but its 

implementation relies on agents reporting on its effects; their suspicions of child abuse 

having taken place. The first phase shown in the diagram represents an application of 
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Hacking’s (1988, 2006) steps of discovery and formation of a category and the creation of 

phenomena, which are particularly relevant to this chapter and the one that follows. Phase 

two describes processes for investigating the Queensland child protection legislation as a 

social-policy experiment. This involves a consideration of relations between the 

Queensland legislation and what agents are required to look for and report. The most 

salient initiatives are identified through a focus group and then through the administration 

of a specifically designed questionnaire, and are subsequently used as the basis for 

another especially designed questionnaire to elicit the perceptions of principals about 

these initiatives. The results of principals’ perceptions are explored for group averages 

and individual variations. A chapter sequence for the arguments is found in the lower 

section of Figure 1. A summary of and conclusion to this section follows. 

In this study the Queensland legislation is taken to be an instrument developed in part to 

produce agents equipped with perceptions for identifying various effects of abuse seen in 

working relationships with children. The first part of this study is concerned with tracing 

historical processes in which the child is a focus to evidence the problem and the evolving 

public and institutional responses over time. This discussion provides and leads to an 

analysis of the development of the Queensland legislation. Empirically the legislation is 

considered as an instrument within a social experiment (in the broad sense), the purpose 

of which is production of persons capable of reporting perceived instances of child abuse 

in children’s lives. Within this framework, surveys and vignettes are used in the study to 

assess the perceptions of 30 primary school principals on salient aspects of the legislation. 

The results from the survey responses are first presented as group perceptions, with a 

secondary analysis devoted to individual variances within these group perceptions of the 

legislation. This done, some tentative generalisations are made about these principals as 

active agents of the legislation. A final critical dimension is suggested to take the child 
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protection legislation further into the present. This includes a consideration of changes of 

policy as they apply to ongoing evaluations of the legislation in terms of adjusting and 

changing policy of child abuse. These points being considered, the aims of the study can 

now be outlined.  
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Figure 1: Schematic outline of thesis argument: foremost relationships among phenomenon of child abuse, Hacking’s relevant steps 

of discovery, legislation as a social-policy experiment and perceptions of principals. 
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The processes described in Figure 1 demonstrate the grounds on which the contributions 

of this study can be seen as unprecedented. It seeks to understand the perceptions of 

principals of Queensland non-state primary schools about the effectiveness of a number 

of statutory measures concerned with the welfare and protection of students, the way in 

which the measures operate in school settings, and the identification of possible statutory 

and non-statutory changes which, if implemented, would improve the welfare and 

protection of students. 

1.8 The research approach 

As a phenomenon, child abuse can be said to be observable most often in effects which 

surface following its occurrence. Therefore, one purpose of legislation is to increase the 

alertness of those with a duty of care for children to recognise these effects and to report 

on the suspicion that abuse has taken place. The focus of this study then, is on the 

capacity of the legislation to create the kinds of persons sensitive to and with an 

obligation to report this suspicion of abuse observed in children in their care. If the 

legislation has such capacity, it needs to be understood and applied with some confidence 

of its being activated in practice by those charged with its implementation. In other 

words, when legislation relies on awareness of the effects of phenomena, then its 

potential rests on the production of the kinds of persons proficient in identifying and 

reporting on these effects. This argument is the core of this exploratory study. 

As such, a model and research instruments are needed that can be used to explain the 

creation of phenomena and kinds of people, namely child abuse and those aware of its 

existence with the duty of reporting on it. Hacking’s (1983, 2006) social philosophical 
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investigations are useful for directing the study on both points and for deriving a working 

model of each process. 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, Hacking (2006) devised specific engines or steps of 

discovery and reported how successful they were in describing how making up people 

happens, and in bringing new kinds of people into being. Table 1 illustrates Hacking’s 

steps. 

Table 1: Hacking’s (2006) devised specific engines or steps of discovery, and a brief 

description of each 

Hacking’s (2006) steps 

of discovery 

Brief description of each step of discovery 

1. Counting Counting/statistics causes a population to appear 

2. Quantity Quantify to classify and identify deficits 

3. Norms Create norms against which persons can be placed or identified with a 

group or a sub-group, and norms around which deviance from norms can 

be established 

4. Correlation List and establish correlations that have an impact on holding persons into 

a category 

5. Clinical medicine Medicalise so as to establish links to medical explanations, deviance seen 

as an illness 

6. Biology Biologise so as to consider biological causes for the deviance 

7. Genetics Genetic origins are found for deviancy 

8. Normalisation The deviants change to approximate ‘normal’ as far as possible 

9. Bureaucracy State made responsible for responding to the particular needs of the 

category via involvement and administration, for example through the 

establishment of services etc. 

10. Resistance Members of the category, or their representatives, take some ownership 

and control over public perceptions, and for example resort to law at a 

later point in time 

 

Hacking’s chain of 10 stages or events provide the steps for an accurate representation of 

the schema, for breaking down the emergence and establishment of “kind-concept” and 

for exploring some divergence of the patterns that are repeated in other contexts (Khalidi, 

2010, p. 336). In the process, the concept of “child abuser” emerges. As Khalidi suggests, 
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the introduction of the concept in forming concomitant labels, cataloguing particular 

persons into the concept and the consequential treatment of those persons, will modify 

some of their behaviour. One end purpose, as is the case with child abusers, is to change 

the concept to a point where it no longer contains any such persons (p. 337). It is easy to 

see here where public weight to eradicate child abuse places pressure on the formation of 

legislation, but persons have to be shown to be child abusers for this to happen. But the 

twist in the form the legislation has to take rests on the fact that identification of abusers 

relies on victims identifying those who abused them. In terms of Hacking’s model then, 

the process has to account for how to bring about changes and extensions of our use of 

the concept of child abuser. How to bring abusers into public view, it is argued, is a 

second purpose of legislation. This entails, in Hacking’s (2006) words, an understanding 

of how, as people interact with the world, they change and are “not quite the same kind of 

people as before” (p. 293). The category has to be made dynamic as a consequence of an 

ongoing “looping effect”, and this is the reason why the legislation, and what it asks of 

those with a duty of care for children, is so important to this study. The irony here rests in 

the fact that, irrespective of public calls for its elimination, the concept-category of child 

abuser may not be a “serviceable kind” (Roth, 2002 p. 141) in the development of 

legislation because, by its nature the problem, the abuser, is too often only revealed in 

retrospect by the victims of child abusers. Thus, the focus on effects and the importance 

of having vigilant persons working with children takes an important place in the 

development of the thesis argument as detailed in Figure 1 and discussed above. 

A three-phase analysis is undertaken to set a context, devised from Hacking’s (2006) 

framework, that situates the empirical study. Taking an historical approach, three aspects 
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of the construction of the problem are identified, namely the emergence of categories of 

child abuse from the 1960s, the involvement and role of the law in setting up legislation 

aimed at child protection through mandatory reporting by school staff, and the 

significance now placed on the school as a place for implementation of legislation around 

abused children. It is within this context that the existing key statutory child protection 

measures in Queensland and elsewhere are identified and analysed, and through which 

the aim of the research and research questions can be posed and answered.  

As such, the intention is to scrutinize the historical and social contexts in which the 

measures were constructed and in so doing, to trace the emergence and analysis of 

contemporary statutory child protection measures in Queensland (with an emphasis on 

those measures which regulate non-state schools in Queensland). The most salient of 

these measures for protecting students in Queensland non-state primary schools are 

identified and assessed in order to ascertain the knowledge and views of non-state 

primary school principals drawn on to test some emerging taken-for-granted 

understandings about the relevant legislation. 

As stated, the thesis is contextualized within an historical framework to position the 

Queensland legislation within the genealogy of wider dialogue about sexual abuse and 

responsibilities of the state to act to shield against child abuse.  

The methodological approach for this exploratory study incorporates quantitative and 

qualitative analysis, including custom designing and use of two questionnaires (including 

vignettes). The processes for this part of the study were outlined earlier in Figure 1. 
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1.9 The exploratory nature of this study 

In the approach taken to the legislation, this study is unprecedented in that it takes the 

effects of child abuse as a phenomenon and child protection legislation as an instrument 

for producing reliable persons who can assess instances of abuse in a child’s day-to-day 

behaviours. In so doing, the study seeks to understand the perceptions of principals of 

Queensland non-state primary schools about the effectiveness of a number of statutory 

measures concerned with the welfare and protection of students, the way in which the 

measures operate in school settings, and the identification of possible statutory and non-

statutory changes which if implemented would improve the welfare and protection of 

students. 

An exploratory approach was taken given that the pertinent statutory student welfare 

measures are relatively new in Queensland: They are subject to frequent scrutiny, often 

amended responsively to those reviews and examinations, and there is a paucity of 

available research concerning the insights of principals on these matters. Aligned with 

this, a quantitative/qualitative approach was appropriate in that relations could be 

explored from the legislation through to perceptions of principals, with some 

confirmation about practices within and across school contexts. 

Exploratory research is useful in these particular types of situations. Lincoln and Guba 

(1985) suggest that phenomena are investigated by the use of an exploratory research 

approach with minimal a priori expectations so as to develop explanations of such 

phenomena. Stebbins (2008) conceptualises exploratory research as distinct from 

methodological approaches to verify or confirm a phenomenon, rather referring to it as an 

intentional and systematic collecting of data designed to maximize discovery of 
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generalizations upon the application of more focuses research. Stebbins elaborates further 

by stating that situations, processes, activities and groups are explored when there is little 

or no scientific knowledge about them, but nonetheless, researchers have reason to think 

they contain elements worth discovering. 

According to Stebbins (2008), exploratory research is the preferred methodological 

approach if any of three conditions are met. The present study meets one of these 

conditions, namely that there has been negligible or no systematic empirical scrutiny of 

the matters being examined. Cavana et al. (2001) and Zikmund (2003) believe that 

exploratory research is appropriate in scenarios where the phenomenon being studied is 

relatively new and there is little research available. Finally, this exploratory research is 

appropriate because it creates a way to gain better understandings of a matter and provide 

a basis for more rigorous studies at a later date (Davis, 2000). There are, however, some 

limitations despite these premises being a justifiable basis for the study. 

1.10 Structure of the thesis 

The overall structure of the thesis argument was detailed and explained in Figure 1 and 

referred to at various points in this chapter. Taking this into account, the thesis is 

comprised of seven chapters. This chapter provided an introduction to the context of the 

research, including a synthesis of the contemporary problem of child abuse, the research 

questions and the main aim of the thesis, and an explanation of the processes of 

exploration to be taken. 

The next chapter reviews and analyses the literature relating to the central structures, or 

lines of enquiry, of the thesis. Part 2.1 of Chapter 2 explains the links to the central 

problem being explored and shows the relationships between the literature and the model 
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for this study set out in Figure 1. Part 2.2 of Chapter 2 illustrates and discusses the 

historical construction of the categories about the child, the construction of child abuse as 

a category and as a social issue, and frequent calls for intervention. Such calls for action 

on the issue are regarded as the bureaucracy stage, associated closely with the pressure 

the issue may typically bring to bear. Part 2.3 reports on and examines some key 

international and Australian metrics on the prevalence of child abuse. This part also 

examines and discusses the role of the law: in particular the legislatives concepts around 

the child, the law and the power of the discourse of innocence, and the concept of child 

protection. Part 2.4 examines Queensland’s relevant child protection legislation reform 

agenda, including mandatory reporting of harm and sexual abuse. Also, Queensland’s 

mandatory reporting requirements are contrasted against other Australian jurisdictions. 

The part then looks at the increasingly important role played by schools as social 

situations where the abused child may be identified, and reported to the appropriate 

agency (the reliable agency). Part 2.5 draws together the conclusions derived from the 

literature review, and positions the study for the field work ahead. 

The research methodology is detailed in Chapter 3. The study builds from a mixed 

methods approach that incorporates the historical analysis described above, culminating 

in empirical research with persons knowledgeable about the governance and operations 

of non-state schools and principals of non-state schools. The historical element of the 

methodology involved a study of historical sources to trace the emergence of child abuse 

as an issue and then into a field for study and intervention. The importance of statistical 

documentation was traced from reports as was the emergence of child abuse within the 

law and into government legislation. Combined with the use of a focus group and then 
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questionnaires, the historical methods were the basis for following the research object 

from its initial construction, to processes within the law to conditions of enactment within 

selected schools. Chapter 3 is therefore directed to the empirical part of the study. It 

concentrates on the methods adopted in the research, including a focus group, and the 

development and administration of two surveys. The aims, selection of participants, 

material used, the procedures and the analysis of data are described with respect to the 

focus group and the surveys utilised in the field work. Importantly, the researcher’s own 

professional position in respect of the research, and the part this may play in the results 

and outcomes of the study, is acknowledged. 

The empirical data collected in the study’s field work are summarised and described in 

Chapters 4 and 5. In Chapter 4 the five most salient child protection statutory initiatives 

are identified through a focus group and then a survey. The views of a sample of subject 

principals on the effectiveness and usefulness of the school-based detection and reporting 

of abuse are then presented. Chapter 5 explores principals’ views (via the use of several 

specifically designed vignettes) about the practical application of the provisions. Use of 

vignettes is intended to gather valuable data on the challenges of reporting in action in 30 

schools. 

Chapter 6 discusses and synthesizes the results presented in the previous chapters. The 

object of the thesis and each of the research questions are examined to place the study 

within the literature discussed in earlier chapters and to suggest the contribution of the 

major finding to the field. Chapter 6 concludes by setting out the limitations of this 

exploratory research and makes a number of suggestions for further research. 

Chapter 7 concludes the study. Links are made in this final chapter between the key 
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findings from the research as presented and analyzed in each of the chapters of the study. 

This is done in order to address the object of the thesis and to state the contributions 

made to understanding in this field of study. Bearing in mind the exploratory nature of 

this study, the chapter emphasizes the importance of this unprecedented research for 

children in contemporary Queensland society, and the related role played out by school 

staff.  
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF LITERATURE RELATING TO 

THE CENTRAL LINES OF ENQUIRY 

2.1 Chapter prelude 

The aim of this study is to outline the perceptions that non-state primary school principals 

have of the Queensland legislation on child protection, and in so doing, to explore the 

extent to which the legislation is serving the purpose of creating persons able to reliably 

identify and report their suspicions of child and sexual abuse. This aim is now explored 

through an analysis of historical circumstances and social processes in and through which 

the phenomenon of child and sexual abuse has been classified and categorised and come 

to influence the formation of statutory legislative measures in Queensland. The intention 

will be to provide a sequence in the literature from which a path can be seen from the 

creation of phenomena of child abuse to the formulation of legislation to protect children 

from abuse. Drawing on Hacking’s (2006) search engine model, the chapter provides an 

historical analysis for understanding how constructs of child abuse, harm, innocence and 

so on, have come to be formulated, incorporated into the law and government legislation 

in other countries, but in particular in Queensland. This extended history of the 

construction of child abuse as a social and political object is a necessary precursor to the 

exploratory empirical investigation of non-state school principals as responsible agents in 

administering the Queensland legislation. 

The core of the argument was outlined diagrammatically in the previous chapter in Figure 

1. The argument is now expanded in the parts that comprise this chapter. Part 2.2 deals 

with the formation and moulding of the category of child abuse, and its statistical and 

normative relevance as a social issue to be explored in this study. Part 2.3 explores the 
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prevalence of child abuse and the formation of legislation relied on by governments and 

the community to respond appropriately to cases of abuse. From here, broad scale action 

is only possible if and when social and political pressure on the issue leads to the 

formation of legislation that meets bureaucratic and institutional demands. This is the 

main focus of the next part which deals with the formation and the emphasis on reporting 

child abuse, identified or suspected, whilst the child is in a school setting. Part 2.5 

examines Australia’s child protection reforms across the states and territories, with a 

particular focus on Queensland’s child protection reform agenda relevant to this research.  

This examination deals with two aspects of the Queensland legislation described in 

Chapter1, namely, the need to frame legislative initiatives around reporting of the effects 

of child abuse, and to do this in such a way that school principals and staff become 

responsible, reliable agents of the legislation. Paramount in the analysis in this chapter is 

the concept of child abuse, and the emerging role of the law in setting up concepts aimed 

at child protection in Australia and in a number of other countries. It contrasts the general 

trend of reporting over time, and shows that schools are becoming environments where 

members of school staff have a role to play in identifying possible cases of abuse in any 

of its forms, and the importance now placed on the school in any discourse around abused 

children. 

2.2 Genealogy 

Adopting Hacking’s (2006) framework, it could be argued that there were no child 

abusers prior to the 1960s. Abuse occurred, but the legal boundaries, medical or other 

moral reasons for judging and containing and restricting this activity were not there to 

categorize and make what would now be seen as rational decisions about child abusers. 



 

 

25 

 

The political, juridical and bureaucratic avenues were not available for social guardians – 

for example, parents, medical practitioners and school principals – to react against child 

abuse. One purpose in this chapter is to demonstrate that securing agreement that abuse 

of children constitutes a socially valid issue has proven to be a long and difficult process, 

one that is neither universal nor certain to take hold in all countries. To understand the 

substance of an official classification requires, according to Starr (1992, pp. 264-295), an 

account of historical context in which social action influenced the political choice of an 

agreed upon category on which legislation was created. Historical context is vital, but as 

Starr suggests, categories are “like geological deposits” (p. 295), to be traced through 

layers of varying ages if we are to identify periods of formation. The same can be said 

about conditions where a category failed to take shape. Each historical aspect is central to 

understanding the thesis problem. 

Child abuse has tended to gain traction as an issue in retrospect. Causal connections are 

established as an increasing number of past events are read into a present stage in the use 

of the category. Where legislation finds its place it is in situations where social unease 

leads to concern to prevent history from repeating itself. Identifying how it is that the 

Queensland legislation has come to have been designed from within these processes and 

historical contexts is the task in what follows. The discussion begins by examining the 

evolution of the categories about the child and then traces the development of key 

concepts about the child, in particular the concept of child abuse. 

2.2.1 The constructs of the child: a general historical viewpoint  

The aim in this section is to explore definitions of what constitutes childhood, youth, 

juvenile and adolescence as historical and situational constructs, which vary across 
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cultures and time. The way in which children and young people operate within society 

and the way in which they are treated socially in areas of education, services and the law, 

do not always have consistent interpretations and meanings. The age of a child, or a 

youth, juvenile or adolescent, have different meanings dependent on context and a range 

of other matters including culture, time and the law. 

As a key focus of this thesis is on the historical conditions and processes through which 

the phenomenon of child and sexual abuse has been classified and categorised and on 

how this has this influenced the formation of Queensland legislation about child abuse, it 

is vital to recognise and acknowledge how the categories of the child have evolved over 

time. Typically such evolution is not characterised by a series of points in time where it 

may be said that a change happened; rather, it is a slow progression. Hence, it is 

important for this thesis to trace out that past in order to fully appreciate the 

contemporary situation and to accept that what we have now will not remain the status 

quo.  

On the above point, Starr (1992) argues that institutional classification requires two social 

actors, a classifier and the classified, and “a third intermediary agent to apply 

classificatory rules or prototypes to cases” (p. 269). On this basis, and in Starr’s terms, 

self-conceptions, made through “self-classification” and “self-assignment”, take hold as 

persons develop ideas and sentiments about themselves as a member of a group. Taking 

child abuse as an instance of Hacking’s (1986) case of the existence of types, there was 

no category of child abuser before the 1960s because victims could not self-assign 

themselves to categories yet to exist.  
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A much-mentioned study, Aries (1960), raised the probability of childhood being a recent 

phenomenon. In his examination of art, manners, dress, education, games, pastimes and 

morality, and general family and social relations through the ages, Aries proposed there 

was no idea or place for childhood in the medieval world of the 12
th

 century. Children 

belonged to the adult society as soon as they could live without the constant “solicitude 

of his mother, his nanny or his cradle-rocker” (Aries, 1960, p. 125). Through the 13
th

 to 

the 18
th

 century, perhaps due to the very high mortality rates of the young, there was a 

general feeling of indifference towards children. Present day philosophies of childhood 

and legislation for the protection of children were set historically in the political 

conditions up to and into the industrial revolution in Britain which brought separate 

treatment for adults and children into public debate. 

2.2.2 Child laws and and child abuse – 18
th

 to 20
th

 century 

The 18
th

 and 19
th

 centuries gave rise to views on childhood that carried forward into the 

20
th

 century. Generally speaking, beginning in the 18
th

 century, childhood became a 

phenomenon and object, a property of the child that should not be stolen or taken away. 

First, Romantic philosophers, such as Rousseau and Pestalozzi, opened up ways of 

thinking of childhood as a phase of development preceding adulthood, emphasising 

education and understanding how childhood is experienced, as described by English 

Romantic poets. Second, and against this ideal of childhood, writers such as Dickens 

influenced public opinion with graphic examples of cruelty to and exploitation of 

children in serialised stories of poverty and cruelty to children in newly industrialized 

England. Tied to this, Marx (1867) provides an overview of probably one of the earliest 

sets of child protection acts against cruelty to children. In a chapter on The Working Day, 
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Marx describes the value of children as a source of labour: their labour was cheap, but 

most of all, their small stature and suppleness allowed them to access parts of production 

more easily than adults
2
. Reports from commissioners, infirmary physicians, parents and 

so on use words such as “truly fearful,” “physical and moral degeneration”, premature 

ageing, indignation “at the sight of poor children whose health has been sacrificed to 

gratify the avarice of either parents or employers” and again, “without coming irresistibly 

to the conclusion that such abuses of the power of parents and of employers can no longer 

be allowed to exist.” In co-existence here is an indifference to children described by 

Aries (1960) with a Romantic view of the child and contested child protection legislation 

created to combat widespread institutional and parental cruelty to very young children. 

Taking up Hacking’s (1986) question of existence of a kind in a period of time, cruelty 

would be one of the few terms in which child abuse could be placed and acted on by 

legislation in the 19
th

 century. But strangely enough a category of child sexual abuse was 

in existence and supported by convincing medical evidence. This is now discussed with 

reference to social deterrents to seeing and categorising the phenomenon. 

In 1857, Auguste Ambroise Tardieu, a French pioneer in forensic research, published 

Medical-Legal Studies of Sexual Assault, a medical perspective on physical maltreatment 

child sexual abuse within families in France. The book was a forensic study of “offences 

against morals,” including indecent exposure, rape and attempted rape (Labbe, 2005, p. 

314). As provided by Roche et al. (2005, pp. 326-327), a translation of some of Tardieu’s 

(1860) article gives his description of what he calls “child abuse” and talks about young 

                                                 
2
  Insofar as machine dispenses with muscular power, it becomes a means for employing workers slight 

muscular strength, or his bodily development is incomplete, but his limbs all more supple stop the label 

of women and children was there for the first result of the capitalist application of machinery! (p. 517) 
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persons as being “child abused”, predating material on this same topic by a century. 

Reporting on “stories … that would unsettle the soul of a moral philosopher and even the 

conscience of a magistrate,” Tardieu provides “unbelievable” examples of “a horrendous 

problem.” Among the many and diverse cases of which is composed the topic of medico-

legal injuries, he begins, “there is a group altogether different from the rest ...”: 

… which, hidden in obscurity until the present day, deserves a thorough 

unveiling. I wish to speak of those deeds, described as acts of cruelty and ill 

treatment, of which young children fall victim from their parents, their 

schoolmasters, and all who exert over these children some degree of 

authority. (Roche et al., 2005, p.326) 

 

His presentation being, as he says, the first of its kind, it was a scientific description of a 

phenomenon that should influence and help combat the problems of child abuse
3
 he had 

discovered and brought to light. But Tardieu’s work fell from sight despite its being 

                                                 
3
  In more detail Tardieu further describes abuse in much the same way as it would be described much 

later when the phenomenon gains some purchase in medical and psychological research. As Tardieu 

concludes (per Roche et al.), “These stories offer us an opportunity to study new and unusual situations, 

from a medico-legal viewpoint, by reason of the young age and the constitution of the injured subjects, 

by reason of the varied injurious agents which are used, and by reason of the serious, often terrible, 

consequences of this abuse. We are also convinced that the many examples that we have assembled and 

will describe in this presentation will evoke profound and disturbing reflections about the wicked 

reasons for these crimes. The stern inflexibility of a schoolmaster, the hard-hearted cupidity of an 

employer, the dislike of a stepmother is the explanations for some of the bodily punishments, even the 

most severe ones... From the earliest days of their lives, such piteous defenseless beings are destined 

each day, each hour even, for the cruellest of abuse, are submitted to harsh deprivations, their lives 

hardly begun are already a martyrdom, such torment, such physical tortures from which the imagination 

recoils lay waste their bodies, extinguishes the first awakening of their minds and cuts short their very 

lives. These stories become even more unbelievable because their tormenters are often the very ones 

who gave them life in the first place, and they are examples of a horrendous problem that would 

unsettle the soul of a moral philosopher and even the conscience of a magistrate. For my part, I am not 

surprised that one would attempt to invoke some aberration of the sentiments, or a kind of insanity, as 

an explanation for these acts of ferocious brutality and of mindless violence performed by perverted 

mothers, and too often condoned by weak, cowardly fathers. But it remains that these cases are 

multiplying, that they provoke indignation, that they must not catch off guard the physician, often the 

only one capable of denouncing the crime to the legal authorities, and that they must not remain 

unknown to the forensic expert enjoined by the courts to explain its true character and to unveil all the 

circumstances of the deed. For all these reasons, it is my wish that this new research will be well 

received. This presentation, as I have previously stated, is the first of its kind on this subject, about 

which no mention has been made in previous medico-legal treatises.” 
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reprinted in seven editions and being based on sound medical evidence. It was held back 

in psychiatry and psychology in part by Freud’s reversal of his belief, made on Tardieu’s 

findings, that hysteria in women could be traced to reported memories of sexual abuse in 

childhood (Collings, 2009, p. 68; Labbe, 2005, p. 321). Overall, models of child cruelty 

had taken up the bulk of child protection legislation with a range of marginalisation (e.g., 

psychopathology), mitigation (e.g., the child as complicit) and minimalization (effects 

will pass in time) interpretations, overshadowing until the 1950s those made earlier by 

Tardieu (Collings, 2009, pp. 61-73). 

2.2.3 Australia from the mid to late 1800s 

While the definition of a child remained unclear in the mid to late 1800s, within 

Australian society at that time the alternative, middle-class, mother-centred ideal 

prevailed. Generally speaking, the economic conditions began to improve, whereupon in 

1871, 42% of the white population lived in urban areas where sex ratios were equal, 

marriage rates were high, and birth rates were increasing. The proportion of children 14 

years of age or under was comparable with that of Britain at the time, reaching a peak in 

1871 of 42% of the total white population (Kociumbas, 1997). Despite this, many young 

people were in the care of institutions, reformatories, children’s homes, and in foster 

care, and the incidents of abuse were high. In a discussion of punishment and incidents of 

sexual abuse at the time, Kociumbas reports that many girls who were wards of the state 

were abused, including being raped, sometimes by farm hands but “more often, by 

members of the household, or their friends, usually made inside or in the immediate 

precincts of the home which was supposed to protect them” (p. 109). 
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During the 1870s and 1880s there were not only efforts to remove children from labour, 

but state-provided education in all colonies was thoroughly overhauled and this period 

saw the first steps towards compulsory full-time school attendance for all children. Part 

of the rationale for compulsory attendance, as reported by Kociumbas (1997), is that “the 

state was the ‘natural guardian’ of innocent children, rescuing them from exploitation in 

the workplace and ‘from the consequences of parental neglect’” (p. 119). This underlying 

principle resonates to this day, and is the premise on which modern day child protection 

efforts rest. 

At the beginning of modern times, Aries (1960) observes, the school and education had a 

substantial influence on society, as did religion, especially in the conduct of schools and 

the impact on family life. Aries states that “henceforth, it was recognized that the child 

was not ready for life, and that he had to be subjected to a special treatment, a sort of 

quarantine, before he was allowed to join the adults” (p. 396). At the same time family 

and school combined together to, in a large part, remove the child from adult society. 

At this point, Suransky’s (1983) ideas on childhood are useful. Suransky questions 

whether childhood itself is a social invention or a state of natural being, or if childhood 

has always existed in social spaces created by each society. Suransky summarises the 

evolution of childhood, noting 

how the adult depiction of childhood has moved from an ignorance or formal 

denial in the tenth century when artists were unable to depict a child except as 

a man on a smaller scale, to a class and sex-based image in the eighteenth 

century, to a centering of the family around the child in the nineteenth 

century” (p.8). 

Suransky concludes that today’s society has become obsessed with the separateness of 

childhood and adulthood, so much so that in the “modern era of childhood … every stage 
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from infancy to adolescence is measured and demarcated with fine technical precision” 

(p. 8). 

2.2.4 The emergence of the idea of child abuse 

As an empirical study, the present thesis classifies the concepts and traces out the key 

elements of the related historical contexts, shows which institutions are important and in 

which ways, shows what knowledge is important and why, and shows who the authorities 

are in the local and wider community contexts. The thesis points too to some known 

changes in one or more of the interacting elements in play in child protection in non-state 

schools, and beyond that foreshadows that the elements are unlikely to remain static. 

The genealogy of the concept of child sexual abuse is now examined. It is argued that the 

notions of “child sexual abuse” and “child abuse” have emerged relatively recently out of 

the concept of “cruelty to children”, and that “sexual abuse” as a concept has arisen as 

sub class of “child abuse”. State bureaucracies have been pressed to take responsibility on 

behalf of the general population as this has occurred. The extended analysis that follows 

is derived from that of Ian Hacking (1999) and is central to the understanding of present 

legislation dealing with the welfare and protection of children. 

Hacking (1999) recognized that the idea of child abuse emerged at a distinct time and 

place and in a context of an authoritative framework. This occurred within the field of 

pediatrics with a specific reference to battered babies. Around that time, the idea of child 

abuse emerged within society, whereupon the idea became embedded in legislation. In 

addition to the term being entrenched in new legislation, it was quickly “incorporated into 

practices, and changed a wide range of professional activities involving social workers, 

police, schoolteachers, parents, busybodies” (Hacking, 1999, p. 123). The timing of the 
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emergence of the idea of child abuse has been linked generally to around 1960, and more 

specifically linked to the concept being discussed at the 1961 Denver meeting of the 

American Medical Association. It first emerged as a way of describing and classifying 

behaviours, which developed into one of the “earliest socio-political causes in the 1960s, 

although it became truly radical only at the end of the decade” (Hacking, 1999, p. 134).  

Victorian antecedents 

Following these observations, Hacking contends that “cruelty to children was one of the 

crusades of the Victorian era, and came after anti-slavery, factory legislation about child 

employment, temperance, the extension of suffrage, anti-vivisection, and cruelty to 

animals” (1999, p. 134). Groups could then begin to establish systems and structures to 

deal with cruelty to children. In 1874, the New York Society for the Prevention of 

Cruelty to Children was established. It was the first formal organization established with 

a charter dedicated to fighting cruelty to children (Hacking, 1999). 

Hacking (1999) makes the point that many behaviours which are now classified as child 

abuse, would in the Victorian era have been called cruelty to children. While there are 

similarities between the two classifications of behaviours, they are not identical. Three 

general grounds of difference have been identified. 

The first relates to social class. In the Victorian context, cruelty to children was often 

conceived as “poor people hurting their children” (p. 134), while in the 1960s it emerged 

as classless, meaning that it was somewhat equally common in all social classes. The 

reason for this was in “order to form a broad political front; in order that child abuse 

should not be seen as an exclusively liberal, social-reform type of issue” (Hacking, 1999, 

p. 134). 
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The second ground relates to risk. Hacking (1999) observes that the activists in the 

Victorian era were not frightened by cruelty to children even though they found it 

abhorrent, while the early 1960s rhetoric around child abuse was in the context of “risk”. 

Child abuse was cast as the ultimate evil in a society where “children at risk” became a 

catchphrase. 

The third ground relates to how each aspect of child abuse is dealt with by the law. In the 

Victorian era, while the courts had cases of sexual assault against children, “sexual 

assault or seduction was not categorized as cruelty to children” (Hacking, 1999, p. 135). 

Based on a study of legal records of child sexual abuse cases between 1870 and 1914, 

Jackson (1999) found that child sexual abuse was problematised and reported. 

Nevertheless, according to Meyer (2007), many cases went unrecorded and overall the 

courts were more likely to be dealing with cases of child cruelty and extra-familiar sexual 

abuse, and not incest. The offences were dealt with under separate laws, and moreover, 

the discourse of Victorian times “simply did not link cruelty to children either with sexual 

assaults on children or with other seduction” (Hacking, 1999, p. 135). While it is widely 

suggested that the incidence of sexual abuse, including child sexual abuse, is alarmingly 

high, it is further suggested that the empirical knowledge about “who experiences sexual 

violence is greatly affected by high levels of non-reporting of sexual violence, either to 

the police or other community facilities” (Cook & Grant, 2001, p. 20). 

Cruelty to children had “faded from notice by 1910” (Hacking, 1999, p. 135). While 

many of the American national and state organizations established for the prevention of 

cruelty to children were maintained, some were to some extent displaced by the emerging 

profession of social worker. Virtually unknown before 1900, Hacking (1999) reports that 
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by 1910 there were numerous schools of social work in several nations, beginning with 

the Netherlands. This change heralded the dismantling or reorganizing of the older 

traditions of charitable amateurs, as Hacking describes them, and the emergence of social 

work professions functioning around the fields of infant mortality and juvenile 

delinquency rather than cruelty to children. 

Reemergence in the United States 

As mentioned earlier, the stimulus for the behaviour descriptor of child abuse came in 

1961 from the Denver group of pediatricians who reported on findings elicited from 

medical evidence of repeated injuries in children. In that specific context, the term child 

abuse arose from the pediatricians’ use of the term “battered child syndrome”. The 

pediatricians made the deliberate decision to adopt this term even though it usually 

applied to babies three years or younger. They did not use their preferred term “physical 

abuse” as nomenclature for what was happening in many American facilities on the basis 

that “a conservative audience of colleagues would not put up with it” (Hacking, 1999, p. 

138). But once clear evidence of relevant injuries and their causes was provided, it was 

acknowledged that child abuse was not confined to babies and young children. This 

established, it could be seen that battered babies became a sub category of the abused 

child, and “sacrosanct privilege could be challenged” (Hacking, 1999, p. 138). Around 

the same time, corporal punishment was raised as a species of child abuse, which meant 

parents and school teachers could be regulated to ensure that children were not beaten 

(Hacking, 1999). 

Use of the term child abuse gained momentum and credence from the early 1960s. The 

mass communication media of the time, that is newspapers, television, and the weekly 
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periodicals, announced and discussed this new scourge. In 1965, child abuse was added 

to the list of categories in the Index Medicus, and the media began to discuss reports of 

child abuse under its own categorization, rather than cruelty to children (Hacking, 1999). 

From the early 1960s, the kind of behaviour which was coming to be called child abuse 

gradually became embedded in the statute law.  

Whereas in 1962 there was no specific legislation anywhere in the world for 

the reporting of battered children, a host of laws and agencies soon sprung 

into being at the national, state, and local level, first in the United States, then 

in other parts of the English speaking world, and then in continental Europe. 

(Hacking, 1999, p. 138) 

In the United States jurisdiction, presidential legislation dealing with child abuse was 

signed into effect in 1974. This legislation was developed in the context of an American 

political agenda which preferred a separation between problems around injured children 

and any social issues especially those related to social classes (Hacking, 1999).  

2.2.5 The remoulding of the idea of child abuse 

Generally speaking, in the 1960s “child abuse and neglect meant physical abuse and 

neglect … sex was peripheral or absent” (Hacking, 1999, p. 138). While the Denver 

group of pediatricians did not acknowledge in 1961 that sexual abuse was a sub class of 

child abuse, it said later that “they were well aware of sexual abuse, and had it on the list 

of future targets” (Hacking, 1999, p. 139). They did not, however, articulate this 

proposition at the time of the Denver meeting. Many members of society, such as police 

officers and ministers of religion, certainly knew that sexual abuse and physical abuse 

frequently happened in the same families. 

Hacking (1999) refers to the conjoining of sexual abuse and physical abuse as a 
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remolding of the idea of child abuse, and attributes this to feminist activists in an address 

in April 1971 to the New York Feminists Conference. Prior to that, Hacking (1999) 

grants that there were references to incest and child abuse in literature; however, he 

credits the 1971 feminists’ conference as a defining point marking the beginning of the 

notion of sexual abuse in the family.  

Sexual abuse in the family setting became an acknowledged social problem only after 

1975, with other sub categories becoming a part, such as adult-child incest and sibling 

abuse. Child abuse is a kind of behaviour that “increasingly covered a great variety of 

different actions … when intercourse and exposure were included in that kind, then the 

sub-kind, family sex abuse would all be one thing, and we have a name for that: incest” 

(Hacking, 1999, pp. 141-142). 

From the preceding analysis it has been argued that social problems are historically and 

culturally specific. Child sexual abuse until quite recently was not on the broader social 

agenda. There has been a relatively recent conceptual shift away from child sexual abuse 

as a concept which had no real identity, through acknowledgement and recognition of it 

as a problem of the family, to a stage now where it is very much perceived as a 

community problem outside the family. 

2.3 The prevalence of child abuse and formation of legislation 

2.3.1 Prevalence of child abuse 

A concept is well understood when it can be defined clearly and when instances of the 

concept’s occurrence are capable of being counted. Abuse has and will doubtless always 

be part of statistical reporting and public conjecture. The purpose of this part is to report 
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and contrast the prevalence of the abuse in a number of other countries and in Australia. 

While there were no previous investigations identified which related directly to the 

conduct of the present study, there is a number of previous studies identified in 

connection with the reporting of child sexual abuse and child abuse generally from which 

numerical information may be drawn. The intention in this part, therefore, is to provide a 

summary analysis of the recording of a prevalence of sexual abuse and other forms of 

abuse in a number of other countries and in Australia, and the importance now placed on 

the school in child protection initiatives. 

Statistical information about child abuse tends only to include cases reported to child 

protection or law enforcement agencies. Against this background, it is difficult to obtain 

accurate figures. Added to this, official figures can be misleading (Berson, Berson, & 

Cruz, 2001). This supposition is presumably based on the logic that not all cases of child 

abuse came to the attention of authorities, and the likelihood is high that a number of 

cases go unreported. Unreported numbers are of course unknown. Conventional wisdom 

would suggest, however, that the number may be substantial. 

Lack of statistics and lack of clarity around concepts prior to the 1980s are factors which 

underpin the view that the problem of child abuse has been addressed more since that 

time, and that increasing reports of abuse would lead in the main to a rising public 

conscience against it (Sommerville, 1982). Sommerville cautions, however, that aside 

from better records being kept, it was possible that child abuse is in fact becoming more 

widespread. Such a scenario may be the case in Australia, where Mathews, Walsh, Butler 

and Farrell (2007) report that the precise numbers of incidents of child abuse and neglect 

occurring in Australia are impossible to establish, but suggest that a significant number of 
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cases occur each year.  

I now provide an overview of international statistical reporting and then return to the 

Australian context once the wider scope for understanding child abuse has been outlined.  

A selection of international statistics 

Coinciding with the expression of the term child abuse becoming established if not 

prevalent, from the early 1960s speculation began about the numbers of children battered 

by parents or caretakers. The media at the time began to surmise not only about whether 

numbers were increasing, but also about the size and scope of the increase (Hacking, 

1999). Reported growth rates were substantial almost from the outset. The first nation-

wide American survey in 1967-1968 reported a figure of about 7,000 cases of physical 

abuse and neglect (Gil, 1968). There were 1.1 million reported cases by 1982, when the 

notion of sexual abuse was included. These numbers are indicative only as there are 

definitional issues which would have an impact, as would change to reporting 

frameworks over time. An effect, however, is that “Child abuse as a diagnostic and 

political concept has chiefly been a phenomenon of the English-speaking world, with the 

United States as the only source of conception innovation” (Hacking, 1999, p. 146). 

Internationally, child abuse was not widely seen as a threat. In Poland for example, child 

abuse was not viewed as a distinct and separate problem (Kamerman, 1975), and more 

widely there was considerably less concern around child abuse and estimating incidences 

of child abuse in other countries than there had been in the United States (Gelles & 

Cornell, 1983).  

The incidence of reported child sexual abuse has increased in recent years. James and 

Meyerding (1977) estimated that there were over two million “incestuous violations” 
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occurring each year in the United States. Sheaffer (1986) found that the rate of confirmed 

cases of child sexual abuse in the United States approached 375,000 children each year, 

while there were an additional 4,000 youth who were sexually molested, abducted or 

murdered each year. Leiske (1981) found that children of all ages are being sexually 

abused, while Finklehor (1979) reported that although estimates varied, it was generally 

agreed that some 50% to 75% of all such incidents were the result of incestuous 

relationships, and 90% of victims were acquainted with the abuser. 

Although findings on child sexual abuse are not in many cases comparable across studies 

because of different definitions used for key elements of the research (Haugaard, 2000; 

Jejeebhoy & Bott, 2003), studies from a number of different countries reveal that 

between 7% and 36% of women report experiencing some type of sexual abuse during 

childhood (Chen, Dunne, & Han, 2006). 

Further studies illustrate that child sexual abuse is an international issue in that such 

abuse occurs to varying degrees in all countries. Speizer, Goodwin, Whittle, Clyne and 

Rogers (2008) illustrate the nature and extent of child sexual abuse as a world-wide 

problem by reference to their study of the situation in Honduras, El Salvador and 

Guatemala. They used comparable definitions, indicators and measures of sexual abuse 

for these countries to gain metrics about the prevalence of such abuse and the types of 

perpetrators. Speizer et al. (2008) found that the prevalence of child sexual abuse across 

these three countries was between five and eight percent, and there was an identified need 

for programs directed to the prevention of sexual abuse in childhood. 

The World Health Organization (WHO) (2012) regards child maltreatment (that is, for its 

purposes, the abuse and neglect of children under 18 years of age) as a global problem 
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with serious consequences which are usually lifelong. The latest available statistics state 

that approximately 20% of females and 5% to 10% of males report being sexually abused 

as children, and 25% to 50% of all children report being physically abused (WHO, 2012, 

Fact Sheet No. 150, August 2010). It is acknowledged that in the compilation of these 

data there are differences in definitions used across the world and the methods of research 

used are variable. Thus their veracity is limited by these constraints.  

It appears from the international statistics that there is, generally speaking, a rising public 

conscience against child sexual abuse. From an international perspective, the statistics 

show that child sexual abuse occurs in all countries at least to an extent that it could be 

argued that such abuse is a major social problem. It may be seen that the prevalence of 

the abuse of children is at a level which would suggest that more needs to be done by the 

community to stop it becoming more widespread. 

Reporting of child abuse in Australia 

Important points of reference for this thesis are the key Australian statistics of reported 

child abuse notifications. The Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW) is the 

Australian Government agency which regularly collects a wide range of national child 

protection data from each state and territory. Relevantly, AIHW collects child protection 

data in respect of child protection notifications, investigations and substantiations. 

A contrast of the number of child protection notifications recorded by AIHW (2001 and 

2011) shows that in the reporting year 2000-2001 there were 115,471 notifications, rising 

to 187,314 in the 2009-2010 reporting year. This represents an increase of 62.2% over the 

10-year period. Even taking into account a population increase of around 15% from mid-
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2001 (ABS, 2001) to mid-2010 (ABS, 2010) this represents a very substantial increase
4
. 

There has been an increase in the number of notifications over the last decade. In the 

reporting year 2000-2001 there were 27,367 substantiations rising to 31,295 in the 2009-

2010 reporting year, representing an increase of 14.4% over the 10-year period. A 

notification is categorised as substantiated where there was reasonable cause to believe 

that the child has been, was being or was likely to be abused, neglected or otherwise 

harmed, and to be categorised as such does not necessarily require a successful 

prosecution and does not imply that treatment or case management was provided.  

While over the long term the general trend is an increase in notifications and 

substantiations, AIHW reports that for the most recent reporting year, 2009-2010, the 

number of notifications decreased 10% from 201,462 in the previous year, and the 

number of substantiations decreased 4% from 32,641 in the year preceding. It might be 

noted that some of the variations in these data may reflect changes in child protection 

legislation and policies in the various Australian jurisdictions and may also reflect 

increased school and wider community awareness of child protection. 

AIHW reports that the quality of the data on Indigenous children varies between 

Australian states and territories. AIHW was able to determine, however, that Aboriginal 

and Torres Strait Islander children were clearly over-represented in the child protection 

system and “Indigenous children were almost 5 times more likely to be the subject of a 

substantiation than other children” (2007, p. 10). In its report for 2009-2010, AIHW 

                                                 
4
  June 2001 population = 19,386.7 (ABS 3101.0 Australian Demographic Statistics, June 2001). June 

2010 population – 22,342.4 (ABS 3101.0 Australian Demographic Statistics, June 2010). 
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(2011) concludes that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children are over-represented 

in all areas of the child protection system. 

In Queensland, the Commission for Children and Young People and Child Guardian 

(2010) reported that, consistent with the AIHW’s finding, for the 2008-2009 year 

Indigenous children were over-represented in the statutory child protect system, making 

up 22.4% of all notifications of harm; of all children with substantiated harm or risk of 

harm, 26.4% were Indigenous
5
. 

For the Queensland population, the Department of Communities (2011a) reported that the 

total number of intake reports, which consists of child concern reports and notifications 

about child abuse and harm, had increased over the last five reporting years. From the 

2005-2006 report, the total intakes (which do not include general enquiries) rose from 

62,496 to 101,356 in 2009-2010, representing an increase of 62.2%. Table 2, compiled 

from data published by the Department of Communities (2011a, 2011b), shows the 

number of intakes by the primary intake source. 

  

                                                 
5
  Note that Indigenous people make up around 2.3% of the Australian population (2006 census), with 

children under 15 making up around 38% of that population compared to only 19% for non-Indigenous 

(ABS 4713.0 Population Characteristics. Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Australians, 2006). 
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Table 2: Intakes, child concern reports, notifications and substantiations by primary 

source, Queensland, 2009-2010 

Primary source of intake 
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Subject child 276 175 451 66 

Parent/guardian 11,439 1,479 12,918 509 

Sibling 232 103 335 12 

Other relative 4,588 1,173 5,761 356 

Friend/neighbour 4,069 1,273 5,342 304 

Health practitioner 8,187 3,910 12,097 1,252 

School personnel 10,120 3,126 13,246 840 

Childcare personnel 393 196 589 45 

Police 29,213 6,290 35,503 2,110 

Departmental officer 3,313 1,735 5,048 745 

Non-government organisation 1,933 703 2,636 231 

Anonymous 2,157 586 2,743 146 

Other 3,273 1,073 4,346 286 

Not stated 278 63 341 20 

Total 79,471 21,885 101,356 6,922 

Source: Compiled from data published by the Department of Communities (2011a, 2011b). 

These data show that for 2009-2010 police officers were the major source of intake 

reports with 35,503 (35.0%), followed by school personnel with 13,246 (13.1%) and then 

parents/guardians with 12,918 intake reports (12.7%). With regard to substantiated 

reports, police again had the highest proportion (30.48%) followed by health practitioners 

(18.09%) and school personnel (12.14%). This suggests that school personnel have a 

consistent level of involvement (around 10%). Health practitioners appear more likely to 

be involved in the incidence of notifications while police are highly involved with a 

slightly greater proportion in early concern reporting. 

It is generally accepted that data representing the incidence of child abuse do not reflect 
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the real incidence. By way of a particular instance, child sexual abuse is acknowledged as 

being under-reported, with “Australian prevalence studies finding higher incidence than 

those reflected in official statistics” (Butler & Mathews, 2007, p. 104). Other research 

reinforces the notion that generally the reported data only approximate the true position 

of the incidence of abuse (Bromfield & Higgins, 2004; Dunne, 2003; Fleming, 1997). 

What has been illustrated in this chapter is a place in the development of an 

understanding of child abuse where reporting is at a point of substantialism, a general 

perception of properties. That is, statistical information is drawn on to represent the 

category in its numerical form; on their own the numbers do not provide insights  nor the 

details upon what is to be done to act on suspicion of reported incidences. Reported levels 

of abuse tend to initiate the formation of another loop, leading to community alarm 

escalating to a concern by government, which invariably leads to government action 

involving new policy or law, or both.  

2.3.2 Role of the law 

Once the category is normalised (per step 8 of Hacking’s (2006) 10 steps of recovery), 

pressure from a range of sources will typically build over time for action to combat child 

sexual abuse and harm and better protect children. More often than not, the community 

will look to governments to introduce more and tougher laws, or in other words to 

exercise their power through the statutes. As established in the previous chapter, child 

protection, and more particularly child sexual abuse, has become part of society’s agenda: 

there has been a general acknowledgement, at least in Australia, to have the issue 

recognised as a concern, not only a family one but as a broader community problem. 

As will be argued, this places the law as a valuable mechanism in society, and 
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particularly schools, for the welfare of children. It traces out the relationship between the 

scheme of law, social structures and social practices, the concepts about the child and 

abuse, and the specific statutory arrangements which deal with the ordinary interfaces 

between children and adults. 

In their 2007 report on law and policy across boundaries in terms of child abuse, Hoyano 

and Keenan stated that: 

Contemporary episodic panics about the extent and nature of maltreatment of 

children, as well as sundry research-led initiatives, have led to a patchwork of 

legislation, caselaw, procedures, circulars, guidance and inquiry report 

recommendations which investigators, other child protection professionals 

and the courts are expected to apply across the distinct areas of family law, 

criminal law, tort law and the law of evidence. (2007, p. 5) 

Further, Hoyano and Keenan noted that other, unintended problems are caused by the 

sheer amount of law, guidance and procedures to which professionals across a wide and 

dissimilar number of disciplines are exposed and which they need to understand and 

apply, at the same time as the professionals are performing their own often difficult and 

time-consuming work. Also, these authors argue that while most law is “well thought out 

and constructive, its sheer weight and complexity makes applying it a daunting 

experience” (p. 5). 

Hoyano and Keenan (2007) report that child deaths and sexual abuse within the family 

“tend to make headlines and thus enter public consciousness about child abuse when they 

are allied to concerns about the official response to the problem” (p. 10). Any outrage 

emanating from abuse in institutional settings has tended to focus on mismanagement at 

the level of the institution, or denial that abuse could take place. This can create a culture 

in which children could be abused with impunity and where the abuse was condoned by 
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inaction or institutional complicity by officials and public authorities (Hoyano & Keenan, 

2007). 

The amount of law, policy and procedures coming into force over the last decade or two 

indicates a push for contemporary governments to recognize their duty to be active agents 

in child protection. The role of government in forming and implementing legislation is 

also a focus of this study, where particular emphasis is placed on how regulatory 

measures are perceived and valued by primary school principals in the non-state sector in 

Queensland. 

Relationships between the system of the law and the concepts about the child are central 

to this dissertation. It is argued that relevantly the law is a key mechanism which links 

social structures and social practices, and it does this by inter alia forming and sustaining 

regulatory frameworks which deal with the everyday interactions between adults and 

children. It is accepted for this thesis that the bureaucracy at government level does 

accept some responsibility for protecting children and this leads to the creation of laws 

that are especially designed for children as a special group who are innocent and 

requiring protection. Three aspects of the role of the law are discussed, namely, the 

system of legislative concepts around the child, the notion of childhood innocence and 

thus needing protection, and government’s acceptance of responsibility for protection 

leading to new laws about surveillance. These three issues are discussed in turn. 

The system of legislative concepts around the child 

The law is one of the prime mechanisms for “social ordering, comprising a system of 

principles and practices that underpin the social construction of a wide range of 

behaviours, attitudes, beliefs and relationships” (James & James, 2004, p. 49). James and 
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James believe that the process of law creates and sustains the regulatory framework in 

which childhood is defined. Definitions within the law are of a particular kind of 

collectivity specific to a particular locale “and, therefore, it is also in and through the 

operation of Law that the everyday interactions that take place between adults and 

children are encapsulated, routinised and systematised” (p. 49).  

The law sets out the concept and use of a person’s age to regulate behaviour. Age is 

related to lawful sexual activity, children’s competencies, and criminality (James & 

James, 2004). More now than in the past, the lives of individuals are regulated by the 

law, both statute and common. In this context, the law might be seen as an integrative 

social mechanism: it formalizes or mitigates conflicts, and regulates the separate parts of 

society (Roach Anleu, 2000). James and James (2004) conclude further that the law also 

comprises and reflects cultural knowledge, and as such, it is “quintessentially normative, 

defining people’s legal rights, freedoms and responsibilities, not only in relation to the 

State but also in relation to other citizens, be they adults or children.” (p. 50). In this way, 

relations between social order and the law are established and reproduced.  

Given, then, the ordering role of the law in society, it logically follows that it must allow 

for and respond to changes in society generated by the actions and inactions of the 

members of society. James and James (2004) suggest that the law should be dynamic and 

be able to accommodate diversity and change, and in this manner, the law mediates 

continually between individuals and the society in which they exist. A key element in 

any dialogue about childhood, therefore, is the role of the law. The boundaries between 

adulthood and childhood change over time, and between different cultures. The concept 

of childhood can be theorized in terms of the cumulative history of social practice and 
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polices about children, expressed as law, which arise responsive to the activities of 

children in their engagement with adults and the views of adults about those activities 

(James & James, 2004). The law has been identified as the key mechanism which links 

the social space of childhood (among other social structures) and the day-to-day 

interactions between adults and children that constitute the lived experience of childhood 

(among other social practices) (James & James, 2004). 

The law and the state are inextricably linked, and in this regard, the law provides the 

means through which relationships between the state and its citizens are ordered and 

conducted. The late 20
th

 century has seen an escalating concern for children that is 

unprecedented in intensity, and childhood has become “popularised, politicised, 

scrutinized and analysed in a series of interlocking spaces in which the traditional 

confidence and certainty about childhood and children’s social status are being radically 

undermined” (James, Jenks, & Prout, 1998, p. 3). Changes in childhood appear to be a 

key issue of concern for the public, in respect of which the law is increasingly being used 

to construct particular childhoods as a form of social ordering and recording (James & 

James, 2004). Statute law, as one element of the law, sets out for a particular society 

what that society, generally speaking, considers to be right and wrong. Once these 

standards of right and wrong are incorporated into the statutes, the result is law which 

represents a “specialised system of thinking about social realities and their regulation” 

(James & James, 2004, p. 64). 

In an analysis of the relationship between the law and childhood, James and James 

conclude: 
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The Law can be said to be a pivotal mechanism in that it operates within each 

of the different subject positions available for children and childhood. It 

achieves this … by means of creating and sustaining the regulatory 

frameworks that define childhoods and therefore also the social practices that 

encapsulate and systematize the everyday interactions between adults and 

children. (2004, p. 64) 

This section has traced and emphasized the importance of the relationships between the 

child and the associated law-related mechanisms for social ordering principles and 

practices supporting behaviours, attitudes, beliefs and relationships. The regulatory 

framework emerges as central to defining the child and appropriate and inappropriate 

interactions between adults and children. This framework encompasses two dimensions, 

those of innocence and protection. 

The law and the discourse of innocence 

This section examines the power of the discourse of innocence, in particular in so far as it 

relates to child sexual abuse. A discourse of innocence can be said to construct “children 

as needing and deserving protection, and the state has come to provide such protection” 

(Meyer, 2007, p. 33). Henrick (1997) concludes that, while it is arguable, by the early 

1900s the views of childhood had become medically, educationally, socially, and legally 

institutionalized. By that time, the acceptance of the discourse of innocence was 

spreading, resulting in a general desire to standardize the experiences of childhood, and 

to provide for children (Meyer, 2007). As part of that, schooling became more universal 

and legislation further restricted child labour as paid child employment declined. 

According to Davin (1999) and Henrick, as a consequence of the emergence of the idea 

of innocence there was a substantial increase in the duration of childhood, and the child 

became more dependent. The protectionist logic and its inherent power, together with 

concerns for the child, are revealed through legislation dealing with the phenomenon of 
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child abuse (Meyer, 2007).  

Progressively, child protection became a responsibility and right of the state. This was 

especially valid where family members had failed to protect children and in some cases, 

had abused their children. The state assumed the power to condemn the apparent failings 

of the family, along with other protectionist efforts, and also gained the power to 

intervene and govern by legal means (Foucault, 1978). By the mid-1950s legislation 

concerning children had an added focus on improving their well-being in relation to 

matters of health care, education and family welfare. Decisions were based on what was 

in the best interests of the child and how society should treat its vulnerable members, 

such as children (Henrick, 1997). Children were beginning to be viewed through a prism 

of innocence which saw them as needing protection (Meyer, 2007). 

Children are generally considered to be lacking in knowledge and abilities usually 

associated with being an adult, and they are broadly conceptualized (Meyer, 2007) as 

immature and innocent. Emerging in the latter part of the 20
th

 century was the then new 

discourse of children’s rights (Cobley, 2000). Despite this, to the present day the 

discourse of innocence prevails strongly, and is reflected in political actions and legal 

measures to protect children (Meyer, 2007). Not surprisingly, when children are thought 

of as innocent, vulnerable and exposed, then by implication they are at risk. This status of 

“at-risk” is rooted in the concept and notion of childhood innocence. The discourse of 

innocence continues to this day to be important in providing a focus for political and 

legislative agendas. It has over time been resistant to challenges, and continues to connect 

to the community’s ideas of the innocence, vulnerability and defenselessness of children. 
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The concept of child protection 

Following on from the discussion on the innocence and vulnerability of children, this 

section provides a brief overview of the emergence of the concept of child protection and 

the role and responsibility of the state that invariably leads to legislation. “‘Child 

protection’ is a term applied to the protection of children of all ages by the State and its 

agents from deliberate or inadvertent harm, most usually but not exclusively in the 

context of family relations” (James & James, 2008, p. 104). The relatively recent 

recognition of childhood as a distinct social and developmental phase in life has been 

considered responsible for the justification of the introduction of policies targeted 

towards the needs of children as a social group (James & James, 2008). The aiming of 

these types of policies towards children has seen the emergence of the concept of child 

protection. James & James reported that the concept was initially focused on physical 

abuse, which is sometimes referred to as battered baby syndrome, but is now extended to 

embrace emotional abuse, neglect and sexual abuse.  

The concept of child protection, James and James (2008) suggest, “signifies the need for 

children to be protected by the State from a range of types of maltreatment by adults, 

which can be both active and passive” (p. 104). Maltreatment is a concept having wide 

meaning. It embraces, for example, non-accidental physical abuse, psychological abuse, 

physical neglect, emotional neglect, and sexual abuse (James & James, 2008). The 

concept of child protection sits well within the context of safeguarding by the state 

against maltreatment and harm, including child sexual abuse. 
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Summary 

The three factors considered in this part are essential to the realizations and acceptance of 

responsibility for child protection, to recognizing how this comes about, to the 

responsiveness of the law, and to the speed of that response. To recapitulate, Butler and 

Mathews (2007) observed that education statutes enacted in Australian between 1872 and 

1890 were informed by the England situation, and included the beginnings of compulsory 

education. This Australian fledging legislation is seen to be the foundations of 

government interest in the education of its population, and in the entitlement of 

individuals to receive education (Ramsay & Shorten, 1996). The Australian context for 

schools and their staff is described by Butler and Mathews (2007) as one impacted by 

lengthy statutes and an escalating number of judicial actions seeking legal remedy, and 

coupled with that all departments of education becoming more involved in developing an 

array of policies to cover continually emerging problematic situations. This situational 

context today is unlikely to have become less cluttered or regulated. Whether a valid 

apportionment of responsibilities or not, the state and the various agencies of the state 

appear to have been assigned the duty by society to protect children from abuse, and a 

key means by which the state and its agents take up this social responsibility is through 

the drafting and application of appropriate laws. This argument is now taken into the 

context of the legislation in Queensland. 

2.4 The legislation and the emphasis on reporting in schools 

2.4.1 Queensland’s child protection reform agenda: key elements leading to 

mandatory reporting 

Building on and extending the conclusions of the previous part in respect of the role of 
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the law as a means by which government takes up social responsibility related to child 

protection, this part provides a genealogy of the focus in Queensland over the last decade 

or so on statutory child protection measures generally and in so far as they relate to non-

state schools, and provides an account of the related social and political rationales for 

those measures. 

As discussed earlier, once standards of right and wrong are incorporated into the explicit 

formal system of the regulatory mechanism, that is, the statutes, the result is law which 

represents a specific and dedicated system of thinking about social realities and their 

regulation. One of the key Queensland reform agendas in child protection over the last 

decade or so has its origins in 1996 with the development of the Children’s 

Commissioner and Children’s Services Appeals Tribunals Act 1996 (Qld). This Act, the 

key objective of which was to establish and provide for the operation of a Children’s 

Commission and the Children’s Commissioner, heralded a major Queensland initiative in 

child protection (Lingard
6
, 1996). As reported by Lingard, in May 1996, the Queensland 

Parliament resolved to call upon the Government to immediately establish an 

independent authority to fully investigate accusations of pedophilia and child abuse in 

this state.  

During the debate leading to this resolution, Parliament was informed that experience 

with  

a Child Sexual Abuse Hotline, established shortly after the resolution of the 

Parliament, has demonstrated, as already revealed in New South Wales in the 

Wood Royal Commission proceedings, that the extent of child abuse in 

Queensland was perhaps greater than might have been expected. (Lingard, 

1996, p. 1) 

                                                 
6
  K. Lingard, Minister for Families, Youth and Community Care, Queensland 
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Lingard stated that the hotline received some 270 allegations of child abuse in the first 

eight weeks of operation. The backdrop of increasing concern for children’s issues, at 

both the national and international levels, provided a key impetus for the resolution of 

Parliament. The Wood Royal Commission focused public attention closely on pedophile 

activity (Lingard, 1996). In a similar way, at the national level, “launching of an enquiry 

by the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade into pedophile activity within that 

Department along with media reports of sex tours to overseas countries have served to 

heighten public awareness” (Lingard, 1996, p. 2). 

Turning briefly to international efforts in the social context, Norway was the first country 

in the world to appoint a public official in 1981 to address the interests of children. 

Sweden had appointed a similar person in 1971 within the context of a non-government 

agency (Lingard, 1996). At the time of Parliament’s resolution, some “eight jurisdictions, 

including New Zealand and British Columbia, have followed in their steps. South 

Australia in 1983 established a Children’s Interests Bureau with some of a 

Commissioner’s functions” (Lingard, 1996, p. 2). 

Lingard (1996) stated that the Children’s Commissioner and Children’s Services Appeals 

Tribunals Act 1996 (Qld) was designed to give legislative expression within the present 

context to the spirit of the 1985 report into sexual offences involving children by D. G. 

Sturgess QC. Lingard argued that strengthening of the criminal laws would amount to an 

insufficient response to protect children from sexual harm, and a focus was also needed 

on other areas such as strengthening traditional family life. 

In 2000, the Queensland Parliament decided to enhance child protection by strengthening 

existing provisions of the child protection law, and by introducing a number of new 
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initiatives. This began with the Commission for Children and Young People Act 2001 

(Qld), which repealed the Children’s Commissioner and Children’s Services Appeals 

Tribunals Act 1996 (Qld), and was framed to promote and protect the rights, interests and 

well-being of children in Queensland, and to reestablish the Children’s Commission as 

the Commission for Children and Young People (Bligh
7
, 2000). Bligh (2000) reported 

that this new legislation followed on from a review of the current Act, the Briton Review, 

which made some 66 recommendations relating to the broadening of the role of the 

Children’s Commission in order to enhance its effectiveness in meeting the needs of 

children and young people in Queensland. Giving impetus to this new legislation, 

although not directly related to schooling, was the Commission of Inquiry into Abuse of 

Children in Queensland Institutions, also known as the Forde Inquiry. It made several 

recommendations relating to the Children’s Commission to help ensure the safety of 

children in out-of-home residential facilities and juvenile detention centres (Bligh, 2000). 

The enactment of the Commission for Children and Young People Act 2001 (Qld) 

implemented those parts of the Queensland Government’s response to the 

recommendations of the Forde Inquiry and Briton Review considered appropriate for 

inclusion in legislation (Bligh, 2000). 

A new social obligation for persons wishing to work in child-related employment, either 

paid or voluntary, was introduced through the Commission for Children and Young 

People Act 2001 (Qld). The legislation acknowledged and recognised the community’s 

escalating concerns about the safety and welfare of children, in particular those in the 

care of others, and it recognized the need to ensure that persons employed as paid 

                                                 
7
  A. Bligh, Minister for Families, Youth and Community Care, Queensland 
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employees or engaged as volunteers in child-related employment are persons suitable to 

work with children (Bligh, 2000). This legislation was groundbreaking for Queensland in 

that it sought, in a sense, to plug the gaps in employment screening, following on from 

developments in this area in the United Kingdom and New South Wales. Bligh 

acknowledged that employment screening for child-related work is not a new legislative 

concept. Rather it is, in her words, “an expanding concept, which seeks to extend scrutiny 

beyond public sector employees working with children, to employees in equivalent non-

government child-related fields” (Bligh, 2000, p. 1). In summary then, the initiatives 

employed and introduced by the Commission for Children and Young People Act 2001 

(Qld) further recognized the vulnerability of children to abuse and exploitation and 

recognized, too, the responsibility of the community, the government and employers, to 

protect children from the likely risk of harm or from harm. 

Situating the term “harm” within reformulated legislation 

For the first time in Queensland, legislation used the term harm in the context of the 

wider social community, which is an advance of the term as used in the Child Protection 

Act 1999 (Qld), which took over from the outdated and severely limited Children’s 

Services Act 1965 (Qld) (Bligh, 1998). Where these earlier Acts had a primary focus on 

the role of government and supporting families, the Child Protection Act 1999 (Qld) was 

framed to take account of the advances in child protection over the last 30 years or so, 

and more adequately define the role of government in protecting children and supporting 

families. The legislation now ensured that “families are supported and appropriately 

involved in ensuring the protection of their children” (Bligh, 1998, p. 2). First used in the 

Child Protection Act 1999 (Qld), the term harm is now used in the Commission for 
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Children and Young People Act 2001 (Qld) to apply in social contexts wider than 

government’s broad role and in the family setting. It applies in child protection initiatives 

for schools. Harm goes beyond sexual abuse alone, to include any detrimental effect of a 

significant nature on the child’s physical, psychological or emotional wellbeing. In this, 

the cause of the harm is immaterial, and can be by physical, psychological or emotional 

neglect or abuse or by sexual abuse or exploitation (Commission for Children and Young 

People Act 2001 (Qld), s. 3). 

In terms of government’s social obligations in the area of child protection, Bligh (2000) 

argued that the Commission for Children and Young People Act 2001 (Qld) gave further 

recognition to the entitlement of the State’s children and young people to be heard, and 

also to have their rights and welfare safeguarded by an independent body established with 

a brief to advocate on their behalf. 

By virtue of section 97 of the Commission for Children and Young People and Child 

Guardian Act 2000 (Qld), employment at, or working in an unpaid capacity at, a non-

state school is regarded as regulated employment, and in that event, the persons 

concerned must have a current positive notice blue card. Regulated employment in 

respect of schools, however, does not incorporate a registered teacher under the 

Education (Queensland College of Teachers) Act 2005 (Qld), or a volunteer who is a 

parent of a child attending the school. 

The Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Act 2001 (Qld), and attendant 

subordinate legislation, introduced a new regime in Queensland for accreditation and 

eligibility for government funding in connection with non-state schools. This new regime 

commenced on 1 January 2002. One key feature of this was the establishment of the Non-
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State Schools Accreditation Board as an independent statutory body to assess, amongst 

other things, the capacity of non-state schools to meet the prescribed accreditation criteria 

set out in the Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Regulation 2001 (Qld). 

This Act introduced two new features for the establishment and operation of non-state 

schools. The first is that the entity recognized as being responsible and accountable to 

government and the community for each non-state school is to be a corporation (Bligh
8
, 

2001). As such, each corporation is constituted by directors.  

A director means, if the governing body is a company under the Corporations Act 2001 

(Cth), a person appointed as a director of the company under the company’s constitution. 

A director also means, if the governing body is an incorporated association under the 

Associations Incorporation Act 1981 (Qld), the association’s secretary elected or 

appointed under section 65 of that Act, and the association’s president, treasurer and all 

other members of the association’s management committee established under s. 61 of that 

Act and the association’s rules registered under section 46 of that Act. In addition, a 

director means, if the governing body is a board of trustees under the Grammar Schools 

Act 1975 (Qld), a person appointed as a member of the board of trustees under section 7 

of that Act. 

The second new feature for the establishment and operation of non-state schools is the 

deeming provision in the Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Act 2001 (Qld) 

that automatically makes each director of the governing body of a provisionally 

accredited or accredited non-state school a regulated business under Part 6 of the 

Commission for Children and Young People Act 2000 (Qld). As a consequence, each 
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  A. Bligh, Minister for Education, Queensland 
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director must hold, following a working with children check, a current positive notice 

blue card under the Commission for Children and Young People Act 2000. Bligh (2001) 

stated that the Government regarded directors of a governing body as important in the 

child-protection process, warranting scrutiny in their own right. Thus, in the context of 

their position, directors will likely have unrestricted rights to entry into a non-state school 

with possible frequent contact with children. Due to this scope for contact with children, 

the legislative framework subjects prospective directors and directors to a similar level of 

scrutiny that applies to teachers and ancillary staff at a school, child care workers, foster 

carers, and persons wishing to adopt children. Bligh (2001) indicated that this process of 

scrutiny would enable a determination to be made as to a person’s suitability to work or 

otherwise deal with children, and as a result children would be afforded greater protection 

from harm. 

The obligation for directors to hold a current positive notice blue card is an important 

initiative, and given the statutory directions placed on the Non-State Schools 

Accreditation Board in this regard, may potentially jeopardize a school’s ongoing 

accreditation. Under section 39(3) of the Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) 

Act 2001 (Qld), if any director of a non-state school’s governing body does not have a 

current positive notice blue card, the Board must decide that the governing body is not 

suitable to continue to be the school’s governing body. On that basis, it is then open to 

the Board to issue a show cause notice proposing to cancel a school’s accreditation. 

It is clear at this point that three influential Acts and attendant Regulations have set the 

parameters currently in use in the Queensland state and non-state sectors. Acknowledging 

that this legislation assigns specific responsibilities to governing bodies and non-state 
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schools, and to key individuals within them, much more clarity was now needed about 

the processes for reporting incidents of harm or suspected harm, and certain incidents of 

sexual abuse. 

2.4.2 Harm, certain incidents of sexual abuse, and non-state schools 

This section examines the Queensland regulatory initiatives around non-state schools and 

the mandatory reporting of certain types of harm and sexual abuse. The statutory 

obligations to report harm, and to report also other behaviours which a student considers 

inappropriate, are contained in the Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) 

Regulation 2001 (Qld). Harm in this context relates to a student less than 18 years of age. 

It is any detrimental effect on a student of a significant nature on the student’s physical, 

psychological or emotional wellbeing, and it is immaterial how the harm is caused. It can 

be caused by physical, psychological or emotional abuse or neglect, or by sexual abuse or 

exploitation. 

Turning first to those behaviours which do not constitute harm, section 10(2) of the 

Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Regulation 2001 (Qld) requires schools 

to have written processes in place which deal with appropriate conduct of its staff and 

students that accord with relevant state legislation about the care or protection of 

children, and section 10(3) mandates that that these processes must include a process for 

the reporting by a student to certain staff members of behaviour of another staff member 

that the student considers to be inappropriate. Also, the process for reporting 

inappropriate behaviour must deal with how the reported information must be dealt with 

by staff member receiving the report. 
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Now to the matter of harm: Section 10(5)(b)(i) of that regulation obliges non-state 

schools to have written processes dealing with the reporting 

by a staff member, to the school’s principal or another person nominated in 

the process, of harm that—(A) the staff member is aware or reasonably 

suspects has been caused to a student who, when the harm was caused or is 

suspected to have been caused, was under 18 years. 

This provision does not include the reporting of sexual abuse or suspected sexual abuse in 

compliance with section 366 of the Education (General Provisions) Act 2006 (Qld). 

Section 366 is discussed later.  

Section 10(5)(b) mandates the reporting by the principal or other nominated person “to a 

relevant State authority, of the harm or suspected harm if the principal or other person 

also is aware or reasonably suspects the harm has been caused”. For the purposes of 

reporting harm, a relevant state authority is defined by section 10(8) as the chief 

executive, or another officer, of the Queensland department of Government in which the 

Child Protection Act 1999 (Qld) is administered; or an authorised officer under the Child 

Protection Act 1999 (Qld); or a police officer. 

The year 2003 saw further and substantial enhancements to Queensland child protection 

initiatives. An obligation was introduced into the Education (General Provisions) Act 

1986 (Qld) to report incidents of sexual abuse of students less than 18 years attending a 

non-state school. While this Act has now been superseded by the Education (General 

Provisions) Act 2006 (Qld), the obligation has been replicated in the replacement Act. 

This provision had its origins in the work of the Ministerial Taskforce established by 

Queensland’s Premier in May 2003 to act on the recommendations of a report of the 

Board of Inquiry into the past handling of complaints of sexual abuse in the Anglican 
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Diocese of Brisbane (Bligh, 2003). As Bligh details, the report of the Board of Inquiry 

highlighted the issue of sexual abuse in schools, weaknesses in existing systems for 

checking and monitoring the suitability of school staff to work with children, and 

deficiencies in responding to complaints of sexual abuse perpetrated in school settings. 

Bligh further suggested that at the time the community had strong expectations that there 

would be prompt and effective action to address these deficiencies identified in the Board 

of Inquiry’s report, and any action would have strong support from the general 

community. 

Detecting and responding to complaints: The Ministerial Taskforce 

The Ministerial Taskforce devised a number of proposals which were calculated to 

improve the then existing arrangements for “preventing, detecting and responding to 

complaints of sexual abuse and other inappropriate conduct by school-based employees 

to school children” (Bligh, 2003, p. 2). One such proposal relevant to this study is the 

new initiative for Queensland to create a mandatory reporting requirement whereby staff 

of non-state schools were to be obliged to report actual or suspected sexual abuse of 

children by school-based employees to certain persons who must then pass the 

information on to the police. Bligh (2003) stated that the new mandatory reporting 

requirement was designed to ensure an appropriate response to complaints of sexual 

abuse of school children by school-based employees. 

In short, the Education (General Provisions) Act 2006 (Qld) requires that if a staff 

member of a non-state school becomes aware, or reasonably suspects, that a student 

under 18 years attending the school has been sexually abused by someone else who is an 

employee of the school, the staff member must give a written report about the abuse, or 
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suspected abuse, to the school’s principal or a director of the school’s governing body. (s. 

366(1) and (2)). Section 266 requires the written report to be given immediately and in a 

way prescribed by the Education (General Provisions) Regulation 2006 (Qld) to the 

school’s principal or governing body’s director who must immediately give a copy of a 

written report to a police officer. 

Section 68 of the Education (General Provisions) Regulation 2006 (Qld) prescribes that a 

written report under section 366(3) must include the certain particulars about the person 

giving the report, the student, and details of the abuse or suspected sexual abuse. 

Further recommendations of the Ministerial Taskforce, and a number of other initiatives 

arising out of a review of part 6 of the Commission for Children and Young People Act 

2000 (Qld), as it was known at the time, were implemented in 2004 through the 

Commission for Children and Young People and Child Guardian Amendment Act 2004 

(Qld) (Beattie
9
, 2004).  

The initiatives relating to the Ministerial Taskforce’s recommendations concerned a new 

requirement for non-teaching school staff employed before 1 May 2001 to hold a blue 

card. Those employed from that date are already required to hold a blue card. Another of 

the Ministerial Taskforce’s recommendations concerned enabling the Commissioner to 

notify the Non-State Schools Accreditation Board of the outcome of blue card 

applications of directors of governing bodies of non-state schools (Beattie, 2004, p. 2). 

Arising from the part 6 review was the new obligation on people who carry out regulated 

businesses and on employers who employ persons employed in regulated employment, 

which includes non-state schools, to develop and implement a risk management strategy. 

                                                 
9
  P. Beattie, Premier and Minister for Trade, Queensland 
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“The purpose of the risk management strategy is to implement employment practices and 

procedures to promote the wellbeing of a child affected by the regulated business or 

employment and protect the child from harm” (Beattie, 2004, pp.13-14). 

Matters to be contained in a risk management strategy are prescribed in the Commission 

for Children and Young People and Child Guardian Regulation 2001. The prescribed 

matters include, but are not limited to, a statement about commitment to the safety, 

wellbeing and protection of children from harm; a code of conduct for interacting with 

children; procedures for recruiting, selecting, training and managing staff, in so far as the 

procedures relate to the wellbeing and protection of children from harm; policies and 

procedures for handling disclosures or suspicions of harm, including reporting guidelines; 

and a plan for managing breaches of the risk management strategy. 

The legislative reform agenda in connection with child protection is continuing. In 

August 2011, the Honourable Cameron Dick MP, Minister for Education and Industrial 

Relations, introduced the Education and Training Legislation Amendment Bill 2011 (Qld) 

into the Queensland Parliament. Following the now customary enquiry by the 

Queensland Parliament’s Industry, Education, Training and Industrial Relations 

Committee, and favourable consideration by the Parliament, the Education and Training 

Legislation Amendment Act 2011 (Qld) was assented to on 24 November 2011. This 

legislation includes amendments to the reporting of sexual abuse provisions at Chapter 

12, Part 10, of the Education (General Provisions) Act 2006 (Qld).  

The first is a new initiative to further protect students in Queensland non-state schools 

that if a non-state school staff member reasonably suspects, in the course of the staff 

member’s employment at the school, that a student is likely to be sexually abused by 
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another person, the staff member must give a written report of the suspicions to the 

school’s principal or a director of the school’s governing body. Again, the principal or 

director must immediately give a copy of any written report received to a police officer. 

This initiative has not yet commenced operating, and thus is not in force at this time. 

The second initiative broadens the current obligation to report sexual abuse, or suspected 

sexual abuse, by an employee of the school, to also encompass sexual abuse, or suspected 

sexual abuse, by another person. This initiative commenced on 9 July 2012. At present, 

the obligation under that particular legislative provision to report sexual abuse or 

suspected sexual abuse relates only to a student and an employee at the same school, and 

does not relate to mandatory reporting of the likelihood of or the risk of sexual abuse. 

The final initiative is framed to ensure teachers convicted of serious offences (such as 

sexual, violent or drug crimes) are banned from teaching for life, regardless of whether 

they are sentenced to imprisonment or not. This tightening of the teacher disciplinary 

arrangements is proposed to be enforced by the Queensland College of Teachers and the 

Queensland Civil and Administrative Tribunal. If disciplinary action is taken, the tribunal 

may only de-register a person and prohibit them from applying again for registration for a 

maximum period of five years.  

In summary, the proposed suite of amendments is rationalized by Government as follows: 

Expanding the statutory reporting requirements acknowledges the profound 

damage that is caused to children and young people by sexual abuse. The 

proposed changes reinforce the duty of care that schools have to report and 

prevent sexual abuse. The amendments will raise Queensland’s threshold for 

reporting risk of sexual abuse to be equivalent to, or higher than, 

requirements in other jurisdictions. (Dick, 2011, p. 3) 
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In this conceptualizing of the functionality of the educational facility in safeguarding 

children, schools and school staff are expected to play a key role in protecting students 

from sexual abuse, and the law is an essential feature in ensuring school staff are active 

agents in these regards. 

To conclude thus far, the Queensland law has historically responded to the realization and 

acknowledgement of the vulnerability of children to abuse in all its forms and to the 

consequential damage caused to the child, with increased regulation. 

2.4.3 Statutory mandatory reporting in other Australian jurisdictions 

This section examines and contrasts the statutory obligations on teachers and other school 

staff to report harm, including sexual abuse, of students across the Australian states and 

territories. Importantly, in each jurisdiction, there may be obligations on individuals other 

than teachers and other school staff, such as a registered medical practitioner, a nurse, a 

midwife, a police officer or a youth justice worker. Such persons, unless they fall within 

the category of a school staff member, are not detailed in this section. Table 3 shows the 

obligations as mandated by legislation on teachers and other school staff to report harm 

and sexual abuse across Australian states and territories. 
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Table 3: Mandatory obligations on teachers and other school staff to report across 

Australian jurisdictions 

State/Territory 

Teachers Other staff Teachers Other staff 

 .. obliged to report to child protection agency, or law 

enforcement agency, or another person 

sexual abuse other harm 

Queensland  Yes Yes     Yes Yes 

Northern Territory  Yes Yes     Yes Yes 

South Australia  Yes Yes     Yes Yes 

Tasmania  Yes Yes     Yes Yes 

New South Wales  Yes Yes     Yes Yes 

Victoria  Yes No     Yes No 

Australian Capital Territory  Yes No     No No 

Western Australia  Yes No     No No 

Note: Information sourced from a review of the legislation in Australian jurisdictions 

A tabular representation, however, does not particularise in sufficient detail the nuances 

between the jurisdictions. While there are many similarities between the Australian 

authorities, there are some differences, and this is entirely reasonable. The differences, 

however, require further clarification. 

Queensland 

Turning first to Queensland, as mentioned earlier in this chapter, under section 366 of the 

Education (General Provisions) Act 2006 (Qld), a staff member of a non-state school 

must report sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse, by any school employee of a child at 

the same school to the principal or director of the school’s governing body. The principal 

or director must report that sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse, to a police officer. 

This provision does not include the risk or the likelihood of sexual abuse. A failure to 

comply with this provision is an offence and thus a person contravening the provision is 

subject to prosecution. Also, under section 10 of the Education (Accreditation of Non-

State Schools) Regulation 2001 (Qld), a staff member of a school must report to the 
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school principal (or another nominated person) harm, or suspected harm, of a significant 

nature. The principal, or other nominated person, must report the harm, or suspected 

harm, to the chief executive officer, or another officer, of the Department or 

Communities, or an authorised officer under the Child Protection Act 1999 (Qld); or to a 

police officer. This provision includes all sexual abuse apart from the kind specified by 

section 366. For this obligation, it is irrelevant how the harm is caused. In the case of 

section 10, harm includes self-harm but does not include the risk of or likelihood of harm. 

Northern Territory 

In the case of the Northern Territory, section 26 of the Care and Protection of Children 

Act 2007 (NT) provides that a person must report to the chief executive officer of the 

Department of Health and Families, or a police officer, on forming a belief on reasonable 

grounds that: a child has suffered, or is likely to suffer harm or exploitation; a child less 

than 14 has been or is likely to be a victim of a sexual offence; or a child has been or is 

likely to be a victim of an offence against section 128 of the Criminal Code 1983 (NT), 

that is sexual intercourse or gross indecency involving a child over 16 under special care. 

A proved failure to comply with section 26 is an offence. 

South Australia 

Under section 10 of South Australia’s Children’s Protection Act 1993 (SA) a teacher, in 

an educational institution, or any other person who is an employee of, or volunteer in, a 

government or non-government organisation that provides health, welfare, education, 

sporting or recreational, child care or residential services wholly or partly for children, 

being a person who is engaged in the actual delivery of those services to children, or 

holds a management position in the relevant organisation the duties of which include 
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direct responsibility for, or direct supervision of, the provision of those services to 

children, must report to the chief executive officer of the Department for Families and 

Communities, a suspicion on reasonable grounds (if suspicion is formed in the course of 

the person’s work, whether paid or voluntary, or of carrying out official duties) that a 

child has been or is being abused or neglected. A proved failure to comply with this 

provision is an offence. Importantly, abuse or neglect includes sexual abuse and harm. 

Tasmania 

In regards to Tasmania, the Children, Young Persons and Their Families Act 1997 (Tas) 

sections 13 and 14 provide that a person who  is employed or engaged as an employee 

for, of or in, or who is a volunteer in a state or non-state agency (that receives funding 

from the Crown) which provides education services for children, must report to the 

Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services, or a Community-Based 

Intake Service (if in carrying out official duties or in the course of work, whether paid or 

voluntary) suspects on reasonable grounds or knows that a child has been or is being 

abused or neglected, or there is a reasonable likelihood of a child being killed or abused 

or neglected by a person with whom the child resides. 

New South Wales 

In New South Wales, the Children and Young Persons (Care and Protection) Act 1998 

(NSW) section 27 provides that a person who, in the course of his or her professional 

work or other paid employment delivers health care, welfare, education, children’s 

services, residential services, or law enforcement, wholly or partly, to children, and a 

person who holds a management position in an organisation the duties of which include 

direct responsibility for or supervision of, the provision of health care, welfare, education, 
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children’s services, residential services, or law enforcement, wholly or partly, to children, 

suspects on reasonable grounds (if grounds arise during the course of or from the 

person’s work) that a child is at risk of significant harm must report the matter to the 

Department of Human Services. 

Victoria 

Victoria has some very distinct differences. First, the reporting obligations are restricted 

to only harm arising from physical injury and not to harm arising from other causes; and 

second, there are no reporting obligations on staff other than teachers and principals. 

Under section 184 of the Children, Youth and Families Act 2005 (Vic) a person 

registered as a teacher (or granted permission to teach) or the principal of a government 

school or a non-government school, who, in the course of practising their profession or 

carrying out the duties of office, position or employment, forms a belief on reasonable 

grounds that a child has suffered, or is likely to suffer, significant harm as a result of 

physical injury and the child’s parents have not protected, or are unlikely to protect, the 

child from harm of that type; or a child has suffered, or is likely to suffer, significant 

harm as a result of sexual abuse and the child’s parents have not protected, or are unlikely 

to protect, the child from harm of that type, must report the harm to a “protective 

intervener”. A protective intervener is a police officer and the Secretary of the 

Department of Children, Youth and Families. 

Australian Capital Territory 

The Australian Capital Territory and Western Australia appear to offer fewer legislative 

obligations to report. In respect of the Australian Capital Territory, the Children and 

Young People Act 2008 (ACT) section 356 requires that a teacher at a school, or school 
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counsellor, must report to the chief executive officer of the Department of Disability, 

Housing and Community Services a belief (if reasons for the belief arise from 

information obtained by the person during the course of, or because of, the person’s 

work, whether paid or unpaid) on reasonable grounds that a child or young person has 

experienced, or is experiencing, sexual abuse or non-accidental physical injury. The 

provision provides that a failure to comply with section 356 is an offence. Notably, this 

obligation does not include elements of harm other than caused by non-accidental 

physical injury. 

Western Australia 

Finally, under the Children and Community Services Act 2004 (WA) section 124B, 

applying in Western Australia, a teacher must report to the chief executive officer of the 

Department of Community Services, or person approved by the chief executive officer, 

on forming (in the course of the teacher’s work, whether paid or unpaid) a belief on 

reasonable grounds that a child has been the subject of sexual abuse, or is the subject of 

ongoing sexual abuse. A failure to comply with section 124B is an offence. This 

provision does not include the risk of sexual abuse, nor does it cover other forms of harm. 

It should be noted in closing that apart from the mandatory obligation on teachers and 

other school staff, the legislation in some jurisdictions provides for persons to make a 

report on a voluntary basis. For example, in the Australian Capital Territory, the Children 

and Young People Act 2008 (ACT) section 354 provides that a person may report (a 

voluntary report) the belief or suspicion, and the reasons for the belief or suspicion, to the 

chief executive officer of the Department of Disability, Housing and Community 

Services if the person believes or suspects that a child or young person is being abused, is 
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being neglected, or is at risk of abuse or neglect. In a slightly different approach, 

Queensland’s Child Protection Act 1999 (Qld), part 1, chapter 2, contemplates that any 

person may report (a voluntary report) harm to the chief executive officer of the 

Department of Communities, and provides certain protections from liability (see s. 22). 

Further, the legislation in some jurisdictions establishes certain responsibilities around 

duty of care in respect of a child. For example, in Tasmania, the Children, Young Persons 

and Their Families Act 1997 (Tas) section 91 provides that a person who has a duty of 

care in respect of a child must not intentionally take, or fail to take, action that could 

reasonably be expected to result in the child suffering significant harm as a result of 

physical injury or sexual abuse; the child suffering emotional or psychological harm of 

such a kind that the child’s emotional or intellectual development is, or is likely to be, 

significantly damaged; or the child’s physical development or health being significantly 

harmed. 

Summary 

Governments worldwide are now in a situation that can be strongly contrasted to what 

existed in the early 1900s and what has emerged since then. The prevalence of child 

abuse in a range of countries, including Australia, is becoming more common, or the 

processes for reporting are at a stage where statistics uncover what has not previously 

been documented. The Australian statistics would likely promote a growing public 

concern about abuse. Consequently, child protection is now an essential focus of the 

government, and the community looks to an appropriate response from government to 

address the problem. 
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Butler and Mathews (2007) point out that “Governments, educational authorities and 

schools now tend to treat the issue of child abuse and neglect (CAN) more seriously than 

has been the case in previous decades” (p. 98). They suggest numerous forces behind this 

trend, including a greater awareness of the incidence and consequences of abuse, the 

consequences arising from media reports of high-profile cases, and an escalating trend 

towards civil litigation and criminal prosecution. Importantly, “... the incidence of CAN 

also motivates mandatory reporting laws” (Butler & Mathews, 2007, p. 101). 

The responses from government over time generally try to keep pace with the changes or 

remoulding of a number of key concepts in the area of child welfare. These changes stem 

from a time when child abuse was unseen or disregarded, to the present time when the 

amount of disclosed child sexual abuse, and the reporting of it in the media, will 

doubtless generate community concerns. 

The law links social structures and social practices, and thus has a key role in taking up 

the fight against child sexual abuse. The law evolves and responds by forming and 

sustaining regulatory frameworks which deal with the everyday interactions between 

adults and children within the concepts of both the innocence of the child and child 

protection. These concepts may be seen clearly in both the law and politics, and effect the 

ways in which social order is established and reproduced. 

The reaction of governments, at least in part, to the contemporary problem of child abuse, 

particularly widely-reported cases, is to legislate towards assisting the early identification 

of abuse, and reporting that abuse to the relevant law enforcement or child protection 

agency. Queensland’s legislated response in these regards has been substantial, with the 

introduction over the last 10 years or so of many new entities and initiatives to combat 
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the problem. Non-state school principals, because of their positioning in the school 

community, are instrumental in the proper and competent functioning of child protection 

legislation. Identification of the problem of child abuse is therefore an important 

component of the looping processes put in place for direct intervention. 

2.4.4 Schools as a setting of some importance around the abused child 

The increasing importance in contemporary society of the school setting in the 

identification and reporting of child abuse to police or other authorities is now discussed. 

Schools are complex social settings where staff and students spend sizable amounts of 

time, and are therefore settings and contexts where it may become apparent that abuse 

has happened. Members of school staff are ideally placed to recognize the abused child, 

or have suspicions of abuse. Setting aside for the moment the fact that in Queensland 

non-state schools ultimate responsibility and accountability rests with governing bodies, 

principals of schools operate in many ways as chief executives performing leadership, 

management, educational and administrative functions. Within debates about child 

protection, the school has become a setting of some importance. Thus, a central focus of 

the present study is on child protection initiatives in the school, rather than within the 

family or community-based settings. 

The increasing importance of the school setting in child protection 

Apart from the home, schools seem to be the most important locations where the abused 

child regularly participates. While not suggesting that a school is a likely place for abuse 

to occur, Doyle (1997) argues that the presence of an abused child in the school provides 

opportunity for detecting the abuse, reporting the abuse, and implementing any 

interventions. 
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Generally speaking, schools are social and work locations where large numbers of 

children and young people congregate regularly for extended periods of time. In 

Queensland, the numbers of students involved are not inconsequential. Queensland 

enrolment data collected by that state’s Department of Education and Training (2011), as 

it was then known, reveal that there were in excess of 491,000 students enrolled in state 

schools (primary and secondary) in 2011, and data collected by Queensland’s Non-State 

Schools Accreditation Board (2011) show that there were slightly less than 243,000 

students enrolled in primary and secondary non-state schools in the same year. This 

amounts to a total of approximately 734,000 students enrolled in 1,237 state schools and 

in 472 non-state schools. Schools in each of these sectors are generally tightly interwoven 

within communities and are environments “... of myriad interactions, relationships, 

obligations and duties” (Butler & Mathews, 2007, p. v). 

Goldman and Padayach (2005) examined the reporting behaviours of a Queensland-wide 

sample of school counselors in state schools in connection with suspected cases of child 

sexual abuse as detailed in a number of hypothetical vignettes. Their study also looked at 

the need for counselors to access further education in the area of identifying and reporting 

sexual abuse. The hypothesis was that school counselors were well placed in schools to 

identify and deal with child sexual abuse, and, at the time, there was little knowledge of 

whether counselors were equipped with the requisite reporting behaviours and whether 

additional education was required. It was found that there was a propensity for counselors 

to “under-report their suspicions of child sexual abuse” and that they “were more likely to 

suspect abuse than report cases to the appropriate authorities” (Goldman & Padayach, 

2005, p. 302, italics added). Moreover, the study found that a considerable proportion of 
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school counselors in Queensland also considered that they have little knowledge of the 

symptoms that identify cases of child sexual abuse. They also considered that they lacked 

the necessary skills and associated procedures to counsel sexually abused children, and 

that they did not possess the necessary training and knowledge to act as resource persons. 

It seems clear at this stage that knowledge on which accurate reporting of incidents of 

sexual abuse can be reported is a key factor, and one that has to be tied to the law and 

legislation. On this point, Mathews and Walsh (2004) examined a range of issues in the 

mandatory reporting of child sexual abuse by Australian teachers. That study examined 

two legal cases, one in 2000 and one in 2001, in Victoria. It detailed the mandatory 

reporting obligations of teachers which applied at the time, and illustrated part of the 

legal context surrounding the detection and reporting of suspected child sexual abuse. 

The study looked at the tensions between the relevant statutory law reporting obligations 

and the common law principles applying in that state. As well as examining the two legal 

cases and detailing the then reporting obligations at law and by means of policy, the study 

raised some issues for further research. First, there was little information available as to 

whether, in those Australian jurisdictions with mandatory reporting by teachers of sexual 

abuse, teachers were in fact making reports of suspected or actual sexual abuse (Mathews 

& Walsh, 2004). Second, there was said to be a lack of Australian research into the 

effectiveness of the laws around mandatory reporting and the accuracy of teachers’ 

reporting practices. 

In a later paper, Mathews et al. (2007) examined the legislative requirements in Australia 

for the mandatory reporting by teachers of suspected child abuse and neglect. They 

examined the broad context of mandatory reporting laws and went on to detail the 



 

 

78 

 

mandatory reporting obligations of Australian teachers. The study of the legislation as 

discourse revealed and documented some significant differences in reporting obligations 

between jurisdictions. In addition to detailing the then reporting obligations (both at law 

and by means of policy) questions were raised about future legislative directions, 

including: 

(a) whether reporting obligations imposed by legislation are more effective than similar 

obligations imposed by policy mechanisms;  

(b) the absence of research into teacher knowledge of reporting obligations; and 

(c) the absence of research into teacher reporting practices. 

In a landmark examination in Queensland of the past handling of sexual abuse 

complaints, Peter O’Callaghan QC and Freda Briggs together constituted the Board of 

Inquiry into the Past Handling of Complaints of Sexual Abuse in the Anglican Diocese of 

Brisbane, which culminated with a report in 2003 to the Most Reverend Dr Phillip 

Aspinall, Anglican Archbishop of Brisbane. The work of the Board of Inquiry was 

instrumental in leading to the then Queensland Premier establishing a Ministerial 

Taskforce in May 2003 to act on the recommendations of the inquiry report (Bligh, 

2003). The report highlighted sexual abuse as an issue in schools, and highlighted 

deficiencies in existing systems for checking and monitoring the suitability of teaching 

and non-teaching staff to work with children. It also highlighted weaknesses in existing 

systems for responding to complaints of sexual abuse perpetrated in school settings. 

There were strong expectations of, and support from, the general community for prompt 

and effective action to address deficiencies identified in the report (Bligh, 2003). 

Deliberations of the Ministerial Taskforce led to a number of statutory reforms in 
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Queensland which impacted directly and indirectly on non-state schools. 

Some two decades ago, on the basis that mandatory reporting was seen as necessary to 

protect children as they did not have the facility to protect themselves from abuse, the 

Australian Law Reform Commission (1981) recommended the enactment of legislation 

requiring teachers and individuals in other professions mandatorily to report abuse. Such 

obligations, whether based on legislation or policy, serve to compel individuals who are 

members of certain professional groups to report their knowledge of, or suspicions of, or 

whether there is a risk of or likelihood of, child abuse, usually to a state authority such as 

a police officer. In respect of child abuse and neglect (CAN), Mathews et al. (2007) offer 

that “Members of the teaching profession are recognized as individuals who are 

particularly well trained and well placed to be able to detect and report CAN” (p. 8). 

It may be seen from this part that a Queensland child who is or has been sexually abused 

or harmed, unless holding a current exemption or home education registration, will most 

likely be attending a school. In that event, a range of school staff come into daily contact 

with students and are well positioned to become aware of, or form a suspicion that, a 

student may be the subject of sexual abuse or another form of harm. 

2.5 Conclusions 

This chapter illustrates that while child harm and sexual abuse are now generally 

regarded as substantial social problems, they were not always regarded as such. In the 

past, child sexual abuse went unnoticed and ignored. In present-day times, reports of 

child abuse and child sexual abuse in a range of settings tend to attract close community 

interest, including the attention of legislators. 
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The chapter has traced out an argument that as social settings where students and staff are 

required to spend a considerable amount of time each week interacting on a professional 

basis, schools are places where it may be made apparent by a student, or where staff 

(especially teachers) may become aware, that a student is the victim of abuse, including 

sexual abuse and harm. This points up the proposition that not only are teachers operating 

in an environment whereby they are ideally situated to identify actual abuse or become 

suspicious that abuse has happened to a child who is a student, but that other school staff 

are similarly placed but perhaps at varying degrees of usefulness in these regards. 

Most importantly, this chapter has presented a central thread which links all elements of 

the study, namely, the relationship between the system of law, social structures and social 

practices, the concepts about the child and abuse, and the specific regulatory frameworks 

which deal with the ordinary interactions on a day-to-day basis between children and 

adults. The chapter positions the law as a central mechanism operating in society, and 

within schools, for the welfare of children in Queensland, tracing statutory child 

protection measures from a relatively recent historical perspective as they relate to non-

state schools. The chapter identified, reviewed and contrasted the legislated obligations 

on teachers and other school staff to report harm, including sexual abuse, of students, 

across the Australian states and territories. An account was also given of some political or 

social motivations for those measures. Finally, attention was given to the increasing 

importance in contemporary society of the school setting in identifying and reporting of 

child abuse to the appropriate authorities. Schools are social settings in which staff and 

students spend considerable time, and thus are places where it may become apparent that 

abuse has happened. It puts the view that teachers and other school staff are ideally 
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placed to recognize abuse, or at the least become suspicious that a student may have been 

or may be being abused.  

This brings this thesis to its crucial stage which is an investigation of the extent to which 

the salient aspects of the legislation are situated within the cognition and the actions of 

principals as agents responsible for acting on the legislation. Reporting on these aspects 

of the responsibilities of principals within the legislation is the purpose of the following 

chapter. 
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CHAPTER 3: PREPARING A SURVEY AND VIGNETTES TO EXPLORE 

PERCEPTIONS OF THE QUEENSLAND CHILD PROTECTION 

LEGISLATION — A 3-PHASE METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Introduction 

The purpose in this chapter is to outline a research design and methodology to explore the 

extent to which school principals perceive the intent of the Queensland legislation and the 

degree to which they are persons capable of reporting suspicions of child abuse exhibited 

in the behaviours of children in their care. 

As this study is exploratory, the task so far has been to construct two related objects: the 

social and statistical prevalence of the category of child abuse and the creation of child 

protection legislation for reporting suspicion of harm and sexual abuse to children in 

Queensland schools. This investigation has helped towards understanding how school 

principals act in their duty as agents of this legislation. The research from this point in the 

study onwards is to seek ways to explore selected school principals’ understandings of 

the legislation and provide some insights into how they would deal with scenarios of 

sexual abuse and harm to children in their schools. Methods are therefore to be devised to 

(a) identify elements of the legislation important to members of the government and 

representatives of the non-state school sector, and (b) develop instruments to test 

knowledge of the legislation and devise case stories as vignettes to ascertain actions taken 

by principals in certain situations to reflect the legislation. 

In terms of the ongoing argument of this thesis, the methodology to be described acts as a 

bridge between the final three steps of the thesis argument. In short, if the legislation 

requires responsive, reliable agents, then any proposed methodology must transfer key 
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points of the legislation into research instruments designed expressly for those purposes. 

As such, the logic in the design was to draw on top-down, “head office” information to 

develop a survey on the legislation and then to use vignettes as a bottom-up device to 

question the legislation from below. It was thought that this approach would provide 

room to analyse differences between overall and individual variance in the perceptions of 

principals. Finally, the design is thought to be a good investigative method, to work from 

data analysis to relevance and application, to theory and policy in such a way that 

contribution and limits of the study could be made clear. 

The issues around the incidence of and the identification and reporting of child abuse 

within the school environment are highly complex. They require consideration not only 

of the operating legislation and perceptions of changes in children’s behaviour, but also 

the garnering of in-depth understanding of why such patterns occur. To achieve some 

dimensions of this depth of understanding, information was collected through a focus 

group, purpose-designed questionnaires, and extensive interviews with personnel from 

levels of government and representatives of the non-state state schools sector. 

3.2 Guides from the methodological literature 

3.2.1 Introduction 

This part examines the relevant methodological literature and relates it to the methods 

adopted in the present research and the underpinning theoretical framework. Gay and 

Airasian (2003) characterize research as the “formal, systematic application of the 

scientific and disciplines inquiry approach to the study of problems” (p. 3). There are 

critical factor that separate social research from other ways of knowing about the world. 

According to Newman (1997), social research is more than a set of methods and a 
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process for creating knowledge: it is a process which uses a scientific approach to 

producing new knowledge about the social world. Blumer (1969) argues that the 

empirical world can be seen only through a scheme or image of it. He states that the act 

“of scientific study is orientated and shaped by the underlying picture of the empirical 

world that is used” (pp. 24-25). It is in this framework, according to Blumer, that 

problems are formulated, data determined, and relationships between data sought. 

The theoretical framework in which one operates, either generally or in particular cases, 

depends upon the nature of the research and the particular research question or questions. 

Silverman (2005) believes that the way data are dealt with depends on the research 

question itself, and research questions are inevitably theoretically informed. Basic issues 

in social research are addressed by social theories. As Strauss and Corbin (1994) explain, 

theory consists of plausible relationships produced among concepts and sets of concepts. 

Phenomena, such as child abuse, are defined and explained by concepts which are 

arranged by theories, without which phenomena could not be understood. Theories 

provide a framework for critically understanding phenomena, and a foundation for 

“considering how what is unknown might be organized” (Silverman, 2005, p. 99). Such 

phenomena relating to the present research involve “the child”, “school”, “child welfare”, 

“child protection”, “sexual abuse”, “abuse”, and the more recently used term “harm”. 

Relevant to the historical aspects of the present research, in a discussion about the 

worthwhileness of analysing texts in social research, Silverman (2001) observes that 

some social scientists have never been entirely confident about analysing texts as data. 

Where texts are analysed, they are often presented “as ‘official’ or ‘common-sense’ 

versions of social phenomena, to be undercut by the underlying social phenomena 
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apparently found in the qualitative researcher’s analysis of the interviewees’ stories” 

(Silverman, 2001, p. 119). Silverman offers that content analysis, analysis of narrative 

structures, ethnography, and ethnomethodology, are four ways in which textual 

researches have analysed how texts represent reality.  

Apropos the historical account of legislation in particular in the present research, 

Silverman (2001) offers that public or official records are not limited to statistical tables: 

they consist of a substantial amount of documentation of official business, and offer a 

rich source for sociological investigators. This position is held on the basis that the 

documents holding the data are relevant to important issues in that they reveal how public 

agencies account for and legitimate, their activities; and that the data are accessible in so 

far as the researcher does not have the problem of negotiating access, which is a common 

problem of observational research. Work in this area with these data sources, despite its 

potential, has been “sadly neglected by field researchers” (Silverman, 2001, p. 123). 

More broadly, in a discussion about the analysis of documentary realities, Atkinson and 

Coffey (2004) conclude that it is important to study the documentary realities and the 

location of the documentary work, in the context of everyday social life. They argue this 

stance on the basis that many qualitative researchers continue to produce ethnographic 

accounts of social worlds as if those worlds existed entirely without writings or texts. 

Further, they stress that texts do not refer transparently to the social world; rather, texts 

elicit a network of cross-referencing and shared textual formats thereby creating “a 

powerful version of social reality” (Atkinson & Coffey, 2004, p. 74). This perhaps, the 

journey from the intention of the legislation to what actually happens in schools, is the 

basis of the three phases of the methodology central to this chapter. 
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3.2.2 Literature concerning focus groups 

Massey (2011) describes focus groups as one of the more common methods of obtaining 

qualitative data and argues that they are an effective way to elicit a diverse range of 

information, answering in a social context the same types of questions as interviews. 

Krueger (1994) describes focus groups as a “carefully planned discussion designed to 

obtain perceptions on a defined area of interest in a permissive, non-threatening 

environment” (p. 6). Vaughn, Schumm, and Sinagub (1996) add that focus groups blend 

together interviews and participant observation, and thus provide the opportunity to draw 

out cognitive and emotional responses of participants. 

Drawing on the work of Chrzanowska (2003) and the further insights provided by 

Packer-Muti (2010) to enhance the collection of data using focus groups, attention was 

given in the present research to: 

(a) the facility to ensure it allowed for easy and relaxed discussion as well as comfort; 

(b) the time allotted to be sufficient but not excessive for coverage of the topic; and 

(c) the development of a guide for the questions. 

While the length of time for the present focus group was not expected to last longer than 

one hour, a decision was made not to exceed greatly that particular time allocation. Thus, 

this approach was consistent with Tang, Davis, Sullivan, and Fisher (1995) who 

advocated for a maximum time of two hours for a focus group to lessen the chance of 

fatigue or disinterest. The style adopted by the researcher as facilitator was not to be 

“interventionist” as described by Rapley (2004); rather, a less interventionist approach 

was embraced providing for a more free-flowing discussion, only providing redirection 
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where the discussion deviated from the focus group aim. 

3.2.3 Literature concerning survey research 

Early social surveys were exploratory and descriptive, and were generally “...empirical 

studies of specific local areas based on any sources of quantitative and qualitative data” 

(Newman, 1997, p. 229). These grew, according to Newman, into contemporary 

quantitative survey research and qualitative field research. 

Social and educational researchers use surveys for a range of purposes. Newman points 

out that the “survey is the most widely used data-gathering technique in sociology, and it 

is used in many other fields as well” (1997, p.228). Newman argues that social research is 

not just a collection of methods and processes for creating knowledge about a matter; 

rather, it is a process which uses scientific approaches for arriving at new knowledge. 

This is tempered with a warning that surveys are almost too popular and because of poor 

survey design techniques and processes they often yield misleading or worthless results 

(Newman, 1997). 

Newman (1997) is of the view that well-constructed and well-implemented surveys yield 

quantitative information about the social world and also describe features of the social 

world and the people within it. Surveys are also used to explore and explain people and 

the social world. Research questions about self-reported beliefs or behaviours are 

appropriate for survey techniques. According to Newman, surveys are appropriate when 

respondents to them are asked about their past and present behaviours, beliefs, opinions 

and views, attitudes, expectations, knowledge, self-classification, and their 

characteristics. 
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As opposed to experimental researchers, survey researchers sample many respondents 

answering the same questions. In doing so, survey researchers 

measure many variables, test multiple hypotheses, and infer temporal order 

from questions about past behaviors, experiences, or characteristics … survey 

researchers measure variables that represent alternative explanations (i.e., 

control variables), then statistically examine their effects to rule out 

alternative explanations. (Newman, 1997, p. 231) 

Newman (1997) states that in terms of conducting a survey the survey researcher must 

follow a deductive approach, which begins with a theoretical research problem and 

concludes with empirical measurement and data analysis. First having decided that the 

survey method is an appropriate strategy for answering the research questions, the 

researcher next turns to developing the data-gathering instrument used to measure the 

variables. The instrument may be a survey questionnaire (whereby respondents read the 

items and mark their own answers) or interview schedule (whereby respondents answer 

questions read by an interviewer who records responses). 

Giddens (1997) cites a number of reasons for using survey research. First, surveys make 

it possible for the efficient collection of data from a large number of people. Second, 

surveys enable precise comparison to be established between the responses from each 

respondent or category of respondent. On the matter of questionnaires, Giddens proposes 

that they are able to be more easily quantified and analyzed than most other research 

methods. Giddens makes it clear that many sociologists are critical of the survey method 

because the appearance of precision may be given to research conclusions when 

“accuracy may be dubious, given the relatively shallow nature of most survey responses” 

(1997, pp. 545-546). While a questionnaire is highly standardized, it might allow the 

glossing over of important differences between respondents’ viewpoints. Another 
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limitation is that respondents’ answers may be what they profess to believe as opposed to 

what they actually believe (Giddens, 1997). 

3.2.4 Literature concerning vignettes 

Childhood sexual abuse and harm are difficulty and sensitive phenomena, and while 

vignettes cannot complete capture reality, they are recognized as being particularly useful 

in the study of potentially difficult topics of inquiry as they can help to desensitize 

aspects of these for participants to discuss (Barter & Renold, 2000; Rahman, 1996). For 

studies of sensitive social phenomena they ease difficulty or embarrassment of 

participants by the removal of personal disclosure (Schoenberg & Ravdal, 2000). 

Vignettes involve the development and administration of short scenarios, or paper cases, 

in written or pictorial form intended to be true-to-life and to elicit responses to typical 

situations (; Hill, 1997; Taylor, 2006) and result in research which is more participatory 

(Hill, 1997). Typically, vignettes are presented to decision makers who are asked to make 

a judgement about a familiar type of scenario (Barter & Renold, 1999; Finch, 1987), 

eliciting responses from an instrument carefully designed for that specific relevant 

situation and phenomenon (Schoenberg & Ravdal, 2000). A range of studies has shown 

that judgements made in response to vignettes resemble those made in the field by 

professionals (Kirwan et al., 1983; Langley et al., 1991), and Taylor (2006) argues that 

vignettes elicit judgements which are valid when contrasted with actual decisions made 

by decision makers. Atzmüller and Steiner (2010) suggest that in many fields of 

application, traditional survey research could benefit from the methodological strength 

and flexibility of vignette studies. They propose that the combination of the vignette 

technique with a traditional survey in quantitative research is a promising research 
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method for investigating the beliefs, attitudes, or judgments of respondents. Asking 

survey respondents to make decisions and judgments from rather abstract and limited 

information may give rise to ambiguity; however, this can be alleviated somewhat by the 

use of vignettes which help to make the decision-making situation more real (Alexander 

& Jay, 1978). 

There are practical and ethical advantages of using vignette techniques like those 

employed in the present thesis. Taylor (2006) suggest that in practical terms, vignette 

techniques are useful where there are limitations on the research by the availability of 

resources, as they may be utilized to obtain sound data in a cost-effective manner. The 

advantages of using vignette techniques are both practical and ethical. From a practical 

point of view, where research studies are limited by available resources, vignettes can be 

used to generate sound data relatively quickly and cost effectively. Also, it is suggested 

that vignettes can be used without compromising the ethical integrity of the research, as 

they are particularly useful in research on difficult or sensitive topics. Using vignettes or 

familiar types of scenarios based on typical cases provides researchers into decision 

making with a tool to study the real-life type of decisions of professionals within a 

rigorous research design. 

Due to the exploratory nature of the present research, and the size of the sample, a within-

subjects design has been adopted for the vignettes, in that the presence of the factors 

within the statements has not been randomly or systematically varied amongst the 

vignettes to administer to different samples. The vignettes as part of the present thesis are 

constructed from practice knowledge which identified relevant factors to be incorporated. 
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Each contains a series of statements in a fixed order that contain factors relevant to the 

decision to be made by respondents. 

3.2.5 Concluding comments 

As stated above, as well as the analysis of historical texts, this thesis adopts a range of 

methods to gather empirical data—a focus group and the administration of two surveys, 

the second of which is administered at interview and incorporates a vignette technique. 

Compliance with the objectivity principle was a major factor in designing the thesis’ 

research methodology. 

A key dynamic in any research, irrespective in fact of the research method used, is the 

principle of valuing objectivity, or researcher impartiality and detachment, as opposed to 

subjectivity, or researcher predisposition or preconception. In a discussion on objectivity 

in research, Babbie (2007) states that all human experiences are inescapably subjective, 

that individuals can only see and hear through their own eyes and ears, and consequently 

to some extent they hear and see different realities. Despite this notion of experiences 

being inevitably subjective, Babbie considers that “we humans seem to be wired to seek 

an agreement on what is real, what is objectively so” (p. 41). Babbie concludes that 

objectivity is a conceptual attempt to get beyond individual views as individuals attempt 

to find a common ground in their subjective experiences. It would seem then that 

subjectivity is individual and there are benefits in the research process for objective 

reality. Individuals will never be able to distinguish completely between objective reality 

and their subjective experiences (Babbie, 2007). 

Burr (2003) considers that no one is able to step outside of their humanity and take a 

view of the world from no position at all, which according to Burr is what is suggested by 
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objectivity. This is just as true of scientists as of non-scientists. It follows that research is 

never able to be totally objective, as researchers are human and inherently subjective. 

Nonetheless, this thesis used different methods to explore the perceptions of principals 

with the aim of being as free as practicable from the perspectives and assumptions of the 

researcher. Before describing specific details of the methodology, it is necessary to 

elaborate on my position as researcher within the study. 

3.3 The researcher 

This thesis acknowledges and works within the researcher’s own professional position 

and direct involvement in the research process, and acknowledges too the part that this 

may play in the results and outcomes of the research. Secker (1993) called his insights 

into the workings of governments and the formation of policy as an insider’s view of “the 

policy research interface”. Like Secker, I consider myself a public sector manager and 

director: in my case, the Director of the Secretariat of the Non-State Schools 

Accreditation Board. The Board is an independent statutory body in Queensland 

established under the Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Act 2001 (Qld) 

with responsibility for, inter alia, the accreditation of new non-state schools in 

Queensland, and for monitoring whether accredited non-state schools continue to comply 

with the accreditation criteria. In this capacity I have gained a good working knowledge 

of the issues covered in this study and of the policymaking process as it occurred in 

Queensland at the time of the development of the legislation. While this is the case, 

however, I have strived to avoid working on my own opinions and, as such, I speak 

solely as a researcher, not as a government employee in this study. 

Beyond occupying a position in the research area, there are questions of whether or not 
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insider knowledge enhances or contaminates the research design and process. Where an 

insider knows the lay of the land and has more or less ready access to the knowledge not 

readily available to new researchers, newcomers may uncover material an insider does 

not see due to familiarity. On the plus side of this equation, as an insider, prior 

knowledge has allowed me to understand policy formulation firsthand, to have access to 

people, to draw on direct expertise and to check and recheck some aspects of the 

legislation while doing the research. On the negative side, I have had to work against 

seeing this research providing outcomes I would favour, working instead to explore the 

issue and the category of child abuse from an historically derived understanding of 

present day perceptions of selected school principals. 

In making contact with potential respondents, the approach I adopted was to identify 

myself (both in writing and orally) as a student researcher, part of a Griffith University 

research team also comprised then of two chief researchers, my supervisors. The chief 

researchers were identified. My professional role was not made known at the initial 

contact stage; only at the conclusion of each field work activity. This was done to 

minimize the influence on the results of my position on the field work had the 

respondents been informed at the outset of the student researcher’s professional role in 

the regulation of non-state schools and their governing bodies. Whilst my profession 

means I am close to the operational aspects of this research area, I was aiming in so far as 

is possible to adopt what Denscombe (2003) suggests is the “stance of the stranger” 

which allows the researcher “to see things for what they are, uncluttered by assumptions 

that form part of everyday thinking about those things” (p. 102). As such, the position of 

a stranger was used to mitigate any influence my professional role might have on the 
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research results. Ironically, as it turned out, very few of the respondent principals were 

aware of the student researcher’s role with the Non-State Schools Accreditation Board
10

. 

3.4 A 3-phase research design 

This study, as developed from this point onwards, is based on a 3-phase research design. 

Each phase helps in turn to identify, refine and carry salient issues from the legislation 

into a survey and then to vignettes to locate principals’ perceptions and activities 

according to the legislation. In scope, the design deals empirically with research question 

number one described in Part 1.2 of Chapter 1. The intent in this question was to ask the 

extent to which the legislation was serving its purpose of helping those with the duty of 

care to report child and sexual abuse to identify its effects on children. In particular 

though, the three phases of the research design that are directly addressed in what follows 

were signalled in points 1B, 1C and 1D of the research questions. These are: 

1B. Given the characteristics of this legislation, which of these Queensland measures 

are said to be the most salient in securing the welfare and protection of students in non-

state primary schools? 

1C. To what extent can the intentions in directives of the legislation be seen to be 

accepted and activated as judged from a survey of the perceptions of principals of 

Queensland non-state primary schools? 

1D. How might this exploration of perceptions of principals in selected schools suggest 

strengths and weaknesses in the legislation and contribute to theoretical debate about 

child harm and sexual abuse across schools in general? 

                                                 
10

  To gauge the extent of the influence of the researcher’s professional position, a question was asked at 

the close of the interview which relates to the respondents’ knowledge of the researcher’s position. 
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The multiple method design incorporates the complexities of the factors arising from the 

study thus far, and the research questions, into a concise and relatively economical 

design. 

The method for collecting the empirical data for the research was divided into three 

phases, namely: 

(a) Phase one: Focus group to elicit the child protection provisions in legislation which 

impacted on non-state schools. This involved eight individuals who hold senior 

positions in education policy and delivery and who identified as having a thorough 

knowledge of non-state schools and the legislation under which they operate. 

(b) Phase two: Survey to elicit which of those child protection provisions in legislation, 

as identified by the focus group, are the most salient in respect of the operations of 

non-state schools. This involved the administration of a questionnaire to 13 

individuals who hold senior positions in education policy and delivery and who 

identified as having a thorough knowledge of non-state schools and the legislation 

under which they operate.  

(c) Phase three: Questionnaire/interviews (with both closed and open questions) to 

elicit the perceptions of principals selected to give a profile of respondents of a 

range of ages, gender and experience, and from different size schools located in 

different locations across the state. This involved principals of 30 stand-alone non-

state schools. 

In essence, the empirical part of the multiple method design integrated three sequential 

studies. The first was focused on gathering data to lead to the second phase, and the 
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second focused on gathering data leading to the third through which extensive detail was 

collected. The third phase, reported in Chapter 4, culminated in the bringing together of 

the perceptions of principals of non-state primary schools, the target group of individuals 

of particular relevance to this research, with Chapter 5 documenting their views on how 

they would act under various situations (vignettes).  

3.5 Focus group 

3.5.1 Aim 

The aim of the focus group was to identify for further analysis in phases two and three 

the foremost statutory child protection initiatives related to abused children who may be 

identified while participating in non-state primary school settings in Queensland. 

Identifying these initiatives provides an empirical grounding directly relevant to the first 

research question and for deriving the directions for the questionnaire administered to 

respondents in phase two, which was needed to arrive at the questionnaire to be used with 

the school principals in phase three. 

3.5.2 Participant selection 

Purposive sampling was used to identify eight individuals to participate in the focus 

group. Selection of participants for the focus group was important as they were expected 

to have a comprehensive knowledge of the non-state schooling sector and the governance 

and operations of non-state schools, as well as to be available and willing to participate in 

the research. Participants were identified and selected by the researcher to participate on 

the basis that they possessed: 

(a) a specialist and detailed knowledge of the relevant Queensland child/student 
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protection legislation, in particular in so far as the legislation related to the 

operations and governance of non-state primary schools in Queensland;  

(b) a capacity to participate in the research; and 

(c) a willingness to participate in the research. 

3.5.3 Materials 

Questions were prepared in the form of a topic guide (see Appendix A) for the focus 

group to ensure as far as was possible that the group focused on the task at hand. The 

following three matters constituted the focus guide: 

(a) What are the statutory child protection initiatives related to abused children who 

may be identified while participating in non-state primary school settings in 

Queensland? 

(b) Apart from the initiatives in legislation related directly to regulating non-state 

schools, are there any Acts or Regulations which might be relevant? 

(c) Apart from the initiatives the group has mentioned so far, are there any others 

which might be relevant: for example, that relate to behaviour or persons working 

or volunteering in non-state schools, the construction or building of non-state 

schools, or the location of non-state schools? 

Even though all participants had some things in common, namely a thorough and detailed 

knowledge of the legislation and schools related to the purpose of the focus group, the 

questions were framed to: 

(a) introduce the topic into the thinking of the participants; 

(b) set the boundaries of the focus group; 
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(c) set out the focus group topic so that all participants were familiar with the concept; 

and 

(d) identify early those participants who may tend to dictate the discussion and those 

who may need encouragement to participate. 

An information sheet (see Appendix B) was prepared covering informed consent for 

participants, including what the research was examining, the confidentiality of 

participants’ responses, and the voluntary nature of participants’ involvement. 

A consent form (see Appendix C) was prepared for each participant to sign prior to being 

involved in the focus group. The consent form attested that a participant had read and 

understood the information package, gave the participant’s consent to participate in the 

research, and in particular indicated that it was open to them to withdraw at any time, 

without comment or penalty.  

3.5.4 Procedure 

Eight individuals (five males and three females) participated in the hour-long focus group 

activity. The researcher was the only other person present. The focus group discussion 

was taped and later professionally transcribed. Hand-written notes were also taken of the 

key points of the discussion. At the outset of the focus group activity, each participant 

was given a copy of the information sheet, topic guide and consent form. Following 

review of this material, the researcher responded to any questions arising. Prior to 

commencing the focus group, each respondent signed and dated the consent form. Each 

completed form was retained by the researcher. 
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3.5.5 Data analysis 

The recorded transcript from the focus group was subjected to a thematic analysis 

looking to identify specify themes which revealed for further analysis the foremost 

statutory child protection initiatives applying to Queensland non-state primary schools. 

Data from the focus group were analysed with the specific needs of the research 

questions in mind. Extracts of the transcript were made summarising the trends emerging 

from the discussion, and categorised against the legislation relevant to the trend element 

(see Appendix D). 

3.6 Survey to identify the most salient provisions 

3.6.1 Aim 

The aim of this survey was to identify the most salient statutory child protection 

initiatives for further analysis from those identified by the focus group. The identification 

of the most salient initiatives provided an empirical grounding directly relevant to the 

first research question and for deriving the directions for the second questionnaire 

administered in phase three to a sample of principals. 

3.6.2 Participant selection 

Purposive sampling was used to identify 13 individuals to participate in the survey. The 

participants were identified and selected by the researcher to participate on the basis that 

they possessed: 

(a) a specialist and detailed knowledge of the relevant Queensland child/student 

protection legislation, particularly in so far as the legislation related to the 

operations and governance of non-state primary schools in Queensland;  
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(b) a capacity to participate in the research; and 

(c) a willingness to participate in the research. 

The participants were not the same individuals as those selected to participate in the focus 

group. 

3.6.3 Materials 

A questionnaire (see Appendix E) was specifically designed and developed for this phase 

of the research, and trialled with 5 respondents prior to implementation. The 12 child 

protection measures identified by the focus group were assigned in random order on the 

questionnaire. The questionnaire required respondents to rate, on a 5-point scale from 

extremely effective to a little effective, how effective they felt each of the 12 measures 

were in improving the welfare and protection of students. 

An information sheet (see Appendix F) was prepared covering informed consent for 

participants, including what the research was examining, the confidentiality of 

participants’ responses, and the voluntary nature of participants’ involvement. 

A consent form (see Appendix G) was prepared for each respondent to sign prior to being 

involved in the survey. The consent form attested that a participant had read and 

understood the information package, gave the participant’s consent to participate in the 

research, and in particular indicated that it was open to them to withdraw at any time, 

without comment or penalty. 

3.6.4 Procedure 

The questionnaire was administered individually by the researcher to respondents over 

the period of several days to the selected 13 respondents (8 females and 5 males). The 
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time taken to complete the questionnaire was approximately five to ten minutes. Prior to 

completing the questionnaire, each participant was given a copy of the information sheet 

and consent form. Following review of this material, the researcher responded to any 

questions arising. Each respondent signed and dated the consent form. Each completed 

form was retained by the researcher.  

3.6.5 Data analysis 

The quantitative research data elicited from the first questionnaire were analyzed using 

Excel 2010. Analysis was based on descriptive statistics. Mean response (x ) and the 

associated standard deviation (sd) were calculated, and presented to two decimal points to 

provide greater accuracy, with the most salient provisions selected from the x  responses. 

Inferential statistics were not considered appropriate due to the small sample size.  

The focus group and the short survey completed the first and second phases of the field 

work where the aim was to ensure that the most salient parts of the legislation were 

integrated into the survey to be used for the larger sample of principals in phase three. 

This process served the purpose in that from the wide ambit of legislative provisions 

identified by the focus group, some five were considered by respondents to the first 

survey to be the most salient for further exploration by principals. In all, the processes in 

phases one and two gave confidence that the focus of the next phase would be on the 

likely most important legislative provisions to principals. The purpose then was the 

design of a questionnaire (inclusive of attendant vignettes) in which the knowledge and 

experience of school principals would be tapped to explore their perceptions of the 

legislation and, through the vignettes, how it operated in practice. 
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3.7 Questionnaires at interviews with principals 

3.7.1 Aim 

This questionnaire is the centrepiece of this research exploration. Administered in 

interviews, its aim was to determine the perceptions of principals of non-state primary 

schools regarding the most salient statutory child protection initiatives identified in phase 

two. 

3.7.2 Participant selection 

Purposive sampling was used to identify 30 principals of non-state primary schools to 

participate in this phase, from a total of 228 non-state stand-alone primary schools 

operating at the time. This sample is some 13.1% of the population. As for the different 

samples used for phases one and two, the sample of principals was not chosen in an 

accidental or unintentional way, nor was the sample of principals based on the 

researcher’s relative easy access to them. Participants were identified and selected by the 

researcher to participate on the basis that they possessed a range of characteristics, such 

as age, gender and experience, and their responsibilities covered different size schools 

located in different locations across the state. Importantly, given the sensitivities in this 

area, this questionnaire did not explore actual experiences of principals in their current or 

any previous schools. 

Principals were selected as respondents because they were the individuals acknowledged 

as having statutory and non-statutory leadership, accountability and governance 

responsibility for schools. Schools offering secondary education were not included. 

Conventional wisdom would suggest that the characteristics of the research involved in a 
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study of this type may be different for primary and secondary schools. While the current 

study is concerned, in part, with sexual abuse of students, there may be distinctions 

between different ages of children and young adults in regard to the elements of sexual 

abuse. Thus only principals of non-state schools which offer primary education only were 

selected for the study, to reduce the influence on the resultant data of principals’ 

experience with secondary education, which might conceivably distort the findings 

relating to students, who are classified as children in primary education. 

3.7.3 Materials 

A questionnaire (see Appendix H) was specifically designed and developed for this phase 

of the research. It contained questions designed to address use of the legislation in non-

state schools, and included several hypothetical narrative vignettes to assess practical use 

of the legislation. Respondents were also asked to gauge their familiarity with the 

legislation with reference to knowledge of salient elements of the legislation and how 

they would act on vignettes of reports of child abuse in schools. The questionnaire was 

trialled with 5 respondents prior to implementation. 

Trialing of questions and questionnaires is considered essential (Gillham, 2000). For the 

instruments in the present and previous phases, the questions were prepared and trialled 

to determine whether what was meant, or intended, was going to be clear to respondents. 

The trialing examined the following: 

(a) the suitability of the questions to the research questions; 

(b) whether the instrument includes an appropriate number and mix of the four types or 

styles of questions, namely, essential questions, extra questions, throw-away 
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questions, and probing questions; 

(c) the appropriateness of the specific ordering, or sequencing, of questions; 

(d) adherence of the questions to the subject matter;  

(e) the level of language used in the questions; and 

(f) the general style of questions used. (Berg, 2007) 

Administration of questionnaires was considered to be a cost-efficient method of 

gathering information and opinions from principals about the matters covered by the 

research questions. The questionnaires included instructions and explanations of the 

concepts for which responses were to be sought. This was intended to reduce or negate 

the need for respondents to seek additional information and meanings in order to 

complete the instruments. This structure was an attempt to allow respondents to share the 

same theoretical constructs as the researcher, and to interpret the concepts and 

terminologies in the same way. 

A letter was sent to potential respondents to invite them to participate in a questionnaire 

at interview forming part of the research (see Appendix I). The letter outlined the aim of 

the research, the purpose of the research, and foreshadowed that the researcher would 

shortly make contact by telephone. The invitation letter was accompanied by an 

information sheet for the questionnaire (see Appendix J). The information sheet covered 

informed consent for participants, including what the research was examining, what 

participants would be asked to do, the confidentiality of participants’ responses, and the 

voluntary nature of participants’ involvement. 

A consent form (see Appendix K) was prepared for each respondent to sign prior to being 
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involved in the interview. As for previous consent forms used in this study, this form 

included confirmation that a participant had read and understood the information 

package, gave the participant’s consent to participate in the research, and indicated that it 

was open to them to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty. 

3.7.4 Procedure 

The questionnaire was administered individually to the identified 30 respondents (15 

females and 15 males) at interviews over a period of several months at the end of 2010 

and the beginning of 2011. 

For the purposes of this phase of the study, each school was categorised by enrolment 

numbers into small (1 to 100 students enrolled), medium (101 to 250 students enrolled), 

or large (over 250 students). The number of enrolments range from 13 in the smallest 

school to 1,018 in the largest. Table 4 displays the number of schools, by size category of 

school, identified to participate in the survey, demonstrating a relatively even distribution 

of schools sampled. 

Table 4: Number of schools in sample by size category of school 

Size category of school 
Enrolments in 

category 

Schools in 

category 
Schools in sample 

No. No. % 

    Small 1 to 100 39 9 30.0 

    Medium 101 to 250 64 11 36.7 

    Large over 250 125 10 33.3 

   Total  228 30 100 

 

For the purposes of this study, local government areas within the meaning of that term in 

the Local Government Act 2009 were classified into two categories, namely South East 

Queensland and Other than South East Queensland. The following local government 
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areas were included in the South East Queensland category: Brisbane, Gold Coast, 

Ipswich, Logan, Moreton Bay, Redland, Sunshine Coast, and Toowoomba. A full list of 

the categorised local authority areas is shown in Appendix L. 

Table 5 shows the number of non-state stand-alone primary schools in Queensland, and 

the number of those schools identified to participate in the survey, by local government 

area, with the sample relatively evenly spread between South East Queensland and other 

areas. 

Table 5: Number of schools in the population of interest, and number of schools in sample, 

by local government area 

Local government area 

Schools in local 

government area 
Schools in sample 

No. No. % 

South East Queensland 125 16 53.3 

Other than South East Queensland 103 14 46.7 

Total 228 30 100 

 

Information designed to locate respondents into categories according to length of 

experience as principals was elicited. Table 6 shows the number of respondents within 

each of the three categories. This indicates that the respondents have a diverse range of 

experience with over half having from 5 to 10 years’ experience, with the remainder 

spread between those with limited experience (<5 years) and those with extensive 

experience (10 years). 

Table 6: Number of principals by length of experience as principal 

Experience category No. of principals 

Up to 5 years 7 

More than 5 years up to 10 years 18 

More than 10 years 5 

Total 30 
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The questionnaire interviews were conducted on the school premises, usually in the 

principal’s office with the researcher and the principal the only people present for the 

duration of the interview. Each interview occupied an uninterrupted time period of 

approximately 60 minutes. 

Prior to completing the questionnaire, each participant was given a consent form and a 

further copy of the information sheet, ensuring that the participant was comfortable about 

the process, including the confidentiality of their responses. Following review of this 

material, the researcher responded to any questions arising. Each respondent signed and 

dated the consent form which was retained by the researcher. 

For this questionnaire (administered in interview), while respondents had a copy of the 

questionnaire before them, the interviewer recorded all responses. Having a copy of the 

questionnaire before the interviewees was intended to assist in the facilitation of their 

responses, particularly in the case of the vignettes. At the end of the interview, it was 

made clear to the respondents that they might retain a copy of the instruction sheet for 

future reference. However, the questionnaires used for reference by interviewees were 

given to the interviewer at the end of the interview for secure disposal at the first 

available opportunity. 

3.7.5 Data analysis 

The scaled data elicited from the principals’ interviews were analyzed using SPSS v20. 

While major statistical analysis was not undertaken, the use of SPSS provided an 

effective means of documenting the comparison tables of responses by demographic 

characteristics using the CROSSTABS function. Analysis was based on descriptive 

statistics with, for example, the provision of 2-way frequency tables of response patterns 
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by groups. 

These data represent responses to items of assessment (e.g., effectiveness of provisions in 

detecting or ensuring the reporting of harm or sexual abuse); the mean response (x ) and 

the associated standard deviation (sd) are presented to provide an indication of the 

strength and variability of the responses. Due to the modest sample size in this phase of 

the study, inferential statistics were not considered appropriate. 

To capture further depth represented through the grouping of participants, responses are 

presented by major groups, namely, gender, school size, experience of principals, and 

geographical location. Data on the proportion of each group responding to each option 

are presented to one decimal place. Where parameter estimates have been calculated (i.e., 

x  and sd) these are presented to two decimal points to provide greater accuracy. 

In terms of analyzing the explanatory and illustrative remarks of the principals about 

those questions requesting elaboration, the researcher made notes during and immediately 

after each interview, and listened carefully to approximately 30 hours of audio recordings 

of the interviews, in order to identify themes from words and expressions, and to record 

illustrative quotations in respect of any themes. Given that the remarks were to elaborate 

and illustrate the position taken by each respondent, and were generally short answers to 

open-ended questions, it was decided that manually sorting and categorizing themes was 

trustworthy, and the most appropriate and cost-effective method for this type of discourse 

account. On this basis, for the qualitative components of this study, the use of a computer 

software program was not considered warranted in order to capture and analyze the 

essence of the respondents’ remarks and assign them into meaningful categories or 

themes. 
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This phase was the culmination of the examination of the legislative practice, supporting 

the enquiry into the assessment of principals on the effectiveness of the legislation and 

also through the vignettes on how they would actually act in practice. 

3.8 Ethical considerations 

All relevant ethical considerations were addressed in the conduct of the study. First, an 

ethical clearance was obtained from the Griffith University Human Research Ethics 

Committee prior to commencing the research.  

Given the research area is in the field of child protection in schools, there is a possibility 

that during interviews, an interviewee may become aware that they may not have in the 

past dealt with an instance of actual or suspected harm or sexual abuse in a manner as 

prescribed by the relevant legislation. Also, during the course of an interview, the 

researcher may consider from what an interviewee reveals that an incident may not have 

been dealt with consistent with the legislation. While none of these situations arose 

during the interviews, had they done so, the interviewee would have been advised to 

report the matter in question to the appropriate authorities consistent with the statutory 

reporting obligations applying to the matter. 

In terms of ethical considerations, the research was conducted within the parameters of 

the following ethical principles: 

(a) the purpose of the research is to be declared and be made freely available; 

(b) any deceptive practices in the conduct of the research are to be avoided;  

(c) respondents to the survey are to be on a voluntary and anonymous basis; 

(d) the names and identifying details of participants are to remain confidential; 
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(e) interviewees are to always have the option of discontinuing in the study; and 

(f) if any interviewee was to become distressed or troubled by an elicited response, 

they would be referred to an appropriate support agency. 

3.9 Envoi 

Over the previous 10 years or so there has been an increased public awareness of child 

abuse and of child welfare and protection issues generally. This amplified awareness of 

the child abuse problem has been a catalyst for further enhancement and refinement of 

child protection legislation in Queensland. The law is not perfect. Weaknesses in the 

various child protection legislative, policy and administrative systems operating at any 

given point in time, and breaches or contraventions of those systems, are sometimes 

exposed in very spectacular ways. It is timely to conduct an analysis of the present 

Queensland legislation with a focus on the contribution of that legislation to an efficient 

and effective child protection regime in non-state primary schools. 

In this chapter and in the preceding one, the theoretical framework within which the 

study was conducted and the methods used to undertake the study, analyze data, and 

report the results, have been set out and discussed. The theoretical framework is an 

historical one. The research undertook to identify existing key statutory child protection 

measures regulating Queensland non-state schools. The research recognizes that these 

statutory measures sit within an historical and cultural context in this state, and that the 

measures have been developed and adopted by government as a consequence of social 

processes. The methodological approach to the research has been discussed in detail, 

along with the rationale for adopting that approach. This research uses a mixture of 

quantitative and qualitative methods to answer the research questions. 
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Figure 2 brings together the sequential phases of data collection and how these data were 

utilized, the research’s general lines of enquiry, and the context of the problem. 

Construction of the 

problem — context 

Analysis of 

literature 

3-phase analysis of empirical data 

(historical approach, 

social-policy 

experiments) 

 Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 

  Focus group 

(8 respondents) 

Survey 

(questionnaire – 13 

respondents) 

Survey 

(questionnaire at 

interview - 30 

respondents) 

 Research lines of enquiry 

 

Aspect 1: The 

historical 

construction of 

categories of child 

abuse 

Aspect 2: The 

emergence and role 

of the law in setting 

up concepts aimed 

at child protection 

Aspect 3: The 

importance now 

placed on the school 

in discussions 

around abused 

children 

Aspect 4: The most 

salient statutory 

child protection 

initiatives for 

schools, and their 

practical application 

 

 

What are the 

contemporary 

statutory child 

protection 

measures in 

Australia and 

overseas? 

In what kind of 

historical and 

social context 

were they 

constructed? 

 

 

What are the 

contemporary 

statutory child 

protection 

measures 

regulating non-

state schools in 

Queensland? 

In what kind of 

historical and 

social context 

were they 

constructed? 

 

 

Which of these 

Queensland 

measures are the 

most salient in the 

welfare and 

protection of 

students in non-state 

primary schools? 

 

 

What are the 

perceptions of 

principals of 

Queensland non-state 

primary schools: 

 about the value of 

the most salient 

measures in the 

welfare and 

protection of 

students? 

 about the way in 

which the salient 

measures operate? 

 about possible 

statutory and non-

statutory changes 

with a view to 

improving the 

welfare and 

protection of 

students? 

Figure 2: Model of the context of problem, the sequential phases of data collection and 

utilisation, and the research lines of enquiry. 

 

Figure 2 was developed with the intention of providing a guide for the research, joining 

an historical analysis of child abuse to the use of current legislation in non-state schools 

in a way that would, at the same time, provide a logical sequence for those reading the 

chapters that follow. Thus, the left-hand column of the figure describes four aspects of 
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the problem, namely from its antecedence to the formation of legislation to combat a 

problem and then to an empirical investigation of the effects of this legislation in school 

contexts. It is important to note that the main concern in subsequent chapters  is with 

relations (shown in shading) between Aspect 4 in Figure 2, about the legislation and its 

application, and the three phases of the empirical research: from the focus group, to 

survey construction and its analysis. 

Where various sequencing of chapters were explored, it was thought that this 

arrangement was of most benefit in demonstrating the fact that the extended period of 

time over which child abuse became a social problem needed to be highlighted before 

considering how the problem is dealt with in the present context. These points will be 

revisited at various points in the next two chapters. 

Figure 3 shows against a synopsis of the research questions, how in the main the data 

were garnered for each question, and where in this thesis the results may generally be 

found. 

Research question (in précis 

form) 

Means of gathering data Results (primary reporting point) 

1A. Historical conditions and 

processes through which the 

phenomenon of child and sexual 

abuse has been characterized 

Historical analysis Chapter 2 

1B. Most salient of the relevant 

Queensland measures in securing 

student welfare and protection 

Focus group of knowledgeable 

individuals (Phase 1) 

Survey of knowledgeable 

individuals (Phase 2) 

Chapter 4, Part 4.2, Section 4.2.1 

 

Chapter 4, Part 4.2, Section 4.2.1 

 

1C. Exploring the extent to which 

the Queensland salient measures 

are accepted and activated by 

principals 

Survey of principals’ perceptions 

(Phase 3) 

Survey of principals’ responses to 

vignettes (Phase 3) 

 

Chapter 4, Part 5.3 

 

Chapter 5, Part 5.2 

 

1D. Exploring suggested strengths 

and weaknesses in the legislation, 

and contributions to the theoretical 

debate 

Survey of principals’ perceptions 

(Phase 3) 

 

Chapter 5, Part 5.4, Sections 5.4.4 

and 5.4.5 

 

Figure 3: Linking of research questions (in short form), how data were gathered for each 

question, and where in this thesis the results may be predominantly found. 
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The research design has strived to embrace the stance of the stranger in the research, in 

that way observing things that would otherwise be unable to be observed or, put simply, 

would be hidden from the observer’s view.  
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CHAPTER 4: PRINCIPALS’ PERCEPTIONS, UNDERSTANDING AND 

KNOWLEDGE OF KEY LEGISLATION 

4.1 Introduction 

Having traced transitions in the formation of child protection and abuse from emerging 

issues to legislation enacted in Queensland, and accepting the importance of schools in 

the management of the issue of child abuse, the task in this chapter is to explore the 

degree to which relevant aspects of the legislation are recognised and are potentially able 

to be acted upon by primary school principals in the non-state sector of the education 

system in Queensland.  

Empirically then, the intention in the chapter is to apply and test the research questions 

set out in Chapter 1 and outlined again in Chapter 3. This chapter details the most salient 

of the contemporary statutory child protection measures regulating non-state schools in 

Queensland, identified through the focus group and the administration of the initial 

questionnaire to a sample of persons knowledgeable in the operations and governance of 

non-state schools. 

The purpose in Section 4.3 of this chapter is to present the perspectives on these measures 

from a survey administered to 30 non-state primary school principals. Presented are the 

views of this group of school leaders, and the reasons behind such views, on (a) the 

effectiveness of these instruments (in detecting abuse, as a deterrent, in ensuring 

reporting of abuse and the overall effectiveness); (b) their practical actions regarding the 

reporting issues of abuse; (c) their overall levels of confidence in managing these 

legislative instruments; and (d) their views related to aspects of the legislation. The 

chapter concludes in Section 4.4 with a synthesis of the perceptions of principals. 
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At this stage, attention could be returned to Figure 2 in the Chapter 3 where connections 

were shown between the present aspect of the study and the three phases of data 

construction and the administration and analysis of survey data. The third, fourth and 

fifth columns of Figure 2 were highlighted to emphasise and outline empirical ties to be 

discussed later in this chapter. This chapter describes, defends and analyses the methods 

through which the views of knowledgeable persons were drawn on: in phase one to 

identify the contemporary statutory child protection measures regulating Queensland 

non-state schools and the historical and social context in which they were constructed 

(Phase 1 in Figure 2); in phase two to identify which measures are the most salient in the 

welfare and protection of students in non-state primary schools (Phase 2 in Figure 2); and 

in phase three to develop and administer a survey to elicit the perceptions of principals in 

those schools about the five most salient initiatives (Phase 3 in Figure 2). The next 

chapter, Chapter 5, enquires into the practical application of those measures. Having 

revisited the bases on which this empirical chapter has been developed, their application 

is now described in further detail and analysed. 

4.2 Identification of relevant and most salient child protection initiatives 

4.2.1 Relevant legislative provisions identified by focus group 

The empirical part of the study relied on establishing reliable measures from which 

reception of the legislation within schools could be read with some confidence. This 

involved a 3-phase process outlined in Chapter 3. This, the first phase, involved a focus 

group to identify leading statutory child protection initiatives that then produced a 

questionnaire administered in phase two to stakeholders in non-state schools to isolate the 

most salient aspects of the legislation. The purpose in phase three was to develop and 
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administer a questionnaire to school principals established in the previous two phases of 

the process. The perceptions of principals are reported in this and in the next chapter. In 

all, 12 statutory provisions emerged from the focus group (see Appendix M for details), 

which were used for the next phase of the study. 

4.2.2 Most salient legislative provisions identified by survey 

This, the second phase, identified the most salient of the 12 relevant child protection 

initiatives identified by the focus group in phase one. When these measures were placed in 

order of importance according to the respondents’ mean score in the phase two survey, 5 

statutory provisions emerged from these data as the most salient as a group, on the basis 

of a mean more than 4 on the 5-point rating scale. These five and their mean scores and 

standard deviations are shown in Table 7.  

Table 7: Child protection measures in order of most salient according to mean score on 

questionnaire  

Statutory provision (legislation and relevant section)    

1 A staff member of a school must report to the school’s principal or nominated person, 

harm that the staff member is aware or reasonably suspects has been caused to a student 

who was under 18 years when the harm was caused, or suspected Education (Accreditation 

of Non-State Schools) Regulation 2001 (Qld) [s. 10] 

4.46 

2 A school’s principal or another nominated person must report harm, or suspected harm, 

to a relevant State authority if the principal or other nominated person is aware or 

reasonably suspects the harm has been caused Education (Accreditation of Non-State 

Schools) Regulation 2001 (Qld) [s. 10] 

4.62 

3 If a school staff member becomes aware, or reasonably suspects, that a student under 18 

years has been sexually abused by an employee of the school, the staff member must give 

a written report to the school’s principal or a governing body director Education 

(General Provisions) Act 2006 (Qld) [s. 366] 

4.62 

4 A school’s principal or a governing body director who receives a written report about a 

student under 18 years who has been sexually abused, or suspected of being sexually 

abused, by an employee of the school, must immediately give a copy of the report to a 

police officer Education (General Provisions) Act 2006 (Qld)  [s. 366] 

4.62 

5 A school must have written processes dealing with the reporting by a student at the school 

to a staff member of inappropriate behaviour of another staff member Education 

(Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Regulation 2001 (Qld) [s. 10] 

4.31 

 

It is apparent from Table 7 that the most salient provisions relate directly to surveillance 
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for, and the obligations to, report student harm and sexual abuse, and the processes for 

reporting any inappropriate behaviour of staff. The first two provisions are about staff 

and principals reporting awareness and suspicion of harm. The second two provisions 

relate to sexual abuse by school employees and students’ reporting to a staff member 

about sexual abuse from another staff member. All five involve written reports and 

notifying the police.  

In contrast, the other seven provisions, shown in Appendix M, were not so directly 

related to these matters and thus were not seen as important. Two of the seven related to 

ways a school should be mindful of its obligations around the application for and the 

holding of a blue card for certain persons involved in schools and to employ only a 

“registered teacher”. These are requirements related to matters to do with wider 

obligations. The remaining initiatives were about obligations on each school employing 

authority to deal with outside authorities. A school must, for example, notify the 

Queensland College of Teachers if it commences an investigation into a teacher for 

alleged harm caused, or likely to be caused. In all, these requirements were mostly after-

the-fact matters and probably rated lower than those to do with due care, alertness to the 

situation and diligence in reporting procedure. From the processes in phases one and two, 

it can be seen that where a panel of knowledgeable persons identified 12 initiatives at the 

core of the Queensland legislation, 5 were taken to be most salient from a survey rating 

them in order of importance. 

As illustrated in Table 7, the five statutory child protection measures were identified as 

being the most salient on the basis of a mean score of more than 4 on the 5-point rating 

scale, with these measures markedly more positive than the ratings of other measures. 
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These measures were then used for the next phase of the research, namely, eliciting the 

perceptions of principals of non-state schools. 

4.3 Perspectives of principals on the effectiveness of the most salient legislative 

provisions 

The five most salient legislative provisions (see Table 7) are now investigated in greater 

detail with reference to the phase three survey (in the form of a questionnaire 

administered at interview). The intention was to determine the perceptions of principals 

of non-state primary schools regarding the most salient statutory child protection 

initiatives identified in phase two. 

4.3.1 Staff member to report harm, or suspected harm, to principal or another 

nominated person 

Figure 4 shows a summary of overall responses of principals regarding the effectiveness 

of the requirement for a staff member of a school to report to the principal, or another 

nominated person, of harm or suspected harm (documented in detail in Appendix N). 
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Figure 4: Summary of overall responses regarding effectiveness of “requirement for staff 

member of school to report to principal, or another nominated person, of harm or 

suspected harm.” 

 

Effectiveness in detecting harm, or suspected harm 

Principals rated this provision highly in the detection of harm, or suspected harm (x  = 

3.90, sd = 0.66). Females were more inclined (x  = 4.20, sd = 0.68) to rate the provision as 

more effective than males (x    3.60, sd = 0.51). Some 86.6% of females tended to rate in 

the top of the available range, in contrast to only 60% of males.  

Contrasting the results by size of school, the responses of principals did not vary 

markedly: small school x  of 3.78 (sd = 0.67); medium school x  of 4.00 (sd = 0.63); and 

large school x  of 3.90 (sd = 0.74). 

Effectiveness as a deterrent against harm 

Principals rated this provision quite modestly (x  = 2.25, sd = 1.17) as a deterrent against 

harm happening to a student. Males (x  = 2.53, sd = 1.19) and females (x  = 2.60, sd = 

1.18) tended to rate the provisions similarly. Notably, 13.1% of females tended to rate in 
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the extremely effective category as opposed to none of the males. 

In respect of the results by size of school, principals’ responses showed little difference in 

rating: small school x  of 2.78 (sd   0.44); medium school x  of 2.36 (sd   1.36); and large 

school x  of 2.60 (sd = 1.43); thus all in the range of 2 and 3, but with quite high levels of 

variation. In contrast, differences in ratings were noted in the extent of experience as a 

principal. The more extensive the experience of the principal, the greater the tendency to 

rate the provision towards the middle of the range, that is, 3 or 4 (x  = 3.40, sd = 0.55), 

with no very high or low ratings recorded by this group. 

Effectiveness in ensuring the reporting of student harm, or suspected harm, to principal 

or other nominated person 

Principals rated this provision highly in ensuring the reporting of student harm, or 

suspected harm (x  = 4.37, sd = 0.56). Males (x  = 4.33, sd = 0.62) and females (x  = 4.40, 

sd = 0.51) tended to rate the provisions generally in the same way. There was little 

difference in responses by size of school, with a small school x  of 4.56 (sd   0.53), a 

medium school x  of 4.18 (sd   0.60), and a large school x  of 4.40 (sd = 0.52).  

Overall effectiveness in protecting students 

Principals rated this provision fairly highly (x    3.83, sd = 1.09) in protecting students, 

with females slightly more disposed (x    4.00, sd = 1.07) to rate the provision as more 

effective than did males (x    3.67, sd = 1.11). The results showed minimal difference 

between principals in schools in South East Queensland (x    3.75, sd   1.07) and outside 

that area (x  = 3.93, sd = 1.14). 

Similarly there was little differences in responses by size of school, with a small school x  
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of 4.00 (sd = 0.87), a medium school x  of 3.55 (sd = 1.13), and a large school x  of 4.00 

(sd = 1.25). Respondents with extensive experience as a principal tended to consider the 

provision less effective (x  = 3.20, sd = 0.84) than respondents with either medium 

experience (x  = 4.00, sd = 1.13) or limited experience (x  = 3.86, sd = 1.07) as a principal. 

Respondents’ reasons for perceptions 

In terms of effectiveness in detecting harm or suspected harm, the main reasons given for 

respondents’ perceptions were categorised as a “culture of reporting” in schools, with the 

next most stated reason classified as an “awareness among staff of the obligations” 

around reporting harm. 

The main reason given for principals’ ratings in respect of effectiveness as a deterrent 

against harm was categorized as the view that “legislation was not a deterrent”, with the 

next most stated reason categorised as “parental lack of awareness”. Principals’ main 

reason given for their opinions about the effectiveness of this provision in reporting harm 

was categorised as “there is an awareness of obligations”. 

In regard to the overall effectiveness in protecting students, the main reason given was 

categorised as “there is an awareness of obligations”, which was referenced to the general 

view among staff (particularly teachers) of their responsibilities and accountabilities.  

Table 8 shows the categorisations of principals’ reasons for their responses in relation to 

this provision’s effectiveness in detection, as a deterrent, and in ensuring reporting, and 

the provision’s overall effectiveness. The table also includes some examples of 

principals’ comments. 
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Table 8: Categorisations of respondents’ reasons given for each element, and selected 

e amples of respondents’ comments 

Element 
Respondents’ comments 

Main categorisation(s) Example(s) 

Effectiveness in 

detecting harm, or 

suspected harm 

 

Culture of reporting 

(n = 20, 66.6%) 

Awareness among staff of the 

obligations 

(n = 16, 53.3%) 

“our staff are on the constant lookout these days” 

“staff know they must report and they do” 

“in this school we report every suspicion” 

“we know from our number of reports that staff are 

reporting” 

Effectiveness as a 

deterrent against 

harm, or suspected 

harm 

 

Legislation was not a deterrent 

(n = 19, 63.3%) 

Parental lack of awareness 

(n = 11, 36.6%) 

“like all laws this is not really going to stop them” 

“perps are going to do it anyway” 

“no law is really going to stop this kind of behaviour” 

“I don’t think any procedure is a deterrent … people act 

on their urge despite any repercussions” 

“all staff of the school are well trained … but this 

information does not penetrate the parent body” 

Effectiveness in 

ensuring the 

reporting of 

student harm, or 

suspected harm, to 

principal or other 

nominated person 

 

There is an awareness of 

obligations 

(n = 21, 70%) 

“because once again of the high profile this whole issue is 

receiving at the moment” 

“because teachers in the classroom, would have once 

called this naughty behaviour” 

“we all know that harm must be reported” 

“we always report” 

“we report the suspicion and then the investigation just 

goes from there” 

Overall 

effectiveness in 

protecting students 

 

There is an awareness of 

obligations 

(n = 22, 73.3%) 

“we have a responsibility to protect all students in our 

schools, and this should prevent harm” 

“we are great at reporting” 

“it’s drummed into us to report all suspicions” 

 

 

How this provision might be improved to better protect students 

There were no distinct themes arising from respondents in terms of recommendations for 

improvement. Just over half of the respondents considered that the provision was 

satisfactory in its current form. Several examples of interviewees’ remarks in this regard 

are “excellent … very good already” and “I don’t think that the legislation can be 

improved”.  

There was one notable suggestion. Three respondents offered that more emphasis needs 

to be placed in the legislation on pre-service and in-service training for teachers. One 
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respondent remarked that “we need more in pre-service degree courses … (they were) 

appalled to think that after a four year degree they have no training in protective 

behaviours”. 

Other remarks by principals relating to staff reporting harm 

One theme of some note arising from respondents on this item was that the reporting 

procedures were pushing schools out of their function as teaching institutions into 

becoming welfare organizations. Other versions of these same views were demonstrated 

through remarks such as, “we are a school with a main focus on teaching and learning … 

we are not a welfare organisation … but it would be very easy for us to slip into this 

area” and “we are a school, not a social service organisation”.  

Key points about staff member to report harm, or suspected harm 

While this provision was rated highly in ensuring harm is reported, it was seen far less 

positively as a deterrent. There was, however, marked variation in these assessments, 

with the rating of overall effectiveness ranging from 2 to 5 on the scale. 

Principals’ comments confirm this assessment. Where it was agreed that a school must 

report (“as before, it’s drummed into us to report all suspicions”), there was also a 

realisation that these laws are not going to stop these behaviours (“perps are going to do it 

anyway”). 

4.3.2 Principal to report harm, or suspected harm, to a relevant state authority 

Figure 5 shows a summary of overall responses of principals regarding the effectiveness 

of the requirement for the school principal to report harm, or suspected harm, to a 

relevant state authority documented in detail in Appendix O. 
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Figure 5: Summary of overall responses regarding effectiveness of “requirement for school 

principal to report harm, or suspected harm, to a relevant State authority”. 

 

 

Effectiveness in detecting harm, or suspected harm 

Principals rated this provision highly in the detection of harm, or suspected harm (x  = 

3.97, sd = 0.62), with no principals rating this provision in the bottom of the available 

range. Males were marginally more inclined (x  = 4.07, sd   0.59) to rate the provision as 

more effective than females (x  = 3.87, sd = 0.64).  

Contrasting the results by size of school, principals from larger schools (x  of 4.30, sd = 

0.48) tended to rate this provision as more effective than principals from medium size 

schools (x  of 3.91, sd = 0.54) and small schools (x  of 3.67, sd = 0.71). Respondents from 

schools in South East Queensland (x  of 4.13, sd = 0.72) tended to rate the provision as 

more effective than principals of schools from other parts of the state (x  of 3.75, sd = 

0.43). 

Effectiveness as a deterrent against harm to a student 

Principals rated this provision as being somewhat limited in effectiveness as a deterrent 

against harm happening to a student (x  = 2.40, sd = 1.35), with no notable differences 
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between males (x  = 2.60, sd = 1.32) and females (x  = 2.20, sd = 1.38).  

Contrasting the results by size of school, respondents did not vary noticeably between 

small schools (x    2.67, sd = 1.41) and medium schools (x    2.55, sd = 1.34), but were 

more positive than from larger schools (x    2.00, sd = 0.943). The results show that 

principals with more experience (x  = 3.40, sd = 1.140) tended to consider that the 

provision was more effective as a deterrent than principals with the less experience (x  = 

2.14, sd = 1.35). 

Effectiveness in ensuring the reporting of student harm, or suspected harm, to State 

authority 

Principals rated this provision highly in ensuring the reporting of student harm, or 

suspected harm (x  = 4.40, sd = 0.56). Males (x  = 4.47, sd = 0.52) and females (x  = 4.33, 

sd = 0.62) tended to rate the provisions generally in the same way. The responses did not 

vary markedly by size of school, with a small school x  of 4.44 (sd = 0.73), a medium 

school x  of 4.36 (sd = 0.51) and a large school x  of 4.40 (sd = 0.52).  

Overall effectiveness in protecting students 

Principals considered this provision fairly highly (x  = 4.10, sd = 0.75) in protecting 

students. Females were more disposed (x  = 4.27, sd = 0.70) to rate the provision as more 

effective than males (x  = 3.93, sd = 0.80). The results showed that principals in schools in 

South East Queensland (x  = 3.94, sd   0.85) were less inclined than their colleagues from 

outside South East Queensland (x  = 4.25, sd = 0.61) to rate the provision as extremely 

effective. 

There was no perceptible difference in responses by size of school with respondents from 
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small schools (x  = 4.00, sd   0.87), medium schools (x  = 4.09, sd   0.83) and large 

schools (x  = 4.20, sd = 0.63) rating the provision similarly highly. There were no 

appreciable differences in responses between respondents with a short time as principal 

(x  = 4.14, sd = 0.38), with a medium amount of time as principal (x  = 4.11, sd = 0.90), 

and with extensive experience as a principal (x  = 4.00, sd = 0.71). 

Respondents’ reasons for perceptions 

The main reason given by nearly half of the respondents for effectiveness in detecting 

harm, or suspected harm, was said to be due to the “awareness of principals” of their 

legislated obligations to report harm, with the next most stated reason as a “culture of 

reporting” among principals. That “legislation was not a deterrent” was the foremost 

reason given on this item in respect of effectiveness as a deterrent against harm. That 

“there is an awareness of obligations” was the predominant reason categorised from 

amongst their views. 

In terms of overall effectiveness, many respondents for this item referred to their reasons 

previously given. Over half said that their main reason for effectiveness was, as in 

previous questions, due to a reinforcement of expectations on reporting, that “there is an 

awareness of (our) obligations”. 

Table 14 shows the categorisations of principals’ reasons for their responses in relation to 

this provision’s effectiveness in detection, as a deterrent, and in ensuring reporting and 

the provision’s overall effectiveness. The table also shows some examples of principals’ 

comments. 
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Table 9: Categorisations of respondents’ reasons given for each element, and selected 

e amples of respondents’ comments 

Element 
Respondents’ comments 

Main categorisation(s) Example(s) 

Effectiveness in 

detecting harm, or 

suspected harm 

Awareness of principals 

(n = 10, 46.7%) 

Culture of reporting 

(n = 10, 33.3%) 

“all employees are aware that principals have to report and 

this encourages reporting” 

“all staff and students receive awareness training and this 

is also offered to parents” 

“all staff are aware, and in fact, made aware” 

“all principals are now very aware of their obligations” 

Effectiveness as a 

deterrent against 

harm, or suspected 

harm 

Legislation was not a deterrent 

(n = 16, 55.3%) 

“legislation does not help in deterrence” 

“legislation makes little difference as some don’t care” 

“legislation is not much of a deterrent as some predators 

can’t be stopped … easily anyway” 

Effectiveness in 

ensuring the 

reporting of 

student harm, or 

suspected harm, to 

principal or other 

nominated person 

An awareness of obligations 

(n = 25, 83.3%) 

“once it comes to me it must be reported” 

“everyone is aware of it and we have systems in place” 

“legislation has sent a correct message to schools and 

staff” 

“once we become aware there are no grey areas any more” 

 “all employees know that harm will be reported” 

Overall 

effectiveness in 

protecting students 

 

An awareness of obligations 

(n = 17, 56.7%) 

“everyone knows that it is their legal responsibility” 

“on balance, it is protecting the kids by having this in 

place, and principals are very aware” 

“we have a legal responsibility” 

“all up, I’d say OK and it’s because of the awareness and 

behaviours training” 

 

 

How this provision might be improved to better protect students 

From the comments of respondents there were no strong themes coming through for 

change. There was support for the proposition that no improvements were required (n = 

17, 56.7%). A selection of relevant comments follow: “I think that it can’t be improved 

because we are relying on humans but principals have got the message that we need to 

report”, “it seems to be very effective at the moment. I don’t think it could be improved”, 

“I don’t know what they could do to strengthen this”, “the consequences are enormous 

already … particularly in some communities”, and “good as it is … can’t think of any 

particular changes”. 
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Other remarks by principals relating to their reporting of harm, suspected harm 

A strong theme (n = 20, 66.7%) arising from respondents’ comments was categorized as 

the “need for training for principals”, with the following selection of remarks, “training 

and more training on student-free days”, “professional development is an issue for 

smaller schools re funding and suitable trainers”, and “I think that professional 

development for all concerned is vital”. Support from one respondent for training was 

offered by the comment: “Every time we train staff I’ve had a spike of reports with 

people saying, ‘look I don’t know if this is important but you need to know’ ... but this is 

a good sign which puts some weight on my shoulders”. 

Key points about principals reporting harm, or suspected harm 

This provision was rated highly in detecting harm and in ensuring harm is reported. It 

was, however, viewed less positively by respondents as a deterrent. There was marked 

variation in these responses, with the rating of overall effectiveness ranging from 2 to 5. 

Remarks by principals confirm this assessment, recognising that reporting harm comes 

after the harm happens (or is suspected to have happened), and therefore while they know 

they are obliged to report (“everyone knows that it is their legal responsibility” and “we 

know what we have to report and we are good at doing it”) they also clearly recognise 

that the law is not going to stop these behaviours (“legislation is not much of a deterrent 

as some predators can’t be stopped … easily anyway”). 

The results to this point have been to do with reporting harm and suspicion of harm to 

students. The questions reported in the next section are to do with reporting of sexual 

abuse and suspected sexual abuse. As was described earlier, the focus group panel 
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identified three questions posed to the principals. This aspect of the legislation is now 

discussed. 

4.3.3 Requirement for school staff to report sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse, 

to principal or governing body director 

Figure 6 shows a summary of overall responses of principals regarding the effectiveness 

of the requirement for school staff to report sexual abuse, or suspected abuse, to the 

principal or governing body director, with responses documented in detail in Appendix P.  

 

 

Figure 6: Summary of overall responses regarding effectiveness of “requirement for school 

staff to report sexual abuse, or suspected abuse, to principal or governing body director”. 
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tended to rate in the top of the available range, in contrast to 73.6% of females. Males 
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females (x  = 3.93, sd   1.28). Contrasting the results by size of school, principals from 

medium size schools tended to regard the provision as less effective (x    3.45, sd = 1.30) 

than their colleagues in small size schools (x    4.22, sd = 1.30) and large schools (x  = 

4.50, sd = 0.53). 

Effectiveness as deterrent against sexual abuse (by employee of the school) of student 

The results show that principals rated this provision as not strong either way as a 

deterrent (x  = 3.07, sd = 1.20). While males (x  = 3.27, sd = 0.80) tended to rate the 

provision as more effective as a deterrent than females (x  = 2.87, sd = 1.51), no males in 

fact rated the provision as extremely effective. Respondent from schools in South East 

Queensland (x  = 3.44, sd = 1.21) were more inclined to consider the provision as more 

effective as a deterrent than principals from outside that part of the state (x  = 2.64, sd = 

1.08). 

Effectiveness in ensuring reporting of sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse of student 

by employee of the school  

The results show that principals rated this provision very highly in ensuring the reporting 

of sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse, to the school’s principal or governing body 

director (x  = 4.53, sd = 0.51), with no differences between males and females. No 

respondents rated this provision at 3 or below. 

Overall effectiveness in protecting students 

The results show that overall, principals considered this provision highly (x  = 4.00, sd = 

0.74) in protecting students. Females were more inclined (x  = 4.20, sd   0.68) to rate the 

provision as more effective than males (x  = 3.80, sd = 0.78). There were no notable 
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differences between location of school, size of school, or length of experience as 

principal. No respondents tended to rate this provision as having little effect. 

Respondents’ reasons for perceptions 

In terms of effectiveness in detecting sexual abuse or suspected sexual abuse, a strong 

theme coming through from the comments of principals was categorised as “staff 

knowledge of consequences”. Another clear theme was “awareness heightened by 

publicity”. In respect of effectiveness as deterrent against sexual abuse (by employee of 

the school) of students, there was only one strong theme coming from the remarks of 

principals, which was “law not effective as deterrent”. 

“Reports are mandatory” and “staff aware of obligation” are the two strongest and 

clearest themes arising from the remarks of principals as to their main reasons for their 

opinion as to the effectiveness of this provision in ensuring reporting of sexual abuse, or 

suspected sexual abuse of student by employee of the school. In terms of overall 

effectiveness in protecting students, two strong themes arise from principals’ remarks, 

namely, “reports are mandatory” and “staff aware of obligation”. 

Table 10 shows the categorisations of principals’ reasons for their responses in relation to 

this provision’s effectiveness in detection, as a deterrent, and in ensuring reporting, and 

the provision’s overall effectiveness. The table also shows some examples of 

respondents’ comments. 
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Table 10: Categorisations of respondents’ reasons given for each element, and selected 

e amples of respondents’ comments 

Element 
Respondents’ comments 

Main categorisation(s) Example(s) 

Effectiveness in 

detecting sexual 

abuse, or suspected 

sexual abuse 

 

Staff knowledge of 

consequences 

(n = 17, 56.7%) 

awareness heightened by 

publicity 

(n = 6, 20.0%) 

“teachers are well aware that if they suspect something 

they must report it” 

“teachers/principals/support staff are aware of the 

requirements to report” 

“all staff know to report” 

“staff would promptly inform the principal” 

Effectiveness as a 

deterrent against 

sexual abuse, or 

suspected sexual 

abuse 

 

law not effective as deterrent  

(n = 19, 63.3%) 

 

“again, I'm not so sure it’s much of a deterrent … some 

won't care” 

“some people don't acknowledge that they can get caught” 

“sickos will offend anyway … look at the list of crims in 

jail … all over the papers” 

Effectiveness in 

ensuring the 

reporting of sexual 

abuse, or suspected 

sexual abuse, to 

principal or 

governing body 

director 

Reports are mandatory 

(n = 17, 56.7%) 

Staff aware of obligation 

(n = 13, 43.3%) 

“the result would be that it would be reported to the 

Police” 

“even if the staff member was denying it … it still needs 

to be reported” 

“process to be followed and we are good at that” 

“generally these days all school staff are aware that this 

behaviour will be reported” 

“obligation to reports … all staff know that”. 

Overall 

effectiveness in 

protecting students 

 

Reports are mandatory 

(n = 18, 60.0%) 

Staff aware of obligation 

(n = 16, 53.3%). 

“the legislation is there and reports must be made” 

“all know that the law says report and therefore we do” 

“the policy is clear … as are the consequences both at law 

and from an employer” 

 

 

How this provision might be improved to better protect students 

From the comments of respondents there were no strong themes coming through for 

change. There was support for the notion that no improvements were required (n = 22, 

73.3%). A selection of relevant comments follow: “it’s already tight … not much leeway 

for interpretation and weaseling your way around it”, “I don’t really think so … the 

legislation is drafted OK”, “I don’t think the black and white can be improved”, and “I 

don’t think so … but discussions between lawyers and teachers could come up with 

something”. 
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Other remarks by principals relating to the reporting of sexual abuse, or suspected 

sexual abuse 

A strong theme (n = 27, 90.0%) arising from respondents’ comments was categorized as 

the “need for training for staff”, with some of this support (n = 3, 10%) pointing out the 

need for this training to be in the teacher pre-service training, and a number (n = 4, 

13.3%) focusing on the need for training to be extended to the parents of students. 

Illustrative comments from this last-mentioned group were “educating the parents about 

where the school stands in all of this as they can become hostile and even savage” and 

“we don’t usually have a program for educating parents”. Principals’ remarks in support 

of more professional development or training were “a little more PD by experts in the 

field would be useful”, “education … not more legislation”, “the legislation is OK … but 

more training”, and “PD is important … also for pre-service training”. 

Key points about school staff to report sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse 

On the one hand this provision was rated highly in detecting sexual abuse and in ensuring 

sexual abuse is reported, but not so as a deterrent. There was considerable variation in 

these responses, with the rating of overall effectiveness ranging from 3 to 5. 

Remarks by principals underscore this assessment, recognising that they realise clearly 

that they must report (“the policy is clear … as are the consequences both at law and 

from an employer” and “the legislation is there and reports must be made”). The results 

show that principals recognise that this provision is not altogether effective as a deterrent 

(“some people don't acknowledge that they can get caught”). 
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4.3.4 Requirement for principal, or governing body director, to report sexual abuse 

or suspected sexual abuse to police officer 

Figure 7 shows a summary of overall responses of principals regarding the requirement 

for the principal, or governing body director, to report sexual abuse or suspected abuse to 

a police officer, with responses documented in detail in Appendix Q. 

 

 

Figure 7: Summary of overall responses regarding effectiveness of “requirement for 

principal, or governing body director, to report sexual abuse or suspected abuse to police 

officer”. 
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respondents rated the provision at the bottom of the available range, that is to say, having 
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Effectiveness as deterrent against sexual abuse (by employee of the school) of student 

Principals rated this provision more weak than strong as a deterrent (x  = 2.85, sd = 1.20). 

Although no males rated the provision as extremely effective contrasted to females 

(20.0%), there were no marked differences between females (x  = 2.73, sd = 1.44) and 

males (x  = 3.00, sd = 0.96). Respondent from schools in South East Queensland (x  = 

3.25, sd = 1.24) were more inclined to consider the provision as more effective as a 

deterrent than principals from outside that part of the state (x  = 2.43, sd = 1.02). 

Effectiveness in ensuring reporting of sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse (by 

employee of the school) of student 

The results show that principals rated this provision highly in ensuring the principal or 

director reported sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse, to a police officer (x  = 4.53, sd 

= 0.57).  

Overall effectiveness in protecting students 

Results reveal that in general terms respondents considered this provision highly (x  = 

4.07, sd = 0.64) in protecting students. Females were more disposed (x  = 4.27, sd   0.70) 

to rate the provision as more effective than males (x  = 3.87, sd = 0.52). There were no 

notable differences between length of experience as principal, size of school, or location 

of school. No respondents tended to rate this provision as having little effect or next to 

little effect at the bottom of the available range. 

Respondents’ reasons for perceptions 

In terms of effectiveness in detecting sexual abuse or suspected sexual abuse, a strong 

theme coming through from the comments of principals was categorised as “staff 
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knowledge of obligation”.  

In respect of effectiveness as deterrent against sexual abuse (by employee of the school) 

of students, there was only one strong theme coming from the remarks of principals, 

which was “law not effective as deterrent”.  

Regarding the effectiveness of this provision in ensuring reporting of sexual abuse, or 

suspected sexual abuse of a student by an employee of the school, the following two 

strong themes emerged from respondents’ comments. The first was “staff aware of 

obligation” and the second was “reports are mandatory”. 

In terms of overall effectiveness in protecting students, the following two key themes 

arose from their remarks: “staff aware of obligation” and “reports are mandatory”.  

Table 11 shows the categorisations of principals’ reasons for their responses in relation to 

this provision’s effectiveness in detection, as a deterrent, and in ensuring reporting, and 

the provision’s overall effectiveness. The table also shows some examples of 

respondents’ comments. 

Table 11: Categorisations of respondents’ reasons given for each element, and selected 

e amples of respondents’ comments 

Element 
Respondents’ comments 

Main categorisation(s) Example(s) 

Effectiveness in 

detecting sexual 

abuse, or suspected 

sexual abuse 

 

Staff knowledge of obligation 

(n = 20, 66.7%) 

“this is now really clear … to anyone who reads the 

newspapers” 

“we all know and are on the lookout for signs” 

“no experience personally with this ... but we all know it 

will and must be reported” 

Effectiveness as a 

deterrent against 

sexual abuse, or 

suspected sexual 

abuse 

 

Law not effective as deterrent  

(n = 18, 60.0%) 

 

“the written word does not help much” 

“never going to be a deterrent, because the offender won't 

care” 

“someone will always take the risk … too tempting for 

some” 

“people are aware of the consequences, but some will 

nevertheless ignore them” 
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Effectiveness in 

ensuring the 

reporting of sexual 

abuse, or suspected 

sexual abuse, to 

principal or 

governing body 

director 

Staff aware of obligation 

(n = 17, 56.7%) 

Reports are mandatory 

(n = 13, 43.3%) 

“the obligations are there in the policy and the law … 

providing new staff are made aware and longer serving 

staff are continually trained” 

“the obligations are in black and white and no one is going 

to chance it not to report” 

“staff at schools are now more and more understanding of 

their obligations” 

Overall 

effectiveness in 

protecting students 

 

Staff aware of obligation 

(n = 15, 50.0%). 

Reports are mandatory 

(n = 13, 43.3%) 

“as before … I'd say the law and the fact that people are 

aware of it” 

“the provision is very prescriptive” 

“more to do with reporting … not stopping it happening in 

the first place” 

“in the past swept under the carpet, and these days people 

are realising the implications of that” 

 

 

How this provision might be improved to better protect students 

There was strong support for the view that no improvements were required (n = 21, 

70.0%). A selection of comments supportive of that notion follows: “the provision is very 

good and I don’t think it can be improved”, “can’t be improved … it is a stringent 

obligation”, “no changes spring to mind", and “I don’t think this provision can be 

improved”. 

Other remarks by principals relating to the reporting of sexual abuse, or suspected 

sexual abuse 

The strongest theme emerging from respondents’ remarks (n   16, 53.9%) was 

categorized as the “need for training for staff’. There was some support (n   6, 16.7%) 

for training to happen in the teacher pre-service sphere. Particular comments in support of 

more professional development or training were, “pre and on-going training needed”, 

“continuing training is essential … and some pre-service training too”, and “pre-service 

in this area of student safety would be a good requirement to be prescribed”. 
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Key points about principal, or governing body director, to report sexual abuse or 

suspected sexual abuse 

While this provision was rated highly in detecting sexual abuse and ensuring that any 

abuse so detected was reported, it was viewed by principals far less positively as a 

deterrent. There was marked variation in these assessments, with the rating of overall 

effectiveness ranging from 3 to 5. 

These assessments are confirmed by principals (“the provision is very prescriptive”, 

“more to do with reporting … not stopping it happening in the first place”). 

4.3.5 Requirement for school to have written processes for reporting staff 

inappropriate behaviour 

Figure 8 is a summary of overall responses of principals regarding the effectiveness of 

the requirement for schools to have written processes for dealing with inappropriate 

behaviour of staff, with responses documented in detail in Appendix R. 

 

 

Figure 8: Summary of overall responses regarding effectiveness of “requirement for school 

to have written processes for dealing with inappropriate behaviour of staff”. 
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Effectiveness in detecting inappropriate behaviour of school staff 

Respondents rated this provision strongly in terms of effectiveness in detecting 

inappropriate behaviour of school staff (x  = 3.93, sd = 0.74). Females (x  = 4.00, sd = 

0.76) rated this provision as slightly more effective than males (x  = 3.87, sd = 0.74). No 

respondents rated the provision at the bottom of the available range, which is as having 

little effect. 

Effectiveness as deterrent against school staff inappropriate behaviour 

The results show that respondents tended to rate this provision as strong rather than weak 

as a deterrent (x  = 3.53, sd = 1.11). Females (x  = 3.80, sd = 0.78) tended to consider the 

provision less effective than males (x  = 3.27, sd = 1.34). 

Principals with more experience tended to consider the provision as more effective (x  = 

4.00, sd = 0.71) as a deterrent against inappropriate behaviour of staff than did principals 

with a short period of experience (x  = 3.71, sd = 0.76) or with medium experience (x  = 

3.33, sd = 1.28). 

Effectiveness in ensuring reporting of inappropriate behaviour by school staff 

In terms of the effectiveness of this provision in ensuring the reporting of staff 

inappropriate behaviour, the results were modest overall (x  = 3.47, sd = 0.78), with males 

(x  = 3.80, sd = 0.56) indicating the provision was more effective than females (x  = 3.13, 

sd = 0.83). 

Overall effectiveness in protecting students 

Results reveal that in general terms, respondents considered this provision highly 

effective (x  = 3.90, sd = 0.61) in protecting students. There were no notable differences 
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between length of experience as principal, size of school, or location of school. No 

respondents tended to rate this provision at or near the bottom of the available range. 

Respondents’ reasons for perceptions 

In terms of effectiveness in detecting inappropriate behaviour the key theme revealed by 

respondents was “staff awareness”. In respect of effectiveness as deterrent against school 

staff inappropriate behaviour, one strong theme came from the remarks of principals, 

which was “law not effective as deterrent”. 

Regarding the effectiveness of this provision in ensuring reporting of staff inappropriate 

behaviour, the clearest and strongest theme coming through from respondents was 

“student awareness and willingness to act”. In terms of overall effectiveness in protecting 

students from staff inappropriate behaviour, the main theme arising from respondents’ 

remarks was categorised as “students knowing they can safely report”.  

Table 12 shows the categorisations of principals’ reasons for their responses in relation to 

this provision’s effectiveness in detection, as a deterrent, and in ensuring reporting, and 

the provision’s overall effectiveness. The table also shows some examples of 

respondents’ comments. 
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Table 12: Categorisations of respondents’ reasons given for each element, and selected 

e amples of respondents’ comments 

Element 
Respondents’ comments 

Main categorisation(s) Example(s) 

Effectiveness in 

detecting 

inappropriate 

behaviour 

 

Staff awareness 

(n = 19, 63.3%) 

“we have great processes linked to this” 

“all staff know that kids are taught to speak up” 

“most staff are aware of the rule and the code of 

behaviour” 

Effectiveness as a 

deterrent against 

inappropriate 

behaviour 

 

Law not effective as deterrent  

(n = 19, 63.3%) 

 

“people don’t usually think of the consequences” 

“if someone wants to play up, e.g. drunk, a policy won’t 

stop them” 

“no good at all … buggar all … I don't see any of these 

provisions as a deterrent” 

Effectiveness in 

ensuring the 

reporting of 

inappropriate 

behaviour 

Student awareness and 

willingness to act 

(n = 14, 46.7%) 

“all students are told that they can go to a trusted adult on 

staff” 

“students all know that they can speak up” 

“students have to feel safe in reporting staff behaviour” 

“students know they will be listened to … at least in our 

school” 

Overall 

effectiveness in 

protecting students 

 

Students knowing they can 

safely report 

(n = 20, 66.6%) 

“students sometimes not encouraged to come forward” 

“the age of the child is important … young children won’t 

have the capacity to report” 

“students know that they may come to a staff member, 

anytime” 

“students know they can go to a trusted staffer” 

 

 

How this provision might be improved to better protect students 

From the comments of respondents there were no strong indicators coming through for 

change, with 76.7% indicating that no changes were in their opinion required. The 

following remarks are instructive of this position: “I don’t think it can be improved”, “no 

… it’s good now and we have some discretion in our policies”, “already very good … no 

suggestions”, and “no, all good … these are usually matters between employer and 

employee, and not criminal matters”. 

Other remarks by principals relating to the reporting of staff inappropriate behaviour 

Principals were asked whether they wished to make any other remarks about this 
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provision. A strong theme (n = 23, 76.7%) arising from respondents’ comments was 

categorized as the “need for training for staff”. Comments supportive of this follow: 

“better dissemination of the rules and the policy”, “more specialized training needed”, 

“more and focused PD”, and “education is important, not so the legislation”. 

Key points about requirement for school to have written processes for reporting staff 

inappropriate behaviour 

This provision in summary was rated fairly highly in detecting staff inappropriate 

behaviour and in ensuring the reporting on any such behaviour, but slightly less 

favourably as a deterrent. Remarks by respondents highlight this assessment (“people are 

aware of the consequences, but some will nevertheless ignore them”, and “the written 

word does not help much”). 

Having reported on the views of principals on the five salient parts of the legislation 

identified by the expert group, the discussion now turns to four illustrative cases or 

vignettes that were proposed to each respondent. The purpose for this line of questioning 

was to gauge ways principals would act on the legislation in school contexts. This is an 

important element of a duty of care and protection. It was seen in the responses and 

comments principals reported thus far, that the legislation had heightened the capacity to 

report harm and abuse, but they were far less confident about the capacity of the 

legislation to act as a deterrent. Being sure and confident about how and when to act or 

intervene was an important issue to the extent that principals saw a need for legal and 

other advice and increased professional development as being a major area of concern. 

On this basis the vignettes provide for a window for investigating matters of application 

(see Chapter 5 for the results from the study of the vignettes). 
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4.4 Synopsis of the perceptions of principals 

This part brings together a synopsis of the respondents’ opinions on the main elements 

from the above results. 

For the purpose of the following synthesis of the perceptions of principals’ opinions of 

effectiveness, the following categorizations were created especially for this thesis: 

“strong” means a x  of 4.00 or more; “moderate” means a x  of 2.00 to less than 4.00; and 

“weak” means a x  of less than 2.00. In respect of the following synthesis of principals’ 

levels of suspicion that harm or sexual abuse had happened, or was suspected, and of the 

likelihood of principals’ reporting the behaviours, the following categorizations were 

formed: “strong” means a x  of 2.50 or more and “weak” means a x  of less than 2.50.  

In connection with the synthesis in this section dealing with levels of confidence and 

vulnerability, and of whether the behaviours are happening in non-state primary schools 

or in their own school, the following categorizations were formed for this thesis: “high” 

means a x  of 2.00 or more, and “low” means a x  of less than 2.00. 

Table 13 presents a summary of the opinions of respondents in terms of the effectiveness 

of the relevant legislative provisions overall, and in detecting, as a deterrent, in ensuring 

reporting of harm, sexual abuse, and staff inappropriate behaviour.  
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Table 13: Summary of principals’ opinions of effectiveness of the legislative provisions 

Requirement 

Perceptions of effectiveness 

Detection Deterrent 
Ensuring 

reporting 

Overall 

effectiveness 

Staff member to report 

harm 

Moderate Moderate Strong Moderate 

Principal to report harm Moderate Moderate Strong Strong 

Staff member to report 

sexual abuse 

Strong Moderate Strong Strong 

Principal, or director, to 

report sexual abuse 

Strong Moderate Strong Strong 

School to have processes 

re inappropriate 

behaviour 

Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

 

Using the categorization coding adopted for this table, no legislative requirements are 

classified as weak in terms of effectiveness. This supports the identification process that 

identified these as the most significant. Each of the provisions relating to harm and sexual 

abuse was considered to be strong in ensuring the ultimate reporting to the legislated 

recipient of such reports. The provisions relating to inappropriate behaviour, harm, and 

sexual abuse were considered to be moderate as an effective deterrent against their 

occurrence. 

The next chapter focuses predominantly on the practical application of the legislative 

provisions through exploring the actions of principals in response to being presented with 

four vignettes, and their self-perceptions of knowledge held.  
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CHAPTER 5: PRINCIPALS’ PERCEPTIONS AND UNDERSTANDING OF THE 

KEY LEGISLATION IN ACTION 

5.1 Introduction 

Chapter 2 traced the formation of child protection and abuse from emerging issues to 

legislation enacted in Queensland, and Chapter 4 explored the degree to which relevant 

aspects of the legislation are recognised and are potentially able to be acted upon by 

primary school principals in the non-state sector of the education system in Queensland. 

This chapter focuses on exploring what happens when a rigorous base of legislation 

meets the practicalities of the operation of the legislation in schools. In accepting the 

importance of schools contributing to the management of the issue of child abuse, it is 

critical then to understand what happens at an operational level in schools through the 

knowledge, views and actions of those in leadership roles. 

Chapter 4 detailed the most salient of the contemporary statutory child protection 

measures regulating non-state schools in Queensland identified through the focus group 

and the administration of the initial questionnaire to a sample of persons knowledgeable 

in the operations and governance of non-state schools. Chapter 4 reported the results of 

the survey designed around these measures to ascertain the knowledge and understanding 

school principals had of the legislation. 

Through the use of vignettes, or hypothetical situations, the present chapter includes an 

exploration of how principals might act in discharging their responsibilities under the 

Act. Before proceeding, attention might be given to Figure 2 in Chapter 3 where relations 

were shown between the present aspect of the study and the three phases of data 

construction and the administration and analysis of survey data. The fifth column of 
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Figure 2 was highlighted to emphasise and outline empirical ties to be discussed in the 

following parts of the present chapter. The intention in this chapter is to describe, defend 

and analyse the methods through which the views of knowledgeable persons were drawn 

on in phase three to enquire into the practical application of those measures (Phase 3 in 

Figure 2). 

Having reported on the views of principals on the five salient parts of the legislation 

identified by the focus group, the discussion in this chapter now turns to four illustrative 

scenarios or vignettes that were proposed to each respondent. The purpose for this line of 

questioning was to gauge ways principals would act on the legislation in school contexts. 

This is an important element of a duty of care and protection. It was seen in the responses 

and comments of the principals reported thus far that the legislation had heightened the 

capacity to report harm and abuse, but that they were far less confident about the capacity 

of the legislation to act as a deterrent. Being sure and confident about how and when to 

act or intervene was an important issue to the extent that principals saw a need for legal 

and other advice and increased professional development as being a major area of 

concern. On this basis the vignettes provide a window for investigating matters of 

application. 

5.2 Practical application of legislative provisions: Principals’ responses to 

illustrative vignettes 

5.2.1 Vignette A. Change in behaviour and school performance by Year 3 girl 

This vignette relates to the hypothetical scenario whereby a teacher at the school reports 

to the respondent, as principal, that a Year 3 girl (9 years old) in his class has recently 

changed from generally normal behaviours to very challenging behaviours at school. 
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There has been an unexpected decline in her academic performance and she has 

commenced disruptive behaviour in class and in the playground. Also, one of the girl’s 

classmates had approached the teacher to report that the girl sometimes talks about 

“sexing”, and has made vague statements about a bad man. The girl has made no 

statements about being harmed or sexually abused. The perceptions of principals about a 

range of aspects connected with this vignette are documented in detail in Appendix S. 

Level of suspicion that sexual abuse happened 

Principals considered that the circumstances set out in this vignette provided a modest 

indication of sexual abuse (x    2.67, sd   1.03). Even though 46.7% of respondents 

indicated their levels of suspicion would be “moderate” or “substantial”, 43.3% of 

respondents indicated that it would only raise their levels of suspicion a “little”. 

A number of principals (n = 12, 40%) indicated that the circumstances did not raise the 

prospect in their mind that a staff member was involved and on that basis would not 

report the matter to the police as sexual abuse or suspected sexual abuse. Despite this, the 

key reasons why respondents considered this matter worthy of reporting are categorised 

as “sexualising behaviours” (n = 6, 20%) and “declining performance and behaviour” (n 

= 8, 26.67%). 

The following are illustrative of comments supportive of not reporting as sexual abuse: 

“not raising any concerns for me that a staff member is involved”, “no reasons to think 

that a staff member is involved”, “no teacher suspected here”, and “I can’t see that a 

school staffer is involved”. 
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Level of suspicion that harm happened 

The results show that principals considered that the circumstances of this vignette 

provided a strong indication of harm (x    3.10, sd   1.00). Most principals (83.3%) 

indicated their levels of suspicion would be “moderate” or “substantial”. The key reasons 

why respondents considered this matter worthy of reporting are categorised as 

“sexualising behaviours” (n = 16, 53.33%) and “declining performance and behaviour” (n 

= 11, 36.67%). 

Illustrative of the remarks within the “sexualising behaviours” category are: “as soon as 

sex comes up … I would be very worried”, “report this immediately on the basis of 

sexualising behaviour and the decline in performance”, and “the behavioural changes and 

the sexing talk is a concern”. A selection of comments in the “declining performance and 

behaviour” category are “because of the … behaviour”, “behaviours seem to have 

changed”, and “change in behaviour is a focus”. 

Likelihood of making report to police officer of sexual abuse 

The results show that only 23.3% of principals would be “likely” to report or would 

“definitely” report, with 76.7% either not reporting or unlikely to report (x    2.00, sd   

1.02). The key theme arising from principals in deciding whether to report is “no 

evidence of staff involvement” (n = 22, 73.33%). Illustrative of respondents’ remarks are: 

“no indication a staffer is involved”, “no staff seem to be involved”, and “no indication 

school teachers are involved”. 

Likelihood of making report to state authority of harm 

Some 53.3% of principals indicated that they would “definitely” report this matter as 
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harm, with another 23.3% saying that they would be likely to report (x    3.17, sd   1.09). 

The three key themes arising from principals’ remarks are categorised as “sexualised 

talk” (n = 12, 40.00%), “talk of bad man” (n = 11, 36.67%) and “changed behaviour” (n 

= 8, 26.67%). Particular comments of respondents to illustrate these are “definitely 

report, mainly because of sexualised talk, and talk of bad man”, “the sexual content of the 

matter”, “most certainly report based on all the facts weighed up together”, and “changes 

in behaviour and sex talk”. 

Most appropriate next steps when faced with this scenario 

Respondents considered that the most appropriate next step was to “report the matter to a 

state authority or police officer” (n = 22, 73.33%) with the next most appropriate step 

being “interview the girl’s classmate who approached the teacher” (n = 6, 20.00%). The 

main reason for selection of next steps was categorised as “obligation to report”. 

Comments of respondents illustrative of their main reasons are: “definite reporting 

obligation”, “report and observe”, “report it and do nothing else”, “we are taught to report 

and take no further investigative action”, “report but do nothing else … our job is not to 

investigate … not my territory”. 

The two predominant more appropriate courses of action were categorised as “offer 

pastoral care and support” (n = 11, 36.67%) and “observe the student” (n = 8, 26.67%). 

5.2.2 Vignette B. Reports of touching by Year 7 boy of Year 2 boy at school 

This vignette relates to the hypothetical scenario that a teacher at the respondent’s school 

reports that the mother of a Year 2 boy (8 years old) in his class has reported to him that 

another student in the composite class, a Year 7 boy (13 years old), had on several 
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occasions touched the genitals of the Year 2 boy. The mother has also said that the Year 7 

boy had asked the Year 2 boy to touch the older boy’s genitals. It is reported that these 

events occurred at the school, in a room that is generally out of sight of other school staff 

and students. The mother told the teacher that she did not really want a “fuss” made about 

this as she considered it to be children merely “experimenting”. She just wanted the 

school to know, and asked the teacher to “keep an eye on” the boys. The perceptions of 

principals about this vignette are documented in detail in Appendix T. 

Level of suspicion that sexual abuse happened 

Principals considered that the particulars set out in this vignette provided a modest 

indication of sexual abuse (x    2.60, sd   1.25). The results were variable with 26.7% 

indicating that they would not be suspicious at all, while at the other end of the scale, 

36.7% gave their level of suspicion as “substantial”. A number of principals (n = 19, 

66.33%) indicated that the circumstances did not raise for them the prospect that a staff 

member was involved and thus would not report to the police as sexual abuse or 

suspected sexual abuse. The following are illustrative of comments supportive of not 

reporting as sexual abuse: “I'm a little concerned but no staff connexions”, “can’t see that 

any staff are involved”, “no staff involved that I can detect from the clues”, and “no 

concerns about employees”. 

Level of suspicion that harm happened 

The results show that principals considered that the circumstances of this vignette 

provided a strong indication of harm (x    3.10, sd   1.29). As for indications of sexual 

abuse on this vignette, the results were variable with 23.3% indicating that they would 

not be suspicious at all, while 56.7% gave their level of suspicion as “substantial”. The 
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dominant reason why respondents considered this matter worthy of reporting was 

categorised as “older student may be victim of sexual abuse in another setting” (n = 11, 

36.67%). A selection of respondents’ remarks to illustrate this are: “I would be concerned 

that the older student has been subjected to abuse somewhere along the line”, “very 

predatory behaviour … I would say the older student has been subjected to the same 

behaviour elsewhere”, and “One of these students may be being sexually abused 

elsewhere”. 

Likelihood of making report to police officer of sexual abuse 

The results were somewhat polarized with 40.0% of principals  indicating that they would 

“definitely” report to police and 60.0% indicating that they would be “unlikely” to report 

or would “definitely not” report (x    2.47, sd   1.33). The key theme arising from 

respondents in deciding whether to report is “no evidence of staff involvement” (n = 17, 

56.67%). Illustrative of respondents’ remarks are: “this has all the usual signs of sexual 

abuse, but not by staff”, “probably not an employee, but you never know”, and “in this 

case, staff not involved”. 

Likelihood of making report to state authority of harm 

A total of 83.3% of principals indicated that they would either “definitely” report this 

matter as harm or would be “likely” to report (x    3.40, sd   0.93). The three key themes 

arising from principals’ remarks are categorised as “sexual contact” (n = 14, 46.67%), 

“characteristics of a full-on disclosure” (n = 11, 36.67%), and “coercing to keep silent” (n 

= 9, 30.00%). Particular comments of respondents to illustrate these categories are: “the 

alleged contact of a sexual nature”, “the sexual touching”, “all the circumstances add up 

to a concern … the contact is the most compelling”, and “the total set of evidence”. 
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Most appropriate next steps when faced with this scenario 

Respondents considered that the most appropriate next step was to “report the matter to a 

state authority or police officer” (n = 21, 70.00%) with the next most appropriate step 

being “interview the mother of the “Year 2 boy” (n = 13, 43.33%). The dominant theme 

coming through was categorised as “obligation to report” (n = 9, 30.00%). Illustration of 

this may be seen by the following selection of respondents’ remarks: “schools are not the 

investigative body for these matters”, “really report only”, “report only … not 

investigation by me”, “report it and let the investigators get on with it”, and “report … 

not to be interrogating parents and students”. There was no clear, more appropriate 

course of action arising from respondents’ comments; however, there was some interest 

in putting the two boys concerned under observation whilst at school.   

5.2.3 Vignette C. Reports of touching by teacher of Year 4 girl outside school 

This vignette relates to the hypothetical scenario that a teacher at the respondent’s school 

reports that the aunty of a Year 4 girl (10 years old) in his class informed him that the girl 

has said that she had on several occasions recently been ‘”touched on her privates” 

(outside her pants at the front) by a man at the local park. She was using the play 

equipment at the time, and there were other children also using the equipment. The girl 

told her aunty that the touching was brief, one or two seconds. The girl told her aunty that 

she had seen the man at her school and she thought that he may be a teacher. She gave 

her aunty the name of a person. The aunty gave the teacher the name of the man in 

question. The name is that of a person the respondent knows to be a male teacher at the 

respondent’s school. The perceptions of principals about this vignette are documented in 

detail in Appendix U. 
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Level of suspicion that sexual abuse happened 

Principals considered that the particulars set out in this vignette provided a very strong 

indication of sexual abuse (x    3.90, sd   0.31). All respondents indicated either a 

“moderate” or “substantial” level of suspicion, with all males indicating a “substantial” 

level as opposed to 90% of females. A number of principals (n = 26, 86.67%) remarked 

that in their view a school employee may be involved and on that basis it raises the 

prospect of sexual abuse and must be reported to police. 

The following are illustrative of comments supportive of categorising as sexual abuse: “a 

key piece of the puzzle for me is the name of the teacher coming forward”, “name of the 

teacher is provided”, “naming of the teacher is a worry”, and “person employed at the 

school named”. 

Level of suspicion that harm happened 

Principals considered that the circumstances of this vignette provided a very strong 

indication of harm (x    3.20, sd   1.00). Principals were then asked to state the factors 

they considered important in determining their level of suspicion, with themes manually 

identified from interview comments. The dominant reason given by respondents is 

categorised as “reported behaviour of teacher” (n = 14, 44.67%). A selection of 

respondents’ remarks to illustrate this are: “the behaviour of the teacher”, “teacher’s 

name being provided and the sum of the allegations”, “the name of the teacher … and the 

reliability of the report”, and “aunty could identify the teacher”. 

Likelihood of making report to police officer of sexual abuse 

Reflecting the high levels of suspicion that sexual abuse happened on the particulars set 
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out in this vignette, the results show that all respondents would either “definitely” report 

this matter to the police, or would be ‘likely to report” (x    3.90, sd   0.31). The two 

predominant themes important in deciding whether to report arising from the comments 

of respondents are “name of teacher given” (n = 17, 56.67%) and “all features of case” (n 

= 14, 46.67%). An illustrative selection of respondents’ remarks are: “this one has all the 

signs of sexual abuse (or suspected)”, “this looks like on the evidence a nightmare”, “I 

have been given the name of the person”, “the identity of the alleged offender suggests a 

teacher” and “staff teacher may be involved”. 

Likelihood of making report to state authority of harm 

The results her were variable. A total of 70.00% of principals indicated that they would 

either “definitely” report this matter as harm or would be “likely” to report (x    3.17, sd   

1.09). The dominant theme arising in deciding whether to report was “all the features of 

the case” (n = 21, 70.00%) with there being no further particularising. Remarks to 

illustrate this are: “the facts all up are pretty damning … at least warrant further 

examination by QPS”, “all the circumstances taken together”, “all the grounds in this one 

are a worry”, and “all the signs really, teacher, park, touching reports”. 

Most appropriate next steps when faced with this scenario 

Respondents considered that the most appropriate next step was to “report the matter to a 

state authority or police officer” (n = 27, 90.00%), with only six respondents (20.00%) 

choosing another option as a next step. The main reason for the next-step selection was 

categorised as “obligation to report” (n = 25, 83.33%). Examples of respondents’ 

comments to illustrate this are: “it’s drummed into us by the local police that I don’t 

investigate these matters”, “let the police interview … that’s not my job”, and “report it 
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and let the investigators get on with their job … I have to work with the staff and I don’t 

want them to think I have formed a negative view of any teacher without proper cause”. 

There was no predominant alternative course of action arising from respondents’ 

comments. There were some considerations about what to do with the teacher as a school 

staff member pending an outcome of any investigation arising from the allegations, and 

some consideration about offering pastoral care to the student and the staff member 

concerned. 

5.2.4 Vignette D. Reports of touching by teacher of Year 7 boy at school swimming 

This vignette relates to the hypothetical situation that a teacher at the school reports to the 

respondent, as principal, that a Year 7 boy (13 years old) in his class has informed him 

that during two recent swimming classes at the school pool, the swimming instructor, a 

teacher at the school, had put his hand around the boy’s bottom, and the bottom of his 

classmate, and held both boys close to him for about a minute. The boy stated that since 

the first time, he had not wanted to go to swimming classes, and had considered 

pretending to be sick to avoid class. Before these reported events, the teacher/swimming 

instructor had been cautioned on two occasions by the principal for entering the girls’ and 

boys’ changing rooms at the pool while the rooms were being used by classes. He had 

denied any impropriety on those occasions, stating that he thought the rooms were 

unoccupied. The perceptions of principals about this vignette are documented in detail in 

Appendix V. 

Level of suspicion that sexual abuse happened 

The results show that principals considered that the particulars set out in this vignette 
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provided a very strong indication of sexual abuse (x    3.83, sd   0.38). All principals 

indicated either a “moderate” or “substantial” level of suspicion. The main reason given 

as the important factor in determining their level of suspicion was categorised as “same 

individual involved” (n = 19, 63.33%) with the next most important identified as “nature 

of the classes” (n = 11, 36.67%). 

The following remarks of respondents are illustrative of the “same individual involved” 

category: “this person has been cautioned twice so far”, “it seems that this behaviour has 

been happening over a lengthy period of time”, “the pattern of behaviours would be a 

concern”, and “he has been spoke to before”. The following comments of respondents are 

illustrative of the “nature of the classes” category: “swimming is tricky as they do hold 

the kids sometimes”, “swimming is always a problem as the kids are in the water with 

staff”, “swimming classes are sometimes a concern … and staff are usually aware of 

this”, and “swimming! Need I say more?” 

Level of suspicion that harm happened 

Principals considered that the circumstances of this vignette provided a reasonable 

indication of harm (x    3.17, sd   1.02). The results were variable with 53.3% of 

principals indicating that their level of suspicion would be “substantial”. There was no 

strong theme arising from respondents’ comments about factors they considered 

important in determining their level of suspicion; however, the most important was 

categorised as “same individual involved” (n = 8, 26.67%). A selection of respondents’ 

remarks to illustrate this theme are: “behaviours of the teacher are concerning and seem 

to have happened before”, “a pattern is evident”, and “there seems to be a pattern here”. 
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Likelihood of making report to police officer of sexual abuse 

The results show that all respondents would either “definitely” report this matter to the 

police, or would be “likely to report” (x    3.90, sd   0.31). Principals were then asked to 

state the factors they considered important in deciding whether to report, with themes 

manually identified from interview comments. The most prominent categorisation 

identified by principals is “all the feature of the case” (n = 20, 66.77%), with no further 

particularisation being clearly evident. Illustrative comments are “the overall set of 

circumstances”, “all the evidence laid out”, “all the evidence certainly suggests abuse 

here”, and “all the features of this are concerning … that is, the sum total”. 

Likelihood of making report to state authority of harm 

The results showed a relatively strong position where 73.5% of respondents indicated that 

they would either “definitely” report this matter as harm or would be ‘likely” to report (x  

= 3.17, sd = 0.99). Principals were then asked to state the factors they considered 

important in deciding whether to report, with themes manually identified from interview 

comments. As for sexual abuse, the most prominent categorisation identified by 

principals is “all the feature of the case” (n = 17, 56.67%), with no further 

particularisation being clearly evident. Illustrative comments are: “the features of this 

scenario are serious”, “really it’s the whole thing … but it looks like it may have 

happened before”, “when taken together all the features of this are worrying”, and “the 

whole situation is a real concern”. 

Most appropriate next steps when faced with this scenario 

Respondents considered that the most appropriate next step was to “report the matter to a 
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state authority or police officer” (n = 29, 96.67%), with only five respondents (16.67%) 

choosing another option as a next step. The main reason for selection was categorised as 

“obligation to report” (n = 24, 80.00%). Examples of respondents to illustrate this are: 

“report and none of the other choices given”, “once I report this I need to stay out of it”, 

“our job is education, and a bit of watching, not investigating”, “just report … and make 

staff available for interviewing by the local police”, and “report it and take no other 

action”. As for the previous vignette, there was no predominant alternative course of 

action arising from principals’ comments. There were some considerations about offering 

pastoral care to the student and increasing vigilance around the school. 

To sum up, the way in which the salient measures operate in applied terms would indicate 

that generally the indicated responses of principals could be categorised as decisive but 

variable, unless the situation in the vignette raised the possibility of the involvement of a 

teacher, whereupon there was less variability. The feelings of principals become 

important then in the practical operations of these child protection measures. Imperatives 

in this regard relate to the levels of confidence of principals in dealing with reports of 

abuse, principals’ feelings of vulnerability when dealing with these reports, their 

estimates of the prevalence of abuse generally and in schools, and principals’ assessment 

of their own knowledge of the relevant legislation operating in Queensland. The next part 

of the thesis focuses on these imperatives. 

 

5.3 Self-perception assessments by principals 

5.3.1 Levels of confidence when dealing with particular reports 

Figure 9 shows a summary of overall responses of principals regarding their own 
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perceptions of their levels of confidence dealing with receiving reports of staff 

inappropriate behaviour, student harm, or sexual abuse of students, with responses 

documented in detail in Appendix W. 

 

Figure 9: Summary of overall responses regarding level of confidence when dealing with 

reports of staff inappropriate behaviour, student harm, or sexual abuse of students. 

 

Confidence dealing with reports of inappropriate behaviour of a staff member 

Principals reported a relatively strong level of confidence, with 50% of respondents 

reporting that they were “extremely confident” and 43.3% reporting they were “very 

confident” (x    2.43, sd   0.63) dealing with reports of inappropriate behaviour of a staff 

member. 

Confidence dealing with reports of student harm 

All respondents indicated that they were either “very confident” or “extremely confident” 

in dealing with reports of student harm (x    2.57, sd   0.50). Some 56.7% of principals 

were “extremely confident”. 

Confidence dealing with report of sexual abuse by staff member 

Principals indicated a positive confidence with 60% of respondents reporting that they 
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were “extremely confident” and 30% reporting they were “very confident” (x    2.50, sd 

= 0.68) in dealing with reports of sexual abuse by a staff member. 

5.3.2 Respondents’ feelings about vulnerability when dealing with particular reports 

Figure 10 shows overall responses of principals regarding their feelings of vulnerability 

when dealing with receiving reports of staff inappropriate behaviour, student harm, or 

sexual abuse of students, with responses documented in detail in Appendix X. 

 

Figure 10: Summary of overall responses regarding feelings of vulnerability when dealing 

with reports of staff inappropriate behaviour, student harm, or sexual abuse of students. 

 

 

Feelings of vulnerability dealing with reports of inappropriate behaviour of a staff 

member 

Principals reported clear levels of vulnerability with 70% of respondents reporting that 

they felt “somewhat vulnerable”, and 13.3% reporting they felt “extremely vulnerable” (x  

= 1.43, sd = 0.72) dealing with reports of inappropriate behaviour of a staff member. 

More females (x    1.13, sd   0.35) than males (x    1.73, sd   0.88) tended to report 

feeling “somewhat vulnerable”. 
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Feelings of vulnerability dealing with reports of student harm 

Principals’ self-perceptions on their vulnerability in this aspect were relatively strong, 

with 66.7% of respondents reporting that they felt “somewhat vulnerable”, and 10.0% 

reporting they felt “extremely vulnerable” (x    1.41, sd   0.68). As for inappropriate 

behaviour, more females (x    1.27, sd   0.46) than males (x    1.57, sd   0.85) tended to 

report feeling “somewhat vulnerable”. 

Feelings of vulnerability dealing with report of sexual abuse by staff member 

Some 50% of respondents reported they would have feelings of being “very vulnerable” 

or “extremely vulnerable” when dealing with these reports (x    1.70, sd   0.79). 

5.3.3 Respondents’ estimates about the frequency of certain behaviours 

Figure 11 shows a summary of the overall responses of principals regarding how much 

they perceive that staff inappropriate behaviour, student harm, or sexual abuse happens in 

respect of students in non-state primary schools, with responses documented in detail in 

Appendix Y. 
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Figure 11: Summary of overall responses regarding perceptions about how much staff 

inappropriate behaviour, student harm, or sexual abuse happens in non-state primary 

schools.  

 

 

Perceptions that staff inappropriate behaviour is happening in schools 

While no respondents considered that inappropriate behaviour did not happen, 60.0% 

were of the view that it happened “very rarely” (x    1.53, sd   0.73) in non-state primary 

schools. 

Perceptions that student harm was happening in schools 

As for inappropriate behaviour, no respondents were of the view that student harm did 

not happen. Some 40% rated this on the mid-point between “very rarely” and “a lot” (x    

2.17, sd = 0.79)  

Perceptions that student sexual abuse by staff member was happening in schools 

Some 76.7% of respondents considered that this form of sexual abuse was happening 

“very rarely” in schools, and 13.3% were of the view that it was not happening in schools 

(x    1.00, sd   0.59). 
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5.3.4 Respondents’ confidence that harm and se ual abuse are not happening in 

their school 

Figure 12 shows a summary of the overall responses of principals regarding how much 

they perceive staff inappropriate behaviour, student harm, or sexual abuse happens in 

their own school, with responses documents in detail in Appendix Z. 

 

Figure 12: Summary of principals’ overall responses regarding perceptions about how 

much staff inappropriate behaviour, student harm, or sexual abuse happens in their own 

school. 

 

 

Confidence that inappropriate behaviour of a staff member is not happening 

Some 40.0% of respondents reported that they were “extremely confident” and 46.7% 

reported they were “very confident” (x    2.27, sd = 0.69) that inappropriate behaviour by 

staff was not happening in their own schools. 

Confidence that student harm is not happening 

Some 50.0% of principals were only “somewhat confident” that harm was not happening 

in their schools, with 36.7% “very confident” and 13.3% “extremely confident” (x    1.63, 

sd = 0.72). 
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Confidence that sexual abuse by staff member is not happening 

For this measure, 50.0% of principals reported that they were “extremely confident” and 

30.0% were “very confident” that this form of sexual abuse was not happening in their 

schools (x    2.30, sd   0.79). 

5.4 Principals’ general perceptions and knowledge of relevant provisions 

5.4.1 Principals’ knowledge of the relevant legislative provisions 

Principals were given the opportunity to rate their own levels of knowledge about the five 

legislative provisions being examined in detail in this thesis. In short, they rated their 

knowledge as strong. Security, however, in their knowledge of these particular 

provisions, does not necessarily translate into complete trust in the operations of the 

provisions in their practical application, particularly in respect of the provisions as a 

deterrent against student harm and sexual abuse. 

In terms of the requirement for all school staff to report harm or suspected harm, 

principals tended to rate their knowledge of this provision highly (x    4.20, sd = 1.55). In 

respect of the necessity for principals to report harm, or suspected harm, to a relevant 

state authority, the results show that principals tended to rate their own knowledge of this 

provision highly (x    4.30, sd = 0.60), with no marked difference between the responses 

of males (x    4.33, sd   0.49) and females (x    4.27, sd = 0.70). 

Turning now to sexual abuse, in respect of the obligation on all staff to report suspected 

or actual abuse of this kind, respondents tended to rate their own knowledge of this 

provision as very comprehensive (x   4.20, sd = 0.55), with no marked difference 

between males (x    4.27, sd   0.46), and females (x    4.13, sd = 0.64). Also, in terms of 
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the stipulation that each principal, or governing body director, is to report this form of 

abuse to police, principals rated their own knowledge of this provision as very 

comprehensive (x    4.34, sd = 0.61), with no clear difference between males (x    4.47, sd 

  0.52) and females (x  = 4.21, sd = 0.70). 

In regard to the requirement that each non-state school is to have written processes for 

reporting staff inappropriate behaviour, principals rated their own knowledge of this 

provision as very comprehensive (x    4.17, sd   0.60), with no clear difference between 

males (x  = 4.20, sd   0.41), and females (x  = 4.13, sd = 0.74). 

Figure 13 shows a summary of overall responses of respondents regarding their 

knowledge of legislation dealing with the reporting of harm and sexual abuse, and 

inappropriate behaviour of staff. 

 

Figure 13: Summary of overall responses of principals about their knowledge of legislation 

dealing with the reporting of harm and sexual abuse, and inappropriate behaviour of staff. 
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schools not employ teacher unless the individual is an “approved teacher”, that a director 

of a school’s governing body must have a current blue card or exemption card, that any 

person providing a service in a school must have a current blue card or exemption card, 

and that each school must develop and implement a child protection risk management 

strategy. 

Figure 14 presents a summary of the overall responses of principals regarding these other 

legislated student welfare and protection initiatives in protecting students from harm and 

sexual abuse, with responses documents in detail in Appendix AA. 

 

 

Figure 14: Summary of overall responses regarding perceptions about requirements to 

employ only ‘approved teachers’, schools to have child risk management strategy, and 

directors and others providing school services to have blue card or exemption card. 

 

School not to employ teacher unless “approved teacher” 

No principals rated this provision at the bottom of the available range, with some 83.4% 

of respondents of the view that this requirement was either “very effective” or “extremely 
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School governing body director must have current blue card or exemption card 

Principals generally tended to rate this statutory obligation as not particularly effective in 

protection and ensuring the welfare of students (x    3.00, sd   1.58), with 30% indicating 

that it was “not very effective” and 10% “somewhat effective”. 

Current blue card or exemption card required to provide services in school 

Principals considered that this legislated provision was moderately effective (x    3.33, sd 

= 1.21), with only 6.7% rating this at the bottom of the available range as “a little 

effective” and 3.3% as “extremely effective”. 

School must develop and implement child protection risk management strategy 

In respect of this statutory provision, 76.7% of principals considered this legislated 

provision was either “somewhat effective” or “very effective”, with 13.3% viewing this 

as “extremely effective” (x    3.63, sd   0.86). No principals rated this at the lower end of 

the available range as “a little effective”. 

Respondents’ perceptions about need for more professional development in student 

welfare measures 

Appendix AB includes summary information about the perceptions of principals about 

whether more professional development or training is needed. Appendix AC documents 

in detail the responses disaggregated by gender, location of school, size of school and 

experience of principal. There was strong support indicated across all welfare areas for 

the need for additional training, with x  ranging from 3.87 to 4.33. No respondents 

indicated a strong disagreement to the need in any of the welfare areas, and none had no 

opinion whatsoever. 
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5.4.3 Respondents’ views about most important legislative changes to improve 

student protection and welfare 

Principals were asked for their opinion on the three most important statutory changes that 

should be made to improve student protection and welfare in non-state primary schools. 

While 40% (n = 12) of respondents considered that the legislation was satisfactory in its 

present form, a strong trend emerged from the remainder that the legislation would 

benefit from more detailed definitions for some common terms (n = 11, 36.7%), in 

particular “sexual abuse”, and more detailed guidance on what is meant by “harm”. 

Several examples of remarks from respondents who considered the legislation required 

no change follow: “no ... I can't think of anything … the legislation is pretty good”, “no 

suggestions at this time”, and “already strong/tough”. 

Comments illustrative of respondents who considered the legislation suffered because of 

definitional defects are as follows: “definitions are not up to scratch, sexual abuse should 

be defined’, “definitions of harm and sexual abuse a problem re clarity”, “definitions and 

more assistance in determining what constitutes harm” and “definitions should be 

incorporated to remove ambiguity e.g., sexual abuse is not defined”. 

5.4.4 Respondents’ views about most important non-legislative changes to improve 

student protection and welfare 

Principals were requested to give their opinion on the three most important non-statutory 

changes that should be made to improve student protection and welfare in non-state 

primary schools. The most dominant non-legislated change reported by respondents 

relates to more staff training in this area (n = 24, 80%), while the next related to the need 

for more parental training (n = 9, 30%). Comments to elucidate on the views of 
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respondents for additional staff professional development are: “there should be more 

ongoing professional development … in say inappropriate behaviours, what are some 

examples of it”, “additional training … by experts in the signs of harm/abuse” and “more 

training by specialists in the areas”. Principals’ remarks to illustrate training for parents 

are: “parent education by schools … could be funded by government”, “effectiveness and 

funding to educate parents”, and “more awareness training/sessions for parents”. 

5.4.5 Respondents’ views about single most important factor in student protection 

and welfare 

Principals were requested to give what they considered to be the single most important 

factor involved in student protection and welfare in non-state primary schools. The most 

important factor to emerge from respondents’ views was the establishment of a school 

culture which empowered or facilitated children to report (n = 16, 53.4%). The next most 

important could be categorised as the need for specialist advice and training for teachers 

(n = 9, 30%). 

A selection of remarks of principals to point up the school culture category includes: “I 

think to provide an environment for students to come forward and speak up … kids must 

be in a school culture that provides for speaking up”, “child/student friendly school … 

community minded school … people looking out for each other I suppose”, “community 

minded school where the whole community is involved”, “build a culture of a child-

friendly school environment”, “empowering children to understand their rights from a 

very young age”, and “let the little voices of children be heard”. Several remarks of 

principals to illustrate the teacher training category are: “teachers should have access to 

specialist advice once they come across these matters” and “need to be able to access 
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more specialised assistance”. 

5.4.6 E tent of influence of principals’ knowledge of researcher’s public service 

position 

As mentioned earlier, to gauge the extent of the influence of the researcher’s public 

service position as Director of the Secretariat of the Non-State Schools Accreditation 

Board, respondents were asked if they were aware of this and, if so, would they have 

answered differently. 

Of the total number of respondents, 20.6% (n = 6) were aware of the researcher’s public 

service role. Of this number, one respondent did not know if it would have made a 

difference, and the remainder (n = 5) remarked that it would not have. That is to say, they 

would have responded in the same way. Based on these responses, the part played in 

phase three of the research by the researcher’s salaried position could be classified as 

slight to negligible. 

5.5 Profiling of selected principals 

In keeping with the exploratory nature of this study, it was considered worthwhile to 

select a number of respondents for profiling for consideration in more detail. While such 

profiling was not an essential focus of this thesis, it is acknowledged that such studies 

have value, but more focused and elaborate research would be required in order to be 

clearer about any outcomes, and whether they may be generalised for wider applications. 

The responses of principals to the vignettes are an area of interest, given that the 

empirical results of this thesis have revealed some variations to the ways in which 

principals with varying characteristics would respond if faced with the same situation in 

practice. 
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5.5.1 Suspicions of sexual abuse and mandatory reporting 

The vignettes are multi-faceted in that they look at the phenomenon of harm and sexual 

abuse from different perspectives, and seek to determine whether respondents are able to 

hone in on any effects of those types of abuse, at least from hypothetical situations, and 

make some judgments about actions in response. 

For this profiling (see Figure 15), it was decided to focus on the four vignettes, and only 

in regard to sexual abuse and the associated mandatory reporting arrangement, for four 

principals who responded quite differently in terms of reporting. These principals could 

be classed as outliers in terms of their responses in respect of sexual abuse. 

Suspicion has been positioned by the legislation as a trigger for principals’ responding to 

their legal obligations for reporting harm and sexual abuse. Einboden et al. (2011) have 

proposed that the notion of suspicion is itself fraught with uncertainty as it dwells 

between emotion and thought. A critical examination of the concept of suspicion is 

beyond the scope of this thesis; nonetheless, its importance is acknowledged in the 

initiation of child protection efforts with a focus on the childhood educational setting. 

Principals as agents in these regards experience suspicion within their professional and 

private experiences, and as such have statutory obligations in respect of identifying 

sexual abuse for reporting. 

It may be seen from the profiling in Figure 15 that at some point principals will 

determine, using their own techniques, knowledge and criteria, whether suspicion is 

present or absent in order to trigger the reporting response. The principals profiled (two 

male, two female) exhibited wide variations in their responses to the hypothetical 

scenarios A and B with which they were presented. There was more consistency between 
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them in responding to scenarios C and D. In vignettes A and B, the stark differences in 

the “level of suspicion”, and whether or not the situations should be “reported to police”, 

are noted. This is particularly the case between P18 and P13, both of whom have limited 

experience as principals, and P3 and P1, who have more experience as principals and are 

in the older age bracket. 

In contrast to these varying responses regarding levels of suspicions and reporting 

actions, the profiling of these four individuals shows that their levels of confidence, as 

self-rated, are generally high in terms of dealing with reports of sexual abuse of a student 

by an employee of the school. Both P18 and P13 indicated that they were very confident 

in this regard, while P3 and P1 were extremely confident. 

From this level of profiling it might be suggested that such inconsistency between the 

responses of principals looms as an issue in so far as determining with some clarity and 

consistency whether suspicion is present or absent. Approximating precision in 

determining suspicion appears to be somewhat elusive. While there are few theoretical 

discussions of the role of suspicion (including an “index of suspicion”) (Levi & Loeben, 

2004), the role of suspicion in addressing the phenomenon of child abuse is an important 

one for contemporary society, and as argued by Gilbert et al. (2009), the concept of 

suspicion warrants further examination. 

No wider inferences are drawn at this juncture from principals’ responses. Further 

research involving perhaps focused interviews would be required to explore in more 

depth the reasons for differences such as these. This could involve examining the internal 

and external indexing that principals use to work out an appropriate and reasonable 

trigger point for reporting. 
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Prin’al Sex Age 

Years’ 

experience 

as principal 

Size of 

school 

(stds) 

Vignette A Vignette B 

Level of 

suspicion 

Report to 

police 
Important factors 

Level of 

suspicion 

Report to 

police 
Important factors 

P 18 F 25 or 

less 

1 or less 100 or 

less 

None Definitely 

not 

"No suggestion of staff" 

[involvement] 

A little Definitely 

not 

"No suggestion of staff" 

[involvement] 

P 13 M 45 up 

to 55 

Between 1 

and 2.5 

Over 

250 

Little Definitely 

not 

"Not raising any concerns for me that 

a staff member is involved" 

None Definitely 

not 

"No concerns about staff here" 

“No staff involved" 

P 3 F Over 

55 

Between 7 

and 10 

100 or 

less 

Substantial Definitely "The child's behaviours and 

conversations" 

"The child had disclosed sexual 

connotations, and the changes in 

behaviour" 

Substantial Definitely "The child talking about it … the 

child may be abused elsewhere" 

P 1 M Over 

55 

Between 7 

and 10 

100 or 

less 

Substantial Likely “We have got a lot better at children 

sexualising conversation … this is a 

better indication of building a profile" 

"I would do some more investigation 

and have the guidance counsellor 

come in to see if we can get a 

disclosure” 

"In my situation I would brief the 

school student protection officer" 

“The Home situation would be a 

factor” 

Substantial Definitely “This could be symptomatic of one 

party being abused outside the 

school ... consider background” 

“Has the characteristics of a full on 

disclosure” 

     Vignette C Vignette D 

P 18 F 25 or 

less 

1 or less 100 or 

less 

Substantial Definitely "Teacher named and the other facts 

are concerning" 

Substantial Definitely "A pattern of behaviour is a 

concern" 

"The overall facts" 

P 13 M 45 up 

to 55 

Between 1 

and 2.5 

Over 

250 

Substantial Definitely "This one looks like a staff member is 

involved" 

"All the warning bells are ringing" 

Moderate Definitely "He has been spoken to before" 

"All the behaviours of the teacher 

are concerning" 

P 3 F Over 

55 

Between 7 

and 10 

100 or 

less 

Substantial Definitely "The child reporting that stuff" 

"All features, if a disclosure is made 

that it … it’s reported" 

Substantial Definitely "if a disclosure is made it’s 

reported" 

"The fact the children have come 

forward" 

"Children have disclosed actions 

and the nature of the actions" 

P 1 M Over 

55 

Between 7 

and 10 

100 or 

less 

Substantial Definitely “Rely on the information provided” 

“The name of the person is 

important” 

“The fact the person is a teacher is 

important” 

Moderate Likely “This is a very difficult decision” 

"The important thing here is that he 

has been cautioned twice already" 

“The matter appears serious” 

 

Figure 15: Profile of four principals in connection with their responses on whether they would report suspicions of sexual abuse to the 

police in the context of the four vignettes. 
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5.5.2 More detailed profiling of the selected principals 

It was considered worthwhile to make some further observations about the four principals 

in question to acknowledge their personal characteristics and better appreciate their 

interacting views on a range of matters. Each of the four principals is profiled in turn. 

P18: Female, under 25 years, less than 1 years’ experience as principal, school fewer 

than 100 students in South East Queensland 

In regard to P18’s wider perspectives, she saw the provisions as being effective, with the 

most highly rated being the result of processes related to staff, such as employing only 

persons to teach who are approved teachers, and related to policy development, such as 

the development and implementation of risk assessment strategies for schools. P18 was 

very confident that in her school sexual abuse and inappropriate behaviour by staff 

members was not occurring; she was less confident regarding the occurrence of student 

harm. She indicated that she was very confident that staff inappropriate behaviour and 

sexual abuse would happen “very rarely” in Queensland non-state primary schools. 

However, she suggested that student harm was likely to happen to some extent. 

P18 felt a strong sense of self-confidence in dealing with inappropriate behaviour, sexual 

abuse and harm, but also indicated that she felt vulnerable in dealing with reports of these 

situations, perhaps relating to her short experience as a principal.  

Strong priorities for P18 in respect of professional development needs for staff were 

understanding what is meant by a student’s emotional wellbeing, what is meant by a 

student’s psychological wellbeing, what is meant by a student’s physical wellbeing, and 

how to deal with sexual abuse of students by an employee of the school. More 

particularised profiling for P18 is shown in Box 1. 
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Box 1: Individualised profiling of P18 

Decision making, sexual abuse 

On the first two vignettes, P18 indicated that she would feel a low level of suspicion regarding each incident and not 

report those to the police, but for the other two vignettes she would have “substantial” levels of suspicion and that she 

would report the incident to the police. 

Vignette A: [Girl difficult behaviour/talk about sexing – teachers report] 

In her consideration around not making a report to the police, she stated: 

“No suggestion of staff involvement.” 

P18 acknowledges that the girl may have been subject to harm: 

"Changes in behaviour and sex talk." 

Vignette B: [ Year 7 boy sex behaviour Year 2 boy – parent complaint] 

In P18’s consideration around not making a report to the police, she stated: 

“No suggestion of staff involvement." 

As for vignette A, she acknowledges that the boy may have been subject to harm: 

"Changes in behaviour and sex talk." 

Vignette C: [Girl told aunt a man (teacher) touched her in the park] 

This action has occurred outside the school and may involve staff. P18 indicated: 

“Teacher named and the other facts are concerning." 

"More likely sexual abuse by teacher." 

“The seriousness of the matter and the likelihood that this is more widespread." 

"I would consider standing the teacher down … suspending." 

Vignette D: [Boys reported to Principal that concerns about a teacher at swimming] 

P18 has a very clear perception that this is reportable to police: 

"A pattern of behaviour is a concern." 

"The overall facts in this set of circumstances.” 

Overview 

Her comment regarding children gives further insight and depth to her position and relationships with others: 

"Sometimes students, the young ones mostly, don't tell." 

"Laws don't usually act as much of a deterrent." 

“We discuss at staff meeting … we always report." 

"People know that we submit reports … like doctors." 

"Some DOCs workers are inexperienced." 

These views are then actioned in P18’s comments on what actions she feels are the most important: 

“Need to be able to access more specialised assistance." 

"We could make the penalty stiffer as for failure to hold a blue card." 

"A little more PD by experts in the field would be useful." 

 

P13: Male, 45 to 55 years, 1 to 2.5 years’ experience as principal, school over 250 

students outside South East Queensland 

In assessing the legislation in broad terms, P13 saw the provisions as being limited in 

their effectives as a deterrent against sexual abuse, harm and inappropriate staff 

behaviour. While P13 was very confident that in his school sexual abuse and 

inappropriate behaviour by staff members were not occurring, he was less confident 

regarding the occurrence of harm. P13 indicated he was very confident that sexual abuse 
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by teachers and staff inappropriate behaviour would happen “very rarely” in Queensland 

non-state primary schools, but considered that student harm was likely to happen. He felt 

a strong sense of confidence, and indicated minimal sense of vulnerability, in dealing 

with incidents of reported harm, sexual abuse, and staff inappropriate behaviour. 

P13’s strongest priorities for professional development needs for staff were what 

constitutes suspected sexual abuse, and sexual abuse, of students by an employee of the 

school, and how to deal with sexual abuse of students by an employee of the school. 

Detailed profiling for P13 is shown in Box 2. 

Box 2: Individualised profiling of P13 

Decision making, sexual abuse 

In respect of vignette A and vignette B, P13 indicated that he would have little suspicion of sexual abuse, and would 

not report to police, however he would have a substantial level of suspicion on vignette C and vignette D, and would 

report to the police. 

Vignette A: [Girl difficult behaviour/talk about sexing – teachers report] 

In deciding whether to make a report to the police, P13 considerations included: 

“Not raising any concerns for me that a staff member is involved." 

Vignette B: [ Year 7 boy sex behaviour Year 2 boy – parent complaint] 

P13 recognized that this may not be as serious as it appears in terms of sexual abuse. 

“"No concerns about staff here." 

However, he did have some concerns that the student may have suffered harm. 

“I guess just from my own experience, I would make a fairly clear decision that this could have happened." 

"The age difference, and the general report details." 

Vignette C: [Girl told aunt a man (teacher) touched her in the park] 

This action has occurred outside the school but may involve staff; he considered the following: 

“This one looks like a staff member is involved." 

“All the warning bells are ringing." 

"Report it and let the police investigate." 

Vignette D: [Boys reported to Principal that concerns about a teacher at swimming] 

He has a very clear perception of his role: 

"He has been spoken to before." 

"All the behaviours of the teacher are concerning." 

Overview 

P13’s other comments give further insights and depth to his position and reasons for actioning: 

"Raising awareness of the kids themselves as I said before, and the parents too, because it is their responsibility 

also." 

"Training must be ongoing … as this can quickly become a grey area in schools." 

"Raising awareness of the kids themselves … they are all aware of stranger danger, but they often forget that the 

person beside them can be more of a danger … we have a pre-holiday talk to kids." 

"Do some sort of protective behaviour at least once a week." 
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P3: Female, over 55 years, 7 to 10 years’ experience as principal, school fewer than 100 

students in South East Queensland 

In terms of P3’s broader perspectives on needs and reporting, in assessing the legislation 

P3 saw the provisions as having limited effectiveness, with the most highly rated being 

the result of checks, such as employing only teachers who are approved teachers. While 

P3 was very confident that in her school sexual abuse by staff members was not 

occurring, she was less confident regarding the occurrence of inappropriate behaviour. 

She indicated she was very confident sexual abuse by teachers was not happening in her 

school, in fact assessing as “not at all” the incidence of sexual abuse by teachers in 

Queensland non-state primary schools.  

She indicated a strong sense of confidence in dealing with all three issues and also 

indicated minimal sense of vulnerability in taking such actions, perhaps related to her 

experience, knowledge and also perception that these were not going to occur. With 

regard to the priorities for professional development needs for staff, her strongest priority 

was on dealing with harm to children and helping staff understand legislative provisions. 

More particularised profiling for P3 is shown in Box 3. 
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Box 3: Individualised profiling of P3 

Decision making, sexual abuse 

On all 4 vignettes P3 indicated that she would feel a “substantial” level of suspicion regarding each incident and 

indicated that she would report the incident to the Police. 

Vignette A: [Girl difficult behaviour/talk about sexing – teachers report] 

In making the report to Police she indicated some discussions with the Guidance Officer, but she would not undertake 

an interview with the child. Basically she would: 

“Report and observe". 

Vignette B: [ Year 7 boy sex behaviour Year 2 boy – parent compiiant] 

P3 recognized that this may not be as serious as it appears:  

“could just be children experimenting" 

The fact that children are talking about this also is significant, and suggests it is a likely incident. She indicated several 

considerations prior to reporting: 

"A 6 year old with a story that needs to be unpacked. I would talk to a child protection officer first … I would 

interview the mothers … certainly.” 

Also as she recognises this could be happening outside the school she indicated that she would discuss the issue with 

the Child Protection Officer. 

Vignette C: [Girl told aunt a man (teacher) touched her in the park] 

This action has occurred outside the school but may involve staff. She indicated: 

“Report it and let the investigators get on with their job … I have to work with the staff and I don't want them to 

think I have formed a negative view of any teacher without proper cause." 

“Not my place to investigate … if they have broken the law it’s not my place to judge those behaviours." 

Vignette D: [Boys reported to Principal that concerns about a teacher at swimming] 

She has a very clear perception of her role: 

"If a disclosure is made it’s reported. The fact the children have come forward." 

"A disclosure is made … either that or the teacher must be made aware that this behaviour is not on." 

Overview 

While comments regarding the effectiveness of legislation indicate only a moderate view of its effectiveness it is 

apparent from further comments that she recognizes that such effectiveness relies on broader awareness and action. 

With regard to the effectiveness of legislation to detect harm she commented: 

"Not up to us to detect harm … the fact that we suspect harm we report it and that is very good arrangement." 

"We put reports in frequently … about a few / couple a year."  

"We don't detect … we suspect … then it’s out of my hands … if there is any suspecting we do monitor." 

Her comment regarding children reporting gives further depth to her position: 

"The legislation is there as a deterrent … but I don't believe that it is … "  

“The child must be empowered to speak up." 

“The legislation is not the critical factor." 

These views are then actioned in her comments on what actions she feels are the most important to bring change: 

“Empowering children to understand their rights from a very young age." 

"Parent education by schools … could be funded by Government." 

"We have one coming up … to be funded by our P and F ... also training and in-service for teachers." 

 

P1: Male, over 55 years, 7 to 10 years’ experience as principal, school fewer than 100 

students outside South East Queensland 

From a wide perspective, P1 considers the provisions to be generally effective and not in 

need of any improvements; however, he indicates that there is a pressing need for 

continuing professional development to ensure a thorough understanding of the 

provisions and how they operate in practice. 
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P1 was very confident that in his school sexual abuse by staff members and staff 

inappropriate behaviour was not occurring, but was less confident regarding the 

occurrence of student harm. He indicated that he was very confident that sexual abuse by 

teachers and staff inappropriate behaviour was not happening in Queensland non-state 

primary schools, but was less confident in terms of harm. He indicated a strong sense of 

self-confidence in dealing with reports of sexual abuse and harm, but less so when 

dealing with staff inappropriate behaviour. He also indicated a moderate sense of 

vulnerability in dealing with reports in all three areas. 

P1 felt that the priorities for professional development needs for staff were related to 

determining what constitutes inappropriate behaviour of school staff, what constitutes 

suspected harm and harm to students, what constitutes suspected sexual abuse and sexual 

abuse of students by an employee of the school, and how to deal with reports of these 

matters. More particularised profiling for P1 is shown in Box 4 below. 
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Box 4: Individualised profiling of P1 

Decision making, sexual abuse 

On all four vignettes, P1 indicated that he would have a level of suspicion that warranted reporting the incident to the 

police. 

Vignette A: [Girl difficult behaviour/talk about sexing – teachers report] 

In deciding whether to report the incident to the police, P1 took into account: 

“'We have got a lot better at children’s sexualising conversation … this is a better indication of building a profile." 

"I would do some more investigation and have the guidance counsellor come in to see if we can get a disclosure.” 

"In my situation I would brief the school student protection officer." 

Vignette B: [ Year 7 boy sex behaviour Year 2 boy – parent complaint] 

P3 recognized this as a serious matter:  

“I had a similar situation as this ... very serious.” 

“This could be symptomatic of one party being abused outside the school as well.”  

Vignette C: [Girl told aunt a man (teacher) touched her in the park] 

P3 recognised that this action was outside the school but may involve school staff: 

“Rely on the information provided ... in this case the name of the person is important.” 

“The fact the person is a teacher is important.” 

“Look at a parallel investigation to see if the family had something against this teacher.” 

"This is clear cut and must be reported." 

“Mother would be within her rights to ring the police.” 

Vignette D: [Boys reported to Principal that concerns about a teacher at swimming] 

P3’s considerations included: 

"The fact that the boy has not wanted to go swimming is suspicious."  

“Comes within the definition.” 

"Previous cautions would trigger a higher response." 

“Reporting the matter is paramount.” 

Overview 

It is apparent from P3’s further comments that he recognizes that the child protection legislation is an important 

component in the general welfare of children: 

"I have been thanked in the past for reporting suspected abuse." 

"It blew me away when a mother put her arms around me and thanked me for reporting sexual abuse of her child, 

as it turned out that her partner was doing the abusing, of course, unbeknown to her." 

“Very hard when allegations are against staff.” 

“The reaction of the Department of Community staff and police to referrals varies significantly between areas.” 

“More training for all staff.” 

“Changes to the physical environment to allow more open space and visual contact ... I never have the door closed 

when talking to a student in my office ... and students always go to the toilet in pairs just in case." 

 

5.6 Synopsis of the perceptions of principals 

This part sums up the respondents’ opinions on the main elements from the above results. 

The synopsis looks at (through the use of practical scenarios) the levels of suspicion 

raised in the minds of respondents that harm or sexual abuse had happened or was 

suspected, and linked to that, their propensity to report their suspicions to the relevant 

statutory recipient (see Table 14). 
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Table 14: Summary of respondents’ raised levels of suspicion, and inclination to report 

Measure 

Levels of suspicion raised / Propensity to report 

Vignette A Vignette B Vignette C Vignette D 
Combined A – D 

(assumed) 

Level of suspicion that sexual 

abuse happened 

Strong Strong Strong Strong Strong 

Level of suspicion that harm 

happened 

Strong Strong Strong Strong Strong 

Likelihood of making report 

to police officer of sexual 

abuse 

Weak Weak Strong Strong Weak / strong 

Likelihood of making report 

to State authority of harm 

Strong Strong Strong Strong Strong 

 

Utilising the categorization coding adopted for these measures in the thesis, it may be 

seen that, generally speaking, principals were clearly more inclined to take a position 

involving elevated levels of suspicion when facing a practical scenario, and by and large 

had a proclivity to report.  

This summation now looks at the respondents’ self-description of the comprehensiveness 

of their knowledge of the relevant legislative provisions (see Table 15). 

Table 15: Respondents’ self-description of the comprehensiveness of their 

knowledge about each legislative provision 

Requirement 
Respondents self-description of 

knowledge 

Staff member to report harm Strong 

Principal to report harm Strong 

Staff member to report sexual abuse Strong 

Principal, or director, to report sexual abuse Strong 

School to have processes re inappropriate behaviour Strong 

 

Respondents overall and in summary indicated that they had a strong knowledge of the 

legislative provisions. 

The summary of the key findings now turns to the level of confidence and level of 

vulnerability principals feel when dealing with reports of staff inappropriate behaviour, 
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and harm or sexual abuse of students (see Table 16). 

Table 16: Summary of respondents’ levels of confidence and vulnerability when dealing 

with inappropriate behaviour, harm and sexual abuse 

Dealing with ... 
Respondents 

Levels of confidence Feelings of vulnerability 

Reports of inappropriate behaviour High Low 

Reports of harm, or suspected harm High Low 

Reports of sexual abuse, or suspected 

sexual abuse 

High Low 

 

It may be seen from the above that principals are generally highly self-assured in their 

dealing with these legislative provisions, while at the same time they do not feel exposed 

and have low levels of susceptibility. 

The synthesis of these finding now brings together the perceptions of principals as to 

whether they think that inappropriate behaviour, harm and sexual abuse are happening in 

their own school or in other non-state primary schools (see Table 17). 

Table 17: Summary of respondents’ perceptions of the incidence in their own or another 

non-state school of inappropriate behaviour, harm and sexual abuse 

Measure 

Respondents level of confidence 

Happening in non-state 

primary schools 

Not happening in 

respondent’s own school 

Inappropriate behaviour of staff member Low High 

Harm, or suspected harm, of student High Low 

Sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse, of 

student  

Low High 

 

On the categorizations adopted for this thesis, principals are generally confident that staff 

inappropriate behaviour and sexual abuse of students by staff is not happening in their 

own school, but they are less confident in respect of other non-state schools. 

School staff and governing body directors, like any other individuals, who are faced with 

a particular situation will apply their own mind to the facts and circumstances of the 
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matter, and react accordingly. The responses may very well be different, but importantly, 

the law nevertheless provides a solid and stable footing which sets out responsibilities 

and in some cases accountability: “Since every case of abuse or neglect is unique, and 

because the different combinations of case characteristics are so numerous, it is 

impossible to provide exhaustive advice about when to report and when not to report” 

(Butler & Mathews, 2007, p. 110). It is critical that school staff and governing body 

directors are aware of the obligation (statute or policy based) on them to report and are 

aware too of the difference characteristics which may provide indications of abuse.  

While this thesis is not about the creation of a framework or protocol to establish a 

definitive and clear threshold for when to report, nonetheless, Butler and Mathews (2007) 

propose that, as a general principle, if a person is in doubt about whether their suspicion 

regarding abuse or neglect is sufficiently strong or valid to make out a report, or about 

whether the harm is sufficient to activate the duty to report, the matter should be reported, 

and the assessment and any investigation entrusted to the relevant responsible agency. 

Conducting inquiries into child abuse and harm, including sexual abuse, are the functions 

of police or child-protection agencies, whereas school staff (including teachers) and 

governing body directors are not seen to have the role of conducting their own extensive 

investigations. Thus, responsibility for investigations rests with police and protection 

agencies, and not directors or teachers and other school employees. 

Given the part allocated to this separation of responsibilities and powers in the 

legislation, attention is directed in the next chapter to the threshold at which suspicion 

turns into a report and the conditions where relevant agencies consider the report. 

Understanding how reporting might influence or constrain the involvement of different 

groups in child protection is central to the exploration process on which this study has 

been based.  
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CHAPTER 6: SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF THE EXPLORATION 

PROCESS 

6.1 Chapter overview 

The overarching goal in the previous two chapters was to analyse empirical data from 

which to explore the extent to which the Queensland legislation is serving its purposes of 

reporting harm and sexual abuse of children. In so doing, the scope of the exploration has 

been confined to the perceptions of the Queensland legislation on child protection held by 

primary school principals in selected stand-alone non-state schools. The main caveat 

underlying the research questions guiding the study, however, has been that school staff 

come to identify and report on the basis of suspicion of an individual staff member. An 

argument was made in Chapter 1 that the phenomenon of child and sexual abuse is most 

often recognised through its effects. 

Much space was taken up in Chapter 2 in taking this argument further, to suggest that for 

the category to be recognised as one to be acted on by bureaucracy and state legislation, 

sustained evidence of further effects had to come under public notice. In taking up 

Hacking’s (2006) engines of discovery, as this study has done, the case is made that for 

political intervention to take place there needs to be a growing body of statistics 

accompanied by medical evidence and public pressure. Within Hacking’s model, medical 

evidence of child sexual abuse provided in detail by Tardieu (1860), which may have led 

to a public enquiry a century later, was explained away as an epiphenomenon. In Chapter 

2 it therefore became possible to answer research question 1A outlined in Chapter 1. This 

was to describe the historical conditions and processes leading to the phenomenon of 

child abuse being classified and categorised and, from this, to explain the formation of 

statutory legislative measures in Queensland. From this a methodological process was 

developed to answer research question 1B, which was to isolate the most salient parts of 
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the legislation intended to secure the welfare and protection of students in non-state 

primary schools. 

Finally, the study could then proceed to an exploration of the legislation within selected 

schools as seen through the perceptions of the primary school principals. As described as 

sub-questions 1C and 1D in Chapter 1, the survey of these principals was designed to (a) 

explore the extent to which the directives of the legislation were accepted and activated in 

selected Queensland non-state primary schools, and (b) point to strengths and weaknesses 

in the legislation and thus possibly contribute to theoretical debate about child harm and 

sexual abuse across schools in general. The intention in this chapter is to reflect on the 

data analysed in the previous two chapters before turning to a synthesis of the entire 

study in the next and final chapter. 

6.2 Child protection measures regulating non-state schools in Queensland 

Empirically, the key aspects of the legislation were identified through a focus group 

comprising persons with specific and relevant knowledge of the operations of 

Queensland schools, in particular non-state schools. As was explained in Chapter 3, the 

group agreed on 12 statutory provisions as primary statutory child protection initiatives. 

These are listed in synopsis in Table 18.   
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Table 18: Summary of the major legislative child protection measures operating in 

Queensland 

The requirements are for or that:  

... a director of a school’s governing body to have a 

current blue card or exemption card 

... a  school’s principal or another nominated person to 

report harm, or suspected harm, to a State authority if 

the principal or other person is aware or reasonably 

suspects harm has been caused 

... a person (except for a parent of a child attending 

the school, or a registered teacher) providing 

paid/voluntary services at a school to have or have 

applied for a blue card or exemption card 

... a school staff member who becomes aware, or 

reasonably suspects, that a student under 18 years has 

been sexually abused by an employee of the school, 

must give a written report to the school’s principal or a 

governing body director 

... a school to have a written risk management 

strategy to promote the wellbeing of children at the 

school and to protect them from harm 

... a school’s principal or a governing body director 

who receives a written report about a student under 18 

years who has been sexually abused, or suspected of 

being sexually abused, by an employee of the school, 

must immediately give a copy of the report to a police 

officer 

... a school to have written processes dealing with 

appropriate conduct of its staff/students 

... a school must not employ a person as a teacher 

unless the person is a “registered teacher” or holds 

“permission to teach” 

... a school to have written processes dealing with 

the reporting by a student at the school to a staff 

member of inappropriate behaviour of another 

staff member 

... a school’s employing authority must notify the 

Queensland College of Teachers if it commences an 

investigation into a teacher for alleged harm caused, or 

likely to be caused, to a student 

... a staff member of a school to report to the 

school’s principal or nominated person, harm that 

the staff member is aware or reasonably suspects 

has been caused to a student who was a child when 

the harm happened 

... if a school’s employing authority commences an 

investigation into a teacher for alleged harm caused, or 

likely to be caused, to a student, and the teacher is 

dismissed or resigns, it must notify the Queensland 

College of Teachers 

 

Some of the words and terms in Table 18 are highlighted in bold to explore possible links 

with the hypothesis in Chapter 1. This was that the legislation places school staff in a 

position of identifying harm and abuse as effects, rather than making direct observation 

of the phenomena. In all, the 12 provisions break into three main parts. Apart from the 

usual requirements for creating a safe social environment, 4 of the 12 measures are 

concerned with staff being aware or suspecting harm or sexual abuse having occurred, 

with another 4 being to do with mandatory requirements to report to named authorities. 

The remaining 3 measures are concerned with employment of staff. In all then, 8 of the 

12 measures identified as major protection measures stem from staff being suspicious in 

some way that abuse or harm has occurred. There is some substance to the assumption in 

Chapter 1 of the legislation being based on staff recognising effects of the phenomenon 

investigated in this study. On this basis, the focus group that drew on respondents’ 
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expertise in the area was shown to be a fairly reliable instrument for advancing the 

exploration and a sound basis for refining the measures to find those most salient to 

include in the survey for non-state school principals.  

But while each of the 12 measures was said to contribute to the protection of children by 

identifying in the school setting any harm or abuse, they were reduced to secure 5 salient 

measures for reporting at a school level through a questionnaire designed for the sample 

of non-state primary school principals. In this distilled form, the five statutory provisions 

contained two measures about harm or suspected harm
11

, two about sexual abuse or 

suspected sexual abuse of a student by a staff member at the same school, and one about 

inappropriate behaviour of staff. These are shown in Table 19 below. 

Table 19: The five most relevant child protection measures applying for non-state schools 

Requirement for ... 

... a school staff member on becoming aware or reasonably suspecting, that a student 

under 18 years has been sexually abused by an employee of the school, to give a written 

report to the school’s principal or a governing body director 

... a school’s principal or a governing body director who receives such a written report to 

immediately give a copy of the report to a police officer 

... a school’s principal or another nominated person to report harm, or suspected harm, 

to a relevant State authority if the principal or other person is aware or reasonably 

suspects the harm has been caused 

... a school’s staff member to report to the school’s principal or nominated person, 

harm that the staff member is aware or reasonably suspects has been caused to a student 

who was under 18 years when the harm was caused, or suspected 

... a school must have written processes dealing with the reporting by a student at the 

school to a staff member of inappropriate behaviour of another staff member 

 

Interestingly, these measures identified as the most salient by practitioners are, except for 

one, related directly to the identification by school personnel and governing body 

directors of suspected or actual harm and sexual abuse of students, and the reporting of 

                                                 
11

  The definition of harm is wide in Queensland, in so far as the term applies in the non-State schools 

context. The Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Regulation 2001 (Qld), section 3, defines 

“harm” to mean in Queensland “(1) Harm, caused to a student under 18 years, is any detrimental effect 

of a significant nature on the student’s physical, psychological or emotional wellbeing. (2) It is 

immaterial how the harm is caused. (3) Harm can be caused by physical, psychological or emotional 

abuse or neglect; or sexual abuse or exploitation.” 
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that to various child protection and law enforcement authorities, with the final relating to 

a child reporting to the school inappropriate behaviours at the school.  

Given the emphasis placed on the salient aspects of the legislation and perceptions of 

principals gained through a survey/questionnaire, the exploration is somewhat 

constrained in terms of on-site qualitative data. This mainly qualitative mode of enquiry 

with a small population can be justified in the fact that the research itself was 

concentrated on the legislation and to only five salient aspects of it. To this extent, 

analysis had to be concerned with respondents concentrating on these aspects of the 

legislation. Stated in a different way, the intention was, as outlined in Chapter 1, to 

explore the extent to which the legislation was helping achieve the creation of active 

agents for the legislation itself. For this reason the survey was broadened around the five 

measures, leaving the perceptions gained through principals’ responses to vignettes as a 

worthwhile alternative to in-depth interviewing about instances, where discussions may 

or may not have been directed towards cases where interviewees recounted experiences 

of experiences of harm or sexual abuse to children during their careers as school teachers 

or principals. The intention, as far as possible, was to keep perceptions separate from 

accounts of experiences of dealing with particular children in certain schools. 

6.3 Principals’ perceptions of the value of the most salient measures 

The purpose now is to consider perceptions of principals, first in relation to the most 

salient measures and then to explore the legislation in operation according to responses to 

vignettes accompanying a questionnaire. The main question to be taken up is to do with 

the extent to which the selected non-state school principals could be considered as 

responsive to the requirements of the legislation and whether they or their staff met their 

obligations within the schools employing them. A replication of Table 13 from Chapter 4 

is reintroduced as Table 20 as a means to begin to answer this question. 
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Table 20: Approximation of principals as potential effective agents of legislation 

Requirement 

Perceptions of effectiveness 

Detection Deterrent 
Ensuring 

reporting 

Overall 

effectiveness 

Staff member to report 

harm 

Moderate Moderate Strong Moderate 

Principal to report harm Moderate Moderate Strong Strong 

Staff member to report 

sexual abuse 

Strong Moderate Strong Strong 

Principal, or director, to 

report sexual abuse 

Strong Moderate Strong Strong 

School to have processes 

re inappropriate 

behaviour of staff 

Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate 

 

Principals would be expected to know the legislation and be capable of estimating its 

strengths and weaknesses if they are to be considered as agents acting within the 

legislative framework in Queensland. Table 20 is taken as indicating principals’ capacity 

to judge the overall effectiveness of the legislation. From Table 20 it would seem that 

principals judge four of the five salient measures as strong, namely those most directly 

related to child harm and sexual abuse. From their overall perceptions, all five measures 

were taken to be moderate as a deterrent on all measures. Interestingly, it was in the areas 

of reporting of harm where the legislation was seen to offer them only moderate 

assistance. This suggests that surveyed principals view themselves and their staff as 

useful agents in the fact they can offer a somewhat objective consideration of the 

legislation in assisting them in recognising the effects of harm and sexual abuse and 

making decisions as to whether to report. The results suggest that the legislation makes 

little allowance for the fact that staff in schools have commitments and responsibilities to 

children in the core tasks of furthering teaching and learning. Their views on each of the 

salient measures are now briefly discussed, again from the perspective of principals being 

knowledgeable and having reasoned points of view on their responsibilities within the 

legislative processes. Finally, the legislation also sets up and positions school staff within 
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a territory by drawing the phenomenon and its effects into, if not their worlds, then their 

realms of consciousness. 

6.3.1 Requirement for staff to report harm 

Where principals say they possess a strong overall view of the effectiveness of the 

legislation in detecting harm, and ensuring the reporting of harm, they were less 

confident about it being a strong deterrent against harm taking place. Among the group in 

general, males were less inclined than females to rate this provision as more effective. 

This same trend extended to provisions related to sexual abuse.  

Despite the growing body of law to regulate behaviours, and increasing penalties, there 

was a prevailing view among principals that by and large legislation was not a deterrent, 

and the law was not going to have much of an impact on preventing harm. These types of 

offenders were seen as unlikely to be daunted by the black-and-white law, but more 

likely to act on impulse without taking account of the consequences. 

It was apparent that respondents saw themselves within a growing culture in schools of 

responsibility to report suspected or actual harm, and a general awareness among staff of 

being obliged to report that harm if they had sufficient reasons. Principals reported that 

they had a highly comprehensive knowledge of the reporting obligations applying to the 

general and teaching staff of schools around harm. 

6.3.2 Requirement for principals to report harm 

Once more, provisions for detecting harm and ensuring the reporting of harm were rated 

as highly effective, but not all that effective as a deterrent against harm. Again, high 

effectiveness was said to be an outcome of a developing general culture among principals 

of reporting, and a growing awareness of pressure on staff to report suspicions as 

required by the legislative provisions. Principals considered that schools generally had 

the necessary processes and systems in place to facilitate staff reporting and the 
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consequential reporting by principals to the relevant authority. Principals appeared to feel 

comfortable that their knowledge was highly comprehensive and that they were meeting 

the reporting obligations in their school leadership role with respect to student harm. 

6.3.3 Requirement for school staff to report sexual abuse 

Respondents saw their knowledge of this particular legislative provision as highly 

comprehensive in detecting sexual abuse, and ensuring the reporting of that abuse. 

Reporting was, however, not regarded as a strong deterrent against sexual abuse. Males 

were more inclined to rate the provision as more effective than females in detecting 

abuse. Principals perceived their staff as acutely aware of the consequences of not 

reporting their suspicions, especially given possible publicity generated around cases of 

staff and student sexual activity. As for harm, although there was some support for 

contrasting views. Principals considered the existence of statutory law was not a 

particularly useful deterrent as individuals failed to either recognise or heed the 

consequences. 

6.3.4 Requirement for principal, governing body director, to report sexual abuse 

Overall, this provision was considered to be effective in detecting sexual abuse and in 

ensuring the reporting of sexual abuse. Staff awareness of this provision was predominant 

as an indicator of the high effectiveness levels on this measure, and, as above, media 

publicity of cases arising featured as a rationale. 

This provision was considered more favourably as a deterrent against sexual abuse that 

was found in connection with the staff obligations related to sexual abuse and for harm. 

This puts the deterrence effect in a slightly better light, on the basis perhaps that it elicits 

the ultimate obligation to report to police. The view threading through principals’ 

perceptions was that the law was not a robust deterrent which, as before, accounted for 

this provision showing more weakness than strength as a deterrent. As may be expected, 
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on the basis that this provision has a direct impact on their duties, principals considered 

that their knowledge of the provision was very comprehensive. 

6.3.5 Requirement for written processes for a student reporting inappropriate 

behaviour of staff 

This requirement emerged relatively strongly as a deterrent when contrasted against harm 

and sexual abuse. Overall, the provision was considered to be particularly useful in 

detecting inappropriate staff behaviours, and ensuring the reporting of those behaviours. 

In short, this may be attributable to staff awareness of the processes, the quality of those 

processes, and that students are well versed in their understanding them as an avenue for 

“speaking up”. Perhaps predictability, as staff and student behaviours are seen to be the 

responsibility ultimately of the principal, the principals reported a very comprehensive 

level of knowledge of this statutory provision. 

Finally, comments from Table 9 in Chapter 4 are suitable to complete this discussion of 

the exploration of the legislation from the perspective of the perceptions of the selected 

non-state school principals. Referring to questions about the five salient measures, 

principals reported that “all employees, all staff, all principals… are now very aware of 

their obligations.” Further to this, “everyone knows we have a legal responsibility… 

protecting kids by having this in place, and principals are very aware…we have a legal 

responsibility… (but) the legislation does not help… makes little difference… (it’s) not 

much of a deterrent.” These comments, the materials discussed in this section, and the 

data from Chapter 4 indicate that the school principals understand and report in 

accordance with the legislation to the extent that school practice and procedures are 

organised around the five salient measures they responded to in the questionnaire used in 

this study. The discussion now turns to four vignettes used to gauge how the legislation 

might operate in their schools, and in turn, to the extent to which the principals can be 
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said to be agents of the legislation. 

6.4 Perceptions of the legislation in operation 

Four vignettes were developed for the express purpose of this study, to examine ways in 

which the salient measures operate in practical terms: that is, if staff were faced with 

actual cases described by terminology and situations suggestive of the measures in the 

legislation. Generally the results from Chapter 5 indicated principals could be categorised 

as decisive but variable, unless the situation in a vignette raised the possibility of the 

involvement of a teacher with a student, whereupon there was less variability.  

For vignettes A and B, where prima facie the described scenario gave little rise to the 

prospect of school staff involvement, principals’ levels of suspicion that sexual abuse 

happened or harm happened were variable. Principals were more likely to report this as 

harm and not sexual abuse allegedly involving staff. In the scenario where a staff member 

may have been involved (e.g., in vignettes C and D), principals were very decisive and 

clearly more likely to report the matter to police. 

In terms of the most appropriate next steps principals would take when faced with the 

situations set out in the vignettes, in those situations where the prospect of sexual abuse 

or harm were not as evident, principals generally adopted a course of action involving 

monitoring the situation and acting more vigilantly in protective behaviours. In the 

situations where the prospects of sexual abuse or harm were more evident, generally 

principals were clear that the matter should be reported as required by the legislation, and 

although there were some differences as to the next step, predominantly they held the 

view that the matter should not be further “investigated” by them and that it should be left 

to the proper authorities. 
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6.5 Perceptions of limitations within the legislation 

As in the previous section, a prevailing view was that the legislation in regard to harm, 

sexual abuse and staff behaviour was satisfactory in its current form. Following 

discussions of the vignettes, however, suggestions emerged about the seriousness of 

penalties for non-compliance with mandatory reporting, not only in the eyes of the 

law, but in the damage to reputations and to careers of those who fail to identify abuse, 

and more importantly when a staff member does identify abuse, but fails to report it. 

Analysis of principal’s responses indicated a lack of clarity within the legislation, 

whereby clearer lines could be made between suspecting and detection of actual 

instances of harm or abuse. For example, it’s “not up to us to detect harm … the fact is 

that we suspect harm; we report it and that is very good arrangement”. Detection, in 

the sense of ascertaining the existence of something, knowing or getting to the source 

of its presence is, as was proposed in Chapter 1, to be able to discern or observe a 

phenomenon near or close at hand. When a principal observes: “We don’t detect … we 

suspect … then it’s out of my hands,” she herself discerns what the legislation 

implicitly asks of her, “…if there is any suspecting (all) we do (is) monitor.” To be 

suspicious, to surmise a possibility of harm and report, is a condition of being an agent 

for the legislation, as in situations where: “we discuss at staff meetings… and we 

always report… that people, like doctors, know that we submit reports.” 

All of this would indicate the principals in this study, and probably a good number in 

other schools, are agents who adhere to the spirit of this legislation. But they may be 

mainly agents who are at base advocates for children who are victims of harm: “The 

legislation is not the critical factor… the child must be empowered to speak 

up…because sometimes the young ones mostly, (they) don't tell.” Finally then, school 

staff, and perhaps those in other occupations where staff are in close contact with 
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children, are more agents of suspicion within a territory opened up by the legislation, 

who know that, “the legislation is (said to be) there as a deterrent … but I don’t 

believe that it is.” In this sense then, the legislation is working as a social experiment 

that creates sympathetic agents but is constrained by its inability to gain or sustain its 

initial momentum in identifying and dealing with the sources of child abuse. 

6.6 A converging of the main themes of this thesis 

From the analysis in the previous chapters it may be seen that the major findings in this 

study are: 

(a) Historically, from an international viewpoint, up until the 1950s and 1960s, child 

abuse was not widely regarded as a risk, and there was less expressed concern 

about identifying, counting and recording incidences, or framing responses to 

ameliorate child protection.  

(b) The general reaction of contemporary society to the abuse of children, at least in 

Australia and like countries, is typically one of revulsion, which invariably leads to 

individuals or groups acting as agents of change. 

(c) Governments can be viewed as the natural protector of children, with pressure being 

placed on them to act accordingly, and thus having a commission assigned by 

society of protecting children. 

(d) In terms of the contemporary child protection measures across all Australian 

jurisdictions, there is some variability in particular to the reporting obligations on 

teachers and other school staff. 

(e) The most salient legislative provisions operating in respect of students in non-state 

schools relate to the reporting obligations on staff, and in some cases directors of 

school governing bodies, to report abuse or suspected abuse, and report 
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inappropriate behaviour of school staff. 

(f) The provisions requiring the reporting of sexual abuse and harm, or suspected 

sexual abuse and harm, were considered strong overall in effectiveness in detecting 

and ensuring the reporting of those matters, but the provisions did not act as a 

strong deterrent against them. 

Drawing Skinner’s (1989) notion that words tend to come into common usage when they 

become conspicuous as descriptors of conditions, this thesis converges at a number of 

places, but none less important than the progression from a time when the conditions of 

the child and child abuse were not prominent in society, to the present, where the child is 

much more than just noticeable, that is to say (at least in many countries) society and 

lawmakers are active agents in child-protection efforts, which have a focus, but not a sole 

focus, on schools. 

It may be seen from Figure 16 that over a long time period to date, certain conditions 

have emerged from a “non-existent” state to be more prominent in the cognition of 

society generally, and importantly too in the cognition of the statute law and those who 

make the statutes. 
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Conditions become conspicuous over time 

Predates emergence of child abuse as a 

social construct 

 

 

Obligations to report forms of abuse if 

identified while at school 

Child abuse was not widely regarded as a risk. 

Less expressed concern about identifying, counting and recording 

incidences. 

Minimal responses to ameliorate child abuse. 

 

 

 General reaction of contemporary society to the abuse of children, including 

Australia, is typically one of revulsion. 

This invariably leads to individuals or groups acting as agents of change. 

 

 

 

 

Governments can be viewed as the natural protector of children, and thus 

having a child-protection commission assigned by society. 

 

 

 Some variability in contemporary child protection measures across all 

Australian jurisdictions (particularly re reporting obligations on teachers and 

other school staff. 

 

 Most salient legislative provisions operating in respect of students in non-state 

schools relate to the reporting obligations on staff, and governing body 

directors, to report abuse or suspected abuse, and report inappropriate 

behaviour of school staff. 

 

 Queensland non-state school provisions requiring the reporting of sexual 

abuse and harm considered strong overall in effectiveness in detecting and 

ensuring the reporting of those matters, but not as a strong deterrent. 

  

Figure 16: Model of the convergence of the main findings of this thesis 

 

This figure models the looping of the various conditions at play. As a social reaction, 

commotion and controversy arise periodically, responsive to particular episodes of child 

abuse or when persons with an interest in child welfare emerge advocating better 

protection efforts from the community or government, or both. Put another way, the 

general reaction of society to child abuse is usually one of horror invariably leading to 

individuals or groups acting as agents of change. New legislation with the object of 

addressing child abuse appears to be conceived in recent history in the context of a sharp 

and loud response within society to particular occurrences of abuse, sometimes 

spectacular in their nature and severity, and levels of horror. Cohen (1972) would 

categorise this concept as moral panic, which may be summarised as an intensity and 

strength of feeling expressed by society, which threatens, or at least appears to threaten, 

community order. As the details of these reactions cannot be clearly observed, the model 

in Figure 16 serves only to illustrate the parameters in which looping effects might come 

into operation. Legislators, or in other words the state, can be viewed as the natural 
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protector of children with a charter of protecting them in so far as is possible from abuse 

and neglect. This is the underpinning basis on which contemporary child protection 

efforts are built. 

On that note, the next part sets out some limitations of the thesis, and the last part of this 

chapter makes a number of suggestions for further research. 

6.7 Limitations of the thesis 

To better define the contribution this study has made, it is important to report and 

acknowledge any limitations on the research. The research reported in this exploratory 

study is subject to a number of key limitations. There are parameters to any study, 

including on the sometimes difficult and sensitive topic of child abuse. For the present 

research, there are constraints around the methodology used and the findings which arise. 

First, the sample of principals was modest in size, was selected using convenience rather 

than random sampling, and was deliberately confined to principals of non-state primary 

schools rather than including state schools, or including both sectors of schools offering 

secondary education. No claims are therefore made to the wider generalizability of the 

findings. The study sought to identify the most salient of the Queensland statutory child 

protection initiatives operating on non-state primary schools, and to explore the views of 

a sample of 30 principals (which is a little more than 13% of the population of interest) 

about the effectiveness of those measures, and how the principals might behave when 

presented with several descriptive scenarios in the form of vignettes. In these respects, 

the narrowness of the margins to the study established by the sampling method adopted 

for this investigational research is traded off with the breadth and depth of data collected 

and reported, and on which further more focussed research may be undertaken. 

Second, as an exploratory study which is pioneering in nature, the research neither seeks 

nor purports to identify or show causal links between the child protection legislation in 
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question and any trends in the reporting of child abuse or the incidence of child abuse. 

The establishment of any causality relationships between relevant factors, changes and 

events requires more in-depth examination over an extended period of time, and is by 

design beyond the scope of the present study. 

Third, the study relied on proxy indicators in the form of made-up vignettes to explore 

the possible responses of the principals in question. While this approach may be 

contested, it was nevertheless necessary in the absence of real reports of harm or sexual 

abuse made directly by students within the principals’ responsibilities (which may have 

provided clearer indicators of whether such abuse has happened or is suspected). 

Finally, of importance in this research has been the need to supply an historical 

explanation of the process through which child abuse and child protection have taken 

their shape as social issues in some nations and not in others, to explain the role of the 

statute law in protecting students, and to shine light on the importance of schools in the 

identification and reporting of child abuse. This research does not explore many of the 

other vital features and aspects of child abuse, such as the weaknesses and strengths of 

policy, intervention strategies, unintended consequences following the implementation of 

child protection legislation, the perspectives of those experiencing abuse, the perspectives 

of those who abuse, or overlaps with other aspects relating to child abuse prevention and 

reporting practices. These aspects, therefore, as important as they might be, are beyond 

the scope of this study. 

Despite these limitations, the study has heuristic value, providing a general body of 

knowledge that will serve to guide future investigation. The study adds to existing 

knowledge of, and makes a valuable contribution to the dialogue about, child abuse, 

particularly in the context of the role of principals of non-state primary schools in 
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Queensland. As exploratory research, this study has made a substantial contribution, and 

perhaps not surprisingly, has raised more questions than answers. 

6.8 Suggestions for further research 

As an exploratory study, the results provide new understandings of a range of aspects 

related to the phenomenon of child abuse and the legislation operating in Queensland 

non-state primary schools based on the obtained perceptions of a sample of principals. 

Also, there were few or no earlier studies of a similar nature and kind on which this 

groundbreaking study could build or to which it could refer, and thus the focus was very 

much on gaining insights and familiarity for later investigation. The results of this 

exploratory research, of themselves, have limited utility for decision making at a school 

level, but they have provided noteworthy insight into the wide range of given knowledge 

and situations investigated. While not able to be reliably generalized to the wider 

population at this juncture, the results provide indicative outcomes which are useful for 

individual researchers as foundations on which to base deeper research into their 

particular research interests, perhaps using and emphasizing qualitative methodologies in 

the process. 

The point needs to be made, too, that it was not practicable or feasible to explore all the 

issues because of the scope and nature of child protection legislation and policy, the fact 

that the requirements are changing with more than a little frequency, and the fact that 

there are various types of schools conducted by government and a range of categories of 

independent providers offering different educational programs to students of wide 

ranging ages. There was an acute awareness in the planning of this study, reinforced in its 

implementation, that more may be researched, not only directly associated with the study 

but peripheral to it. Further, with the amendments to the reporting of sexual abuse and 

suspected abuse which commenced on 9 July 2012, it would be problematic and perhaps 
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pointless to replicate the present study in so far as it related to this type of abuse. 

As mentioned, as an exploratory study the results provide fertile ground for the 

generation of more focused research based on the particular area of research interest. 

Thus it is not possible to specify precise matters arising from the present study for further 

investigation. In this context and against this background the follow non-exhaustive 

suggestions are made for further research: 

(a) For research areas related to establishing the threshold for suspicion—investigate 

from the literature appropriate and valid criteria which might be used in the 

identification of child abuse, particularly harm and sexual abuse. 

(b) For research areas related to establishing the threshold for suspicion—investigate 

when real-world practitioners (such as principals and other school staff, and 

governing body directors) believe that they know circumstances about an incident, 

taken together with rational inferences from those circumstances, then the tests of 

suspicion have been satisfied. 

(c) For research areas related to the development and implementation of social policy 

initiatives—investigate the extent to which an initiative (for example, mandatory 

reporting of the likelihood of harm happening) implemented via legislation has 

impact on behaviours over time (using this example, reduction in the confirmed 

incidents of harm). 

(d) For research areas related to the development and implementation of social policy 

initiatives—investigate in more depth to establish with more certainty whether 

mandatory reporting in school settings of child abuse is not a deterrent to such 

abuse. 

(e) For research areas related to the protection of children against abuse—investigate 
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actual reporting patterns of children in connection with abuse. 

(f) For research areas related to the protection of children against abuse—investigate 

actual child abuse cases with convictions by in-depth interviews or questionnaires 

of convicted individuals to establish pertinent common features across cases to give 

insights into how legislation might act to be more effective as a deterrent against 

abuse. 

(g) The present study could be repeated (inclusive of the reporting of the likelihood of 

sexual abuse happening which is to set to come into effect soon) using a redesigned 

questionnaire given to all non-state primary school principals and without using 

interviews in the field work. This would allow more confidence in the extrapolation 

of the results to non-state primary schools. 

(h) Using the larger expected response rate mentioned in (g) above, it would be 

beneficial to contrast other sub-group schools within the population, such as those 

based on different educational philosophy, cultural framework or religion. The 

larger expected sample of quantitative data would allow the examination of whether 

there are statistically significant differences between these school groups. 

(i) It would be valuable to undertake a similar study of the perceived benefits of the 

child protection legislation as it applies in non-state stand-alone secondary schools 

which would be useful in its own right and also to examine whether any differences 

exist between the perceptions of primary and secondary school principals. 

(j) Various elements of the provisions for reporting sexual abuse and harm (and the 

proposed reporting of the likelihood of sexual abuse) could be examined using 

qualitative methods of inquiry (such as case studies, focus groups, or open-ended 

interviews) to gather more in-depth understanding of the effectiveness of child 
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protection legislative initiatives. 

(k) Bearing in mind that the legislation regulating the reporting of sexual abuse in the 

state schooling sector has some points of difference contrasted to the non-state 

sector, and that in the state sector the reporting of harm also has some points of 

difference and importantly is policy based rather than statutory based, it would be 

beneficial to undertake research on the perceived benefits of the arrangements 

applying in the state sector. 

(l) Given the points of difference between the state and non-state schooling sector, 

there would be benefits to both sectors of further research into whether the child 

protection initiatives should be legislative or policy based and whether they should 

be more harmonised between the sectors.  

A focus of this thesis was on gaining insights and familiarity for later investigation, thus, 

the potential research which could productively arise from the thesis is driven in large 

part by the concerns and interests of individual researchers.  
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSIONS 

7.1 Introduction 

The importance of this study should not be underestimated as it maps out historical and 

cultural contexts leading to the present Queensland legislation with its focus on child 

protection, particularly in schools. The study is the first of its kind to use informed 

participants to identify the most salient of those legislative provisions, and obtain the 

views of principals of non-state primary schools about those provisions. It should be 

reiterated before proceeding that this study did not observe participants’ reporting 

practices, and importantly the material discussed in this chapter is from an analysis of the 

participants’ perceptions of their own practices and the practices of others.  This research 

has enabled the collection of a large amount of quantitative data from a modest sample 

size, and from the same respondents, has collected their comprehensive views and 

opinions which would be difficult to do with a larger sample size. 

A unique approach has been adopted to the Queensland legislation on child protection as 

the object of this study. Where the research was conducted on a small scale empirically, 

its conceptual reach has extended more widely to present understandings of relations 

between the legislation and practices in non-state primary schools. The process was 

exploratory, which necessarily meant new perspectives had to be accounted for in 

forming relations between school-based data and historical analysis as the study 

progressed. Despite this, one element motivating the choice of thesis topic remained 

constant and at its core throughout the study: this was to identify the extent that salient 

aspects of the legislation were perceived and acted on by principals of non-state schools. 

More time and analysis than anticipated was needed to gradually realize that the 

phenomenon of child harm and sexual abuse around which the legislation was created, 

while seemingly “real” in media and other reports, could only be “seen” and reported on 
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as effects by school staff. Acknowledging that the salient legislative measures were 

restricted to suspecting harm or abuse having occurred led to some readjustment of 

Hacking’s (2006) model of the formation of a social category, especially at the stage of 

exploration he locates in bureaucratic legislation and policy frameworks. 

The responses and comments by principals in the previous chapters makes clear their 

perceptions of themselves “suspecting” not “detecting” child abuse and harm within the 

legislation. They are clear as well about their lack of confidence in the legislation as a 

deterrent for child abuse and that dealing with it is beyond their jurisdiction. In a 

roundabout way, the driving category takes a back seat in situations where the necessary 

details can only be found through information sharing between a victim and a witness late 

to a crime scene. The facts of how to proceed when a concept-category such as a child 

abuser may not be a “serviceable kind” (Roth, 2002 p. 141) raises an aspect of Hacking’s 

(2006) model which is perhaps under-analyzed at the bureaucratic level. In summary, the 

legislation has itself come into being as a result of efforts to eliminate the perpetuation of 

child harm and abuse. At the same time, however, a concept-category of child abuser is 

mostly absent and revealed in retrospect by the victims. Blue cards and employment 

screening are used to prevent potential abusers coming into contact with children, but 

beyond this, the press in the central measures is for informed reporting of abuse, with 

detection and further action left to others outside of the school. The legislation from this 

perspective is, in part, an attempt, an experiment, to set up conditions where school staff, 

predisposed by direct and indirect pressures to act as agents, report their suspicions of 

harm to authorities. 

7.2 Wider considerations on legislation 

The legislation may or may not contribute to an aim of driving offenders from the child 

abuser category, but it can, as Robinson (2013) suggests, add to the pressure on 
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authorities to manage reported cases and impede efforts to deal with the problem at its 

core. With children becoming a central focus in welfare, care and protection, Queensland 

has developed a statute-based regime directed at the welfare of children generally, and 

the identification and reporting to the appropriate authorities of child abuse, with special 

attention given to particular types of abuse. As solid as the statutes may appear at a 

particular moment, situations inevitably arise whereby community and political 

imperatives call for even further strengthening of the law to better protect children. 

Inescapably, these enhancements driven by society disturb the status quo at various 

intervals for reasons of the purest of intentions. But even though they are likely to have 

an initial beneficial effect, they may fail to put in place an optimal architecture for the 

protection of children. Thus, the sense of a pattern of circles prevails in child welfare and 

protection, with an eye directed from time to time on the next circle of prophylactic 

efforts. 

The relationship between the child and the law is a key feature of the historical aspect of 

Hacking’s (1999) processes where the abused child can be taken seriously as a social 

issue in one point in time and not in another. Some space and time have been given in 

this study to suggest that what children are by nature is determined by the rights adults 

see themselves having over the child. These views of the child have acted as social 

barriers to child abuse being recognized as a concept and to delays to child abuse 

legislation. The case of Tardieu in the 1860s and the struggle to naturalize the concept 

from the 1950s in some countries but not others demonstrates the range of social and 

legal efforts needed to protect children from exploitation and harm. In contrast with 

earlier periods, Giddens (1998, pp. 123-124) talks of the emergence of the “prized child” 

in the modern era, where children start to have a “semi-mythical status” where the 

surrounding ethos of the protection of children represents major shifts from times past. 
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Thus the law, schools and education have a level of influence on family life and the 

child, exceeding that of earlier times. Today the state may be considered as the ultimate 

natural protector of children, and the statute law is the instrument by which the state 

seeks to put its will into effect. Schools and staff of schools play a part in today’s efforts 

to identify child sexual abuse and harm, and to take some caring and counteractive action 

in response. 

7.3 Model of four relationships: looping, enacting, services and legislation 

The relationship between the child and the state can be viewed through numerous prisms. 

Pertinent factors brought together by this study relate to sexual abuse and harm 

occurrences, community perceived benefits of reporting that abuse, the statutory 

obligations within non-state schools to report abuse, and the law governing those 

obligations (see Figure 17). 

 

Figure 17: Model of four relationships – looping, enacting, services, and legislation – 

obligations impinging on non-state schools reporting child abuse/harm. 
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Four relations, or points of view, on the legislation as it applies to non-state primary 

schools are the topic of discussion in this part, namely, looping context into law, 

reporting benefits / reporting, child protection legislation, and legislation in operation. 

One attribute emanating from this study is that of generating looping effects that sustain 

interest in dealing with and solving problems of child abuse. This involves preventing the 

issue from falling out of public view as important within the law. The phenomenon of 

child abuse sits squarely within a social-policy context and while this factor clearly has a 

relationship with other factors identified in the relationship model set out above, the 

factor has a dominant link with the law concerned with reporting. It may be seen that 

there is a strong looping, which may be sparked by a sole incident of abuse or the 

aggregated weight of many. 

Finding out whether the occurrences of child sexual abuse and harm are in fact reduced 

by stronger and more intrusive statutory protection measures was not the object of this 

study. The study revealed that, in the minds of principals operating in non-state primary 

schools, the pertinent legislation was sufficiently strong in its present form to identify, 

based on suspicion, a child who may have been abused or harmed. At that point, while 

principals did not by and large extract themselves from the processes and from dealing 

with any aftermaths, they were comfortable with their role being restricted to 

identification and reporting. 

7.4 Concluding remarks 

The concept of a child has emerged progressively through the ages from a time where 

childhood generally speaking was not a recognized concept, to the contemporary era 

where childhood is relatively easily marked. This development brought with it a range of 

efforts by society to protect its children, in various settings within it, from exploitation 
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and harm.  

Persons with expertise in the governance, management and operations of non-state 

schools identified for the purposes of the study some 12 provisions as primary statutory 

child protection initiatives, and from those, a different group distilled out 5 statutory 

provisions as the most salient within the context of the non-state school sector. 

Interestingly, two of these legislated provisions concern suspected harm or harm, two are 

about suspected sexual abuse or sexual abuse of a student by a school staff member, and 

the final initiative relates to inappropriate behaviour of staff. 

Broadly, in terms of harm, this exploratory study concludes that the provisions requiring 

staff and principals to report are perceived as strong overall in effectiveness in detecting 

harm and ensuring the reporting of harm, but that they did not operate as a strong 

deterrent against harm. There were similar conclusions in terms of the obligations on all 

staff, principals and governing body directors to report sexual abuse. The provisions were 

not a strong determinant in deterring sexual abuse by staff, but were in fact strong in 

detecting and ensuring the reporting of sexual abuse or suspected sexual abuse. In respect 

of the provisions around the reporting of staff inappropriate behaviour, it may be 

concluded that they were particularly useful in detecting inappropriate staff behaviours, 

ensuring the reporting of those behaviours, and as a deterrent against staff inappropriate 

behaviour. 

The study concluded that in the practical application of particular cases in the form of 

vignettes, principals indicated that their responses were decisive but variable unless the 

situation raised the possibility of the involvement of a teacher, as a result of which there 

was less variability. Respondents indicated a practical responsiveness which was 

attentive to the proper role of other investigative agencies and the need to continually 
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monitor particular situations to ensure the on-going protection of students within their 

care. 

Principals considered that the legislation was sufficiently strong and there was little 

forthcoming in terms of enhancements to the statutes. They considered that more 

emphasis should be placed on pre-service and frequent in-service training for teachers, in 

particular in pre-service teaching degree courses, and on the education of parents in these 

matters. 

There was a strong view from principals that important factors in student protection were 

the establishment of a school culture which empowered or facilitated children to report, 

and the need for specialist advice and training for teachers. The school environment 

needed to be child friendly and needed to facilitate students coming forward to a staff 

member and raising their concerns. 

Importantly, this research enabled the development of a concept for the relationships 

between child protection in an historical context, and the factors of abuse and harm 

occurrences, community perceived benefits of reporting that abuse, the statutory 

obligations within non-state schools to report abuse, and the law governing those 

obligations. 

The model in Figure 17 puts the main components in several distinct categories. The 

components may be said to be overlapping at times, mostly interacting with one another, 

and to have relational links which vary continually in activity and strength. The concept 

is not necessarily suggesting that the factors happen or occur in any particular order. Nor 

is the model suggesting a sequencing structure. For example, while a commotion arising 

within the “abuse/harm occurrences” factor may cause a response in each of the other 

factors, it will probably cause (at least at the outset) a reaction primarily focused in the 
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“law on reporting” factor. The categories are clearly not mutually exclusive, and in the 

absence of any particular tumult to disturb their stability, they will sit fairly quietly and 

largely unnoticed within the context of the structure and dynamics of society. 

The idea of the statute law “fixing” child abuse, or at least reducing somewhat the 

incidence of child abuse, has a lot of appeal for the community. Strong reporting 

measures and obligations imposed on individuals are important in the challenge, and 

should be examined from time to time to measure their effectiveness from different 

perspectives.  

While this exploratory study has not sought to identify the causes of child abuse or of 

particular strategies to minimise the occurrence of abuse, it gives insights for lawmakers 

and policymakers into the ways and means by which they can maximize as much as 

possible, and assign the highest possible importance to, the reporting of abuse of children 

where it becomes apparent or suspected while children are at school. 

As in the search for new distant objects, and examining their features through a lens when 

found, big social questions need a big telescope and observations and measurements from 

different angles. This study provided an arrangement of lenses and mirrors to shed some 

light on the perceptions of non-state school principals about the present statutory 

reporting obligations applying in non-state primary schools. The observations made in 

this study by sliding the scope inwards and outwards, and taking readings from a number 

of different viewpoints, provide a solid evidenced-based footing on which children can 

have some confidence that society recognises and cares for their vulnerability, puts 

appropriate statutory architecture in place to acknowledge that susceptibility, and reacts 

decisively and appropriately to any structural and knowledge shortcomings. More is 

needed beyond this exploratory study, and further research is encouraged. 
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Studying phenomena from an historical perspective is valuable in that it offers wisdom, 

insight, principles and lessons, which may otherwise not be so easily identified. It is 

certain that is that community concerns about child sexual abuse and harm will invariably 

and intermittently spike (usually as a result of community and government awareness of a 

case or cases of abuse, and associated outrage), and given our understandings and 

assumptions from the past, this should be no surprise. 

Understanding successes and failures, and what was decent or not, from the past has the 

capability to establish the present with a capacity to better inform the future structures of 

society and its people. There are other different and complementary means of course, but 

looking into the past provides a stable vantage point from which to make some 

observations of societies and their components and any internal and external 

relationships. 

Past social-policy reforms often become the problems of present-day society, and these 

problems  even though they are today mostly addressed better by governments, other 

agencies and professionals than in the past  become in turn the focus of further and more 

speculative reform efforts. If the wellbeing of children is to be a focus of social policy 

experimentations and reforms, then society must be clear in its obligations to children, 

must articulate the responsibilities on agents of government involved with the welfare 

and protection of children, and must strive objectively to determine the extent to which 

the work of those agents has a bearing on various aspects of children’s wellbeing. 

There can be no more honourable cause for society to support than addressing the sad 

tragedy of child abuse in its many forms, with its impact on the child being deep and 

profound. Principals of non-state primary schools may be seen from this study to 

recognise this, and accordingly to be diligent in ensuring effective arrangements are in 
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place to recognize signs of abuse in students in their school and to treat very seriously 

their responsibilities to report any concerns involving abuse.  
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Appendix A: Topic guide for focus group 

 

 
 

 

THE DEVELOPMENT, AND PERCEPTIONS OF THE VALUE, OF 

STATUTORY CHILD PROTECTION MEASURES REGULATING 

NON-STATE SCHOOLS IN QUEENSLAND 

TOPIC GUIDE 

Focus Group 

 

Introduction   

(a) Welcome and thank for taking the time to attend the Focus Group. 

(b) Please take the time to read the Information Sheet for the Focus Group. 

(c) The purpose of this Focus Group is to identify for further analysis the statutory 

child protection initiatives related to abused children who may be identified while 

participating in non-State primary school settings in Queensland. 

(d) You have been invited because you have some things in common; that is a thorough 

and detailed knowledge of the legislation and schools related to the purpose of the 

Focus Group. 

(e) You should not worry about what you are expected to say, whether you are on the 

right track, or whether the group should reach a consensus. 

(f) Are there any questions that you would like answered, or issues you would like 

clarified. 

(g) Please complete the consent form and hand it back. 

 

Focus guide 

1. What are the statutory child protection initiatives related to abused children who 

may be identified while participating in non-State primary school settings in 

Queensland.   

2. Apart from the initiatives in legislation related directly to regulating non-State 

schools are there any Acts or Regulations which might be relevant. 

3. Apart from the initiatives the group has mentioned so far, are there any others 

which might be relevant: for example, that relate to behaviour or persons working 

or volunteering in non-State school, the construction or building of non-State 

schools, or the location of non-State schools. 
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Appendix B: Information sheet for focus group 

 
 

 

THE DEVELOPMENT, AND PERCEPTIONS OF THE VALUE, OF 

STATUTORY CHILD PROTECTION MEASURES REGULATING 

NON-STATE SCHOOLS IN QUEENSLAND 

INFORMATION SHEET 

Focus Group 

 
Research Team 

Chief Investigators: 

Dr Robert Funnell  

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Telephone: (07) 3735 5745 

Email: r.funnell@griffith.edu.au 

Professor Richard Wortley 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Telephone: (07) 3735 5761 

Email: r.wortley@griffith.edu.au 

Student Investigator 

Mr Patrick Parsons 

Doctor of Education (EdD) student 

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Telephone: (07) 3353 0113 

Email: patrick.parsons@student.griffith.edu.au 

 

Why is the research being conducted 

The research is examining the perceptions of principals of non-State primary schools in 

Queensland about the value of a number of the current statutory student protection 

measures. 

Importantly, the research does not involve the examination of, or the identification of, 

any known current or past situations or events involving students or schools. 

The aim of the research is to maximize mandatory reporting of suspected abused children 

identified while participating in non-State primary school settings in Queensland. 

The research is being undertaken by Griffith University and forms part of doctoral 

research for Mr Patrick Parsons, a Doctor of Education (EdD) student from the Facility of 

Education’s School of Education and Professional Studies. 

What you will be asked to do 

Your involvement involves participating in a Focus Group, which should take between 

20 and 30 minutes.  

The Focus Group is to identify for further analysis the statutory child protection 

initiatives related to abused children who may be identified while participating in non-

State primary school settings in Queensland. 

 

mailto:r.funnell@griffith.edu.au
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The basis by which participants will be selected or screened 

The Focus Group is to be constituted by 5 individuals who have detailed knowledge of 

the relevant Queensland child/student protection legislation, in particular in so far as the 

legislation related to the conduct of non-State primary schools in Queensland. 

The expected benefits of the research 

The insights and in-depth understanding derived from the study are expected to be of 

particular benefit to children, and to Governments and schools in policy development 

around the care and protection of students. 

Risks to you 

The research is to find out Focus Group participants’ opinions about which provisions of 

legislation are relevant. 

It is not the intention to explore instances, or particular cases, whereby you have had 

exposure to such matters. 

On this basis, it is considered that the risks to you are very minimal.  

Your confidentiality 

This Focus Group is confidential. No information will be reported that can identify you. 

You will be assigned a participant number which will be used instead of your name on all 

documentation for this study. Only the Research Team will have access to the 

information you provide. 

Any data published from the empirical elements of the research will be in aggregated 

form which does not identify the respondent. 

Data collected will be retained in a secure environment to protect confidentiality for a 

period of 5 years after presentation of the results, whereupon the data will be disposed of 

by secure means. 

Digital recordings will be erased following transcription and analysis. 

Your participation is voluntary 

Your participation in this research is voluntary. You are free to withdraw at any time, 

without comment or penalty 

Questions / further information 

If you require further information about this research, please contact any member of the 

Research Team.  

The ethical conduct of this research 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 

Conduct in Human Research.  If potential participants or participants have any concerns or 

complaints about the ethical conduct of the research project they should contact the Manager, 

Research Ethics on (07) 3735 5585 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Feedback to you 

It is proposed to report the results of the research in the form of a doctoral dissertation 

published in the conventional manner for such documents. 

If the doctoral dissertation is published, it is proposed to submit papers on particular 

elements of the dissertation to relevant academic journals for consideration of 

publication. 

If the doctoral dissertation is published, a written summary of the results of the overall 

research will on request be made available to you as a participant in the research. If you 

would like to obtain a copy of the summary when available, please contact any member 

of the Research Team. 

No debriefings are planned for participants.  

Privacy Statement 

The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and/or use of your identified 

personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed 

to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other 

regulatory authority requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other 

research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further 

information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or 

telephone (07) 3735 5585. 



  

 

234 

 

Appendix C: Consent form for focus group 

 
 

 

THE DEVELOPMENT, AND PERCEPTIONS OF THE VALUE, OF 

STATUTORY CHILD PROTECTION MEASURES REGULATING NON-

STATE SCHOOLS IN QUEENSLAND 

CONSENT FORM  

Focus Group 

 
Research Team Chief Investigators: 

Dr Robert Funnell  

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Telephone: (07) 3735 5745 

Email: r.funnell@griffith.edu.au  

Professor Richard Wortley 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Telephone: (07) 3735 5761 

Email: r.wortley@griffith.edu.au 

Student Investigator: 

Mr Patrick Parsons 

Doctor of Education (EdD) student 

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Telephone: (07) 3353 0113 

Email: patrick.parsons@student.griffith.edu.au 

 
By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in 

particular have noted that: 

 I understand that my involvement in this research will include participation as a member of 

a focus group; 

 I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

 I understand the risks involved; 

 I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this 

research; 

 I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary; 

 I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research team; 

 I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty; 

 I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, Griffith University Human 

Research Ethics Committee on (07) 3735 5585 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I 

have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the project; and 

 I agree to participate in the project. 

Full name (print):  _______________________________ 

Signature: _______________________________ 

Date: _______________ 

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Appendix D: Analysis of focus group transcript 

 

Analysis, focus group transcript extracts, and the applicable legislation provisions 

 

Transcript extract Legislation categorised 

Female: Police checks … police checks, for registration. 

Male: … but with blue cards in particular I don't think 

they're enough. There's no photograph of the person, it's just 

their signature. I can pick up anyone's blue card and go into 

a school and say I'm Joe Blow, and that's all they'd ask for. 

Where's your blue card? There it is. It should be like a 

licence, a photograph of whoever holds it. I think that's a 

flaw within the legislation, within the blue card regime. 

Female: The ethics; conduct of teachers.  

Male: Disciplinary process [inaudible] situation. 

Female: The children's commission.  

Male: Children's commission.  

Male: Yeah, children's commission.  

Female: The College of Teachers.  

Male: Do you need to identify specifically within those? …  

Male: With the children's commission you've got the 

requirement for blue card and the requirement for risk 
management strategy, which are key.  

Female: Well I've been 'cause all staff interact with children.  

Male: Yeah, but not just the teaching staff, I mean all staff, 
teacher aides.  

Female: No. Well I've experienced all staff.  

Male: What about volunteers in the school?  

Female: I don't know about volunteers.  

Male: Parents that come in and do the reading groups and 
things like that.  

Female: Yeah, no, I wouldn't say volunteers. 

Female: That was an issue I think we talked about under the 
Act that didn't... 

Male: Our largest authority, which is the <deleted>, it's 

intensive. They do in-service with everybody, including 

volunteers, beginning of the year. Then they've got a process 

of catching up with people entering the system. We're 

currently looking at enhancing that so that when people go 

from system to system within our sector that we've got 

consistency without [all the wrap].  

Female: … did we mention - you talk risk management - 

does that incorporate child protection policy in terms of 
schools have their own policies as well as... 

A school must not employ a person as a teacher 

unless the person is a ‘registered teacher’ or holds 

‘permission to teach’ 

Education (Queensland College of Teachers) 

Act 2005 [s. 82] 

A person (except for a parent of a child attending the 

school, or a registered teacher) must not provide 

paid/voluntary services at the school unless the person 

has, or has applied for, a blue card 

Commission for Children and Young People and 

Child  

A school must develop and implement a written risk 

management strategy to promote the wellbeing of 

children at the school and to protect them from harm 

Commission for Children and Young People and 

Child Guardian Act 2000 [s. 99G]Guardian Act 2000 

[ss. 3, 105] 

A director of a school’s governing body must hold a 

current blue card 

Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) 

Act 2001  [s. 15] 

A school’s employing authority must notify the 

Queensland College of Teachers if it commences an 

investigation into a teacher for alleged harm caused, 

or likely to be caused, to a student  

Education (Queensland College of Teachers) 

Act 2005 [s. 76] 

If a school’s employing authority commences an 

investigation into a teacher for alleged harm caused, 

or likely to be caused, to a student, and the teacher is 

dismissed or resigns, it must notify the Queensland 

College of Teachers 

Education (Queensland College of Teachers) 

Act 2005 [s. 77] 

Male: Well, I mean - and it's also a matter within schools for 

others within the school to ensure that it's not just the 

legislative approach. It's keeping an eye out and being aware 

of things that may well happen. The legislation provides that 

they then report that matter. 

Male: So where do codes of conduct fit in? Are they part of 

just a tool that schools use? Do they have - in organisation 

we'll have a code of conduct.  

Female: I think they fit under the Queensland College of 

Teachers, but also the public service.  

Male: Okay, 'cause that's how we operate by. Male: In a lot 

of non-state schools, Catholic schools, particularly the 

systems they've developed voluntarily codes of conduct 

A school must have written processes dealing with 

appropriate conduct of its staff/students that accord 

with legislation about the care/protection of children 

Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) 

Regulation 2001 [s. 10] 

A school must have written processes dealing with the 

reporting by a student at the school to a staff member 

of inappropriate behaviour of another staff member 

Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) 

Regulation 2001 [s. 10] 

A staff member of a school must report to the 

school’s principal or nominated person, harm that the 

staff member is aware or reasonably suspects has 
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Transcript extract Legislation categorised 

which relate to child protection. 

Male: Well, I mean - and it's also a matter within schools for 

others within the school to ensure that it's not just the 

legislative approach. It's keeping an eye out and being aware 

of things that may well happen. The legislation provides that 

they then report that matter. 

Female: Did we talk about mandatory reporting?  Is that...  

Male: Yeah, that's part of it.  

Female: I mean I know it's part of 366 [unclear] isn't it? So 

that's - 'cause that was another thing that not all teachers 

have to - do they have to undergo training in it each year? I 

know we used to in South Australia. There was an 

obligation that everyone had to have specific training.  

Male: The other area that's in the legislation I guess is other 

forms of harm. Particularly self-harm and student to student 

behaviour, without going into the detail I'm aware of one 

that's cropped up in the last 10 days. One of our schools 

involving two students under 10 which creates a whole set 

of problems and it's quite serious stuff. Police involved, 

child safety may be involved shortly. The legislation's a little 

bit silent on some of that. There's a few grey areas in there I 

think. Particularly with the students' self-harm. You're 

caught in that dilemma between reporting to get some help 

for the person or acting in a pastoral way, particularly if 

there are protective parents involved. So it's a little bit grey 

from our perspective on that part. 

Male: Yeah, and yet these things still happened, they were 

still recorded, police were still involved, because there was a 

law broken. Quite obviously the criminal code, but the value 

of the legislation, has it improved the culture? Or is it just - 

there's a whole plethora of education now, you know: the 

children's commission, 366, there's a stack of it. 

been caused to a student who was under 18 years 

when the harm was caused, or suspected 

Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) 

Regulation 2001 [s. 10] 

A school’s principal or another nominated person 

must report harm, or suspected harm, to a relevant 

State authority if the principal or other nominated 

person is aware or reasonably suspects the harm has 

been caused 

Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) 

Regulation 2001 [s. 10] 

If a school staff member becomes aware, or 

reasonably suspects, that a student under 18 years has 

been sexually abused by an employee of the school, 

the staff member must give a written report to the 

school’s principal or a governing body director 

Education (General Provisions) Act 2006 [s. 366] 

A school’s principal or a governing body director who 

receives a written report about a student under 18 

years who has been sexually abused, or suspected of 

being sexually abused, by an employee of the school, 

must immediately give a copy of the report to a police 

officer 

Education (General Provisions) Act 2006 [s. 366] 
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Appendix E: Questionnaire for identifying most salient child protection measures 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

Child protection measures regulating non-State schools in Queensland 

Twelve legislated child protection measures have been identified as relating to the welfare and protection of 
students in non-State schools (see column 1 below). On the five (5) point scale (see column 2 below), by 
circling a number for each child protection measure, rate how effective you feel each measure is in 
improving the welfare and protection of students. 

Column 1 Column 2 

Child protection measure  Extremely effective A little effective 

A school must not employ a person as a teacher unless the person is a ‘registered teacher’ or 
holds ‘permission to teach’ 

Education (Queensland College of Teachers) Act 2005 [s. 82]  

5 4 3 2 1 

A director of a school’s governing body must hold a current blue card 

Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Act 2001  [s. 15] 

5 4 3 2 1 

A person (except for a parent of a child attending the school, or a registered teacher) must not 

provide paid/voluntary services at the school unless the person has, or has applied for, a blue 

card 

Commission for Children and Young People and Child Guardian Act 2000 [ss. 3, 105] 

5 4 3 2 1 

A school must have written processes dealing with appropriate conduct of its staff/students that 
accord with legislation about the care/protection of children 

Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Regulation 2001 [s. 10] 

5 4 3 2 1 

A school must develop and implement a written risk management strategy to promote the 
wellbeing of children at the school and to protect them from harm 

Commission for Children and Young People and Child Guardian Act 2000 [s. 99G] 

5 4 3 2 1 

A school must have written processes dealing with the reporting by a student at the school to a 
staff member of inappropriate behaviour of another staff member 

Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Regulation 2001 [s. 10] 

5 4 3 2 1 

A staff member of a school must report to the school’s principal or nominated person, harm 

that the staff member is aware or reasonably suspects has been caused to a student who was 
under 18 years when the harm was caused, or suspected 

Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Regulation 2001 [s. 10] 

5 4 3 2 1 

A school’s principal or another nominated person must report harm, or suspected harm, to a 

relevant State authority if the principal or other nominated person is aware or reasonably 
suspects the harm has been caused 

Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Regulation 2001 [s. 10] 

5 4 3 2 1 

If a school staff member becomes aware, or reasonably suspects, that a student under 18 years 

has been sexually abused by an employee of the school, the staff member must give a written 

report to the school’s principal or a governing body director 

Education (General Provisions) Act 2006 [s. 366] 

5 4 3 2 1 

A school’s principal or a governing body director who receives a written report about a student 

under 18 years who has been sexually abused, or suspected of being sexually abused, by an 
employee of the school, must immediately give a copy of the report to a police officer 

Education (General Provisions) Act 2006 [s. 366] 

5 4 3 2 1 

A school’s employing authority must notify the Queensland College of Teachers if it 

commences an investigation into a teacher for alleged harm caused, or likely to be caused, to a 

student  

Education (Queensland College of Teachers) Act 2005 [s. 76] 

5 4 3 2 1 

If a school’s employing authority commences an investigation into a teacher for alleged harm 

caused, or likely to be caused, to a student, and the teacher is dismissed or resigns, it must 
notify the Queensland College of Teachers 

Education (Queensland College of Teachers) Act 2005 [s. 77] 

5 4 3 2 1 

The survey is now complete. Thank you for your time and effort. 
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Appendix F: Information sheet for questionnaire re most salient measures 

 
 

 

THE DEVELOPMENT, AND PERCEPTIONS OF THE VALUE, OF 

STATUTORY CHILD PROTECTION MEASURES REGULATING 

NON-STATE SCHOOLS IN QUEENSLAND 

INFORMATION SHEET 

Questionnaire 

 
Research Team 

Chief Investigators: 

Dr Robert Funnell  

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Telephone: (07) 3735 5745 

Email: r.funnell@griffith.edu.au 

Professor Richard Wortley 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Telephone: (07) 3735 5761 

Email: r.wortley@griffith.edu.au 

Student Investigator 

Mr Patrick Parsons 

Doctor of Education (EdD) student 

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Telephone: (07) 3353 0113 

Email: patrick.parsons@student.griffith.edu.au 

 

Why is the research being conducted 

The research is examining the perceptions of principals of non-State primary schools in 

Queensland about the value of a number of the current statutory student protection 

measures. 

Importantly, the research does not involve the examination of, or the identification of, 

any known current or past situations or events involving students or schools. 

The aim of the research is to maximize mandatory reporting of suspected abused children 

identified while participating in non-State primary school settings in Queensland. 

The research is being undertaken by Griffith University and forms part of doctoral 

research for Mr Patrick Parsons, a Doctor of Education (EdD) student from the Facility of 

Education’s School of Education and Professional Studies. 

What you will be asked to do 

Your involvement involves participating in a survey by questionnaire, which should take 

between 5 and 7 minutes.  

The purpose of the questionnaire is to identify for further analysis which of the statutory 

child protection initiatives are the most salient measures in the welfare and protection of 

students in non-State primary schools. 

The questionnaire consists of a number of closed questions. 

mailto:r.funnell@griffith.edu.au
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The basis by which participants will be selected or screened 

The questionnaire is to be administered to 15 individuals who have detailed knowledge 

of the relevant Queensland child/student protection legislation, in particular in so far as 

the legislation related to the conduct of non-State primary schools in Queensland.  

The expected benefits of the research 

The insights and in-depth understanding derived from the study are expected to be of 

particular benefit to children, and to Governments and schools in policy development 

around the care and protection of students. 

Risks to you 

This stage of the research is to find out your opinion about which child-protection 

provisions of legislation are the most salient measures in the welfare and protection of 

students in non-State primary schools. 

It is not the intention to explore instances, or particular cases, whereby you have had 

exposure to such matters. 

On this basis, it is considered that the risks to you are very minimal.  

Your confidentiality 

This Focus Group is confidential. No information will be reported that can identify you. 

You will be assigned a participant number which will be used instead of your name on all 

documentation for this study. Only the Research Team will have access to the 

information you provide. 

Any data published from the empirical elements of the research will be in aggregated 

form which does not identify the respondent. 

Data collected will be retained in a secure environment to protect confidentiality for a 

period of 5 years after presentation of the results, whereupon the data will be disposed of 

by secure means. 

Your participation is voluntary 

Your participation in this research is voluntary. You are free to withdraw at any time, 

without comment or penalty 

Questions / further information 

If you require further information about this research, please contact any member of the 

Research Team.  

The ethical conduct of this research 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 
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Conduct in Human Research.  If potential participants or participants have any concerns or 

complaints about the ethical conduct of the research project they should contact the Manager, 

Research Ethics on (07) 3735 5585 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

Feedback to you 

It is proposed to report the results of the research in the form of a doctoral dissertation 

published in the conventional manner for such documents. 

If the doctoral dissertation is published, a written summary of the results of the overall 

research will on request be made available to you as a participant in the research. If you 

would like to obtain a copy of the summary when available, please contact any member 

of the Research Team. 

No debriefings are planned for participants.  

Privacy Statement 

The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and/or use of your identified 

personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed 

to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other 

regulatory authority requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other 

research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further 

information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or 

telephone (07) 3735 5585. 

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Appendix G: Consent form for questionnaire re most salient measures 

 
 

THE DEVELOPMENT, AND PERCEPTIONS OF THE VALUE, OF STATUTORY 

CHILD PROTECTION MEASURES REGULATING NON-STATE SCHOOLS IN 

QUEENSLAND 

CONSENT FORM  

Questionnaire 

 
Research Team Chief Investigators: 

Dr Robert Funnell 

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Telephone: (07) 3735 5745 

Email: r.funnell@griffith.edu.au  

Professor Richard Wortley 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Telephone: (07) 3735 5761 

Email: r.wortley@griffith.edu.au 

Student Investigator: 

Mr Patrick Parsons 

Doctor of Education (EdD) student 

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Telephone: (07) 3353 0113 

Email: patrick.parsons@student.griffith.edu.au 

 
By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in 

particular have noted that: 

 I understand that my involvement in this research will include the completion of a 

questionnaire; 

 I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

 I understand the risks involved; 

 I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this 

research; 

 I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary; 

 I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research team; 

 I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty; 

 I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, Griffith University Human 

Research Ethics Committee on (07) 3735 5585 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I 

have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the project; and 

 I agree to participate in the project. 

 

Full name (print):  _______________________________ 

 

Signature: _______________________________ 

 

Date: _______________ 

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Appendix H: Questionnaire for principals, administered at interview 

 
 

 
QUESTIONNAIRE — INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

 

Legend 

The following definitions, abbreviations and acronyms are used: 

“Accreditation Act” means the Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Act 2001. 

“Accreditation Regulation” means the Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) 
Regulation 2001. 

“blue card” means a ‘positive notice blue card’ issued by the Commissioner. 

“Commissioner” means the Commissioner for Children and Young People and Child 
Guardian. 

“exemption card” means a ‘positive notice exemption card’ issued by the Commissioner to a 
registered teacher or police officer. 

“General Provisions Act” means the Education (General Provisions) Act 2006. 

“harm” means, for a student under 18 years, any detrimental effect of a significant nature on 
the student’s physical, psychological or emotional wellbeing. It is immaterial how the 
harm is caused. Harm can be caused by: (a) physical, psychological or emotional abuse 
or neglect; or (b) sexual abuse or exploitation. 

 “State authority” means: (a) the chief executive, or another officer, of the department in 
which the Child Protection Act 1999 is administered; or (b) an authorised officer under the 
Child Protection Act 1999; or (c) a police officer. 

Section 1: Your perceptions of effectiveness 

Questions 

1. Under the Accreditation Regulation [s. 10], a staff member of a school must report to 
the school’s principal or another nominated person, harm that the staff member is 
aware or reasonably suspects has been caused to a student who was under 18 years 
when the harm was caused, or suspected to have been caused. 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

 1 A From your experience, how effective is this 
provision in detecting harm, or suspected harm, 
to a student? 

5 4 3 2 1 

1 B Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

1 C From your experience, how effective is this 
provision as a deterrent against harm to a 
student? 

5 4 3 2 1 

1 D Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

1 E From your experience, how effective is this 
provision in ensuring the reporting of student 
harm or suspected student harm to principal 
or nominated person? 

5 4 3 2 1 

1 F What factors did you consider important in your rating on effectiveness? 
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  Extremely effective A little effective 

1 G From your experience, overall how effective is 
this provision in protecting students? 

5 4 3 2 1 

1 H Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely 
comprehensive 

Not very 
comprehensive 

1 I How would you describe your knowledge of this 
legislative provision? 

5 4 3 2 1 

1 J From your experience, how could this statutory provision be improved with a view to better protection 

of students? 

1 K Are there any other comments about this provision you would like to add? 

2. Under the Accreditation Regulation [s. 10], if a school’s principal is aware or reasonably 
suspects that harm has been caused to a student, the principal must report it to a relevant 
State authority 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

2 A From your experience, how effective is this 
provision in detecting harm, or suspected harm, 
to a student? 

5 4 3 2 1 

2 B Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

2 C From your experience, how effective is this 
provision as a deterrent against harm to a 
student? 

5 4 3 2 1 

2 D Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

2 E From your experience, how effective is this 
provision in ensuring the reporting of student 
harm or suspected student harm to a State 
authority? 

5 4 3 2 1 

2 F What factors did you consider important in your rating on effectiveness? 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

2 G From your experience, overall how effective is 
this provision in protecting students? 

5 4 3 2 1 

2 H Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely 
comprehensive 

Not very 
comprehensive 

2 I How would you describe your knowledge of this 
legislative provision? 

5 4 3 2 1 

2 J From your experience, how could this statutory provision be improved with a view to better 

protection of students? 

2 K Are there any other comments about this provision you would like to add?  

3. Under the General Provisions Act [s. 366], if a school staff member becomes aware, 
or reasonably suspects, that a student under 18 years has been sexually abused by 
someone else who is an employee of the school, the staff member must give a 
written report about the matter to the school’s principal or a governing body director. 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

3 A From your experience, how effective is this 
provision in detecting sexual abuse, or 
suspected sexual abuse, (by an employee of the 
school) to a student? 

5 4 3 2 1 
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3 B Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

3 C From your experience, how effective is this 
provision as a deterrent against sexual abuse (by 
an employee of the school) to a student? 

5 4 3 2 1 

3 D Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

3 E From your experience, how effective is this 
provision in ensuring the reporting of sexual 
abuse or suspected sexual abuse, (by an 
employee of the school) to a police officer? 

5 4 3 2 1 

3 F What factors did you consider important in your rating on effectiveness? 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

3 G From your experience, overall how effective is 
this provision in protecting students? 

5 4 3 2 1 

3 H Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely 
comprehensive 

Not very 
comprehensive 

3 I How would you describe your knowledge of this 
legislative provision? 

5 4 3 2 1 

3 J From your experience, how could this statutory provision be improved with a view to better 

protection of students? 

3 K Are there any other comments about this provision you would like to add?  

4. Under the General Provisions Act [s. 366], a school’s principal or a governing body 
director who receives a written report about a student under 18 years who has 
been sexually abused, or suspected of being sexually abused, by someone else 
who is an employee of the school, must immediately give a copy of the report to a 
police officer 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

4 A From your experience, how effective is this 
provision in detecting sexual abuse, or 
suspected sexual abuse, (by an employee of the 
school) to a student? 

5 4 3 2 1 

4 B Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

4 C From your experience, how effective is this 
provision as a deterrent against sexual abuse (by 
an employee of the school) to a student? 

5 4 3 2 1 

4 D Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

4 E From your experience, how effective is this 
provision in ensuring the reporting of sexual 
abuse or suspected sexual abuse (by an 
employee of the school) to a police officer? 

5 4 3 2 1 

4 F What factors did you consider important in your rating on effectiveness? 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

4 G From your experience, overall how effective is 
this provision in protecting students? 

5 4 3 2 1 

4 H Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely Not very 
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comprehensive comprehensive 

4 I How would you describe your knowledge of this 
legislative provision? 

5 4 3 2 1 

4 J From your experience, how could this statutory provision be improved with a view to better 

protection of students? 

4 K Are there any other comments about this provision you would like to add?  

5. Under the Accreditation Regulation [s. 10], a school must have written processes in 
place dealing with the reporting by a student at the school to a staff member of 
inappropriate behaviour of another staff member. 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

5 A From your experience, how effective is this 

provision in detecting inappropriate behaviour 
of staff members? 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 B Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

5 C From your experience, how effective is this 

provision as a deterrent against inappropriate 
behaviour of staff members? 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 D Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

5 E From your experience, how effective is this 
provision in ensuring student reporting of 
inappropriate behaviour of staff members? 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 F What factors did you consider important in your rating on effectiveness? 

  Extremely effective A little effective 

5 G From your experience, overall how effective is 
this provision in protecting students? 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 H Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for this opinion on effectiveness? 

  Extremely 
comprehensive 

Not very 
comprehensive 

5 I How would you describe your knowledge of this 
legislative provision? 

5 4 3 2 1 

5 J From your experience, how could this statutory provision be improved with a view to better 

protection of students? 

5 K Are there any other comments about this provision you would like to add?  
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Section 2: Your perceptions regarding hypothetical scenarios 

Questions 

6. Please read the following hypothetical vignette and then answer the questions that follow: 

Vignette A 

A teacher at the school reports to you, as principal, that a Year 3 girl (9 years old) in his class has 
recently changed from generally normal behaviours to very challenging behaviours at school.  

There has been an unexpected decline in her academic performance and she has commenced 
disruptive behaviour in class and in the playground. 

Also, one of the girl’s classmates had approached the teacher to report that the girl sometimes talks 
about ‘sexing’, and has made vague statements about a bad man.  

The girl has made no statements about being harmed or sexually abused. 

  Substantial Moderate Little None 

6 A Indicate the level of suspicion you would 
have, as principal, that sexual abuse (by 
an employee of the school) has occurred, 
or is suspected to have occurred 

    

6 B What factors did you consider important in deciding your level of suspicion? 

  Substantial Moderate Little None 

6 C Indicate the level of suspicion you would 
have, as principal, that harm has 
occurred, or is suspected to have 
occurred 

    

6 D What factors did you consider important in deciding your level of suspicion? 

  Definitely Likely Unlikely Definitely 
not 

6 E Would you, as principal, report this to a 
police officer as a case of sexual abuse, 
or suspected sexual abuse, by an 
employee of the school 

    

6 F What factors did you consider important in deciding whether to report? 

  Definitely Likely Unlikely Definitely 
not 

6 G Would you, as principal, report this to a 
State authority as a case of harm or 
suspected harm 

    

6 H What factors did you consider important in deciding whether to report? 

6 I From the following possible next steps a principal might take on receiving this report – choose 
which steps you (as principal) would take in order of appropriateness, mark the most 
appropriate  as 1, and the least appropriate as 4 

 (a)  Ask the teacher to observe the girl for a few weeks and report back to you  

 (b) Report the matter to a State authority or police officer  

 (c) Interview the girl’s classmate who approached the teacher  

 (d) Interview the student and her parent(s)  

6 J Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for choosing your ranking of appropriateness 

6 K If you consider there is a more appropriate course of action than the above-listed steps, 

discuss what you would have done, and why 
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7. Please read the following hypothetical vignette and then answer the questions that follow: 

Vignette B 

A teacher at the school reports to you, as principal, that the mother of a Year 2 boy (8 years old) in 
his class has reported to him that another student in the class, a Year 7 boy (13 years old), had on 
several occasions touched the genitals of the Year 2 boy. The mother has also said that the Year 7 
boy had asked the Year 2 boy to touch the older boy’s genitals. 

It is reported that these events occur at the school, in a room that is generally out of sight of other 
school staff and students. 

The mother told the teacher that she did not really want a ‘fuss’ made about this as she considered it 
to be children merely ‘experimenting’. She just wanted the school to know, and asked the teacher to 
‘keep an eye on’ the boys.  

  Substantial Moderate Little None 

7 A Indicate the level of suspicion you would 
have, as principal, that sexual abuse (by 
an employee of the school) has occurred, 
or is suspected to have occurred 

    

7 B What factors did you consider important in deciding your level of suspicion? 

  Substantial Moderate Little None 

7 C Indicate the level of suspicion you would 
have, as principal, that harm has 
occurred, or is suspected to have 
occurred 

    

7 D What factors did you consider important in deciding your level of suspicion? 

  Definitely Likely Unlikely Definitely 
not 

7 E Would you, as principal, report this to a 
police officer as a case of sexual abuse, 
or suspected sexual abuse, by an 
employee of the school 

    

7 F What factors did you consider important in deciding whether to report? 

  Definitely Likely Unlikely Definitely 
not 

7 G Would you, as principal, report this to a 
State authority as a case of harm or 
suspected harm 

    

7 H What factors did you consider important in deciding whether to report? 

7 I From the following possible next steps a principal might take on receiving this report – choose 
which steps you (as principal) would take in order of appropriateness, mark the most 
appropriate  as 1, and the least appropriate as 4 

 (a)  Ask the teacher to observe the boys concerned for a few weeks and report 

back to you 
 

 (b) Report the matter to a State authority or police officer  

 (c) Interview the mother of the year 2 boy  

 (d) Regard the reported behaviour as children merely ‘experimenting’, and 

take no further action 
 

7 J Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for choosing your ranking of appropriateness 

7 K If you consider there is a more appropriate course of action than the above-listed steps, 

discuss what you would have done, and why 
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8. Please read the following hypothetical vignette and then answer the questions that follow: 

Vignette C 

A teacher at the school reports to you, as principal, that the aunty of a Year 4 girl (10 years old) in 
his class informed him that the girl has said that she had on several occasions recently been 
‘touched on her privates’ (outside her pants at the front) by a man at the local park. She was using 
the play equipment at the time, and there were other children also using the equipment. 

The girl told her aunty that the touching was brief, one or two seconds.  

The girl told her aunty that she had seen the man at her school and she thought that he may be a 
teacher. She gave her aunty the name of a person.  

The aunty gave the teacher the name of the man in question. The name is that of a person you know 
to be a male teacher at your school.  

  Substantial Moderate Little None 

8 A Indicate the level of suspicion you would 
have, as principal, that sexual abuse (by 
an employee of the school) has occurred, 
or is suspected to have occurred 

    

8 B What factors did you consider important in deciding your level of suspicion? 

  Substantial Moderate Little None 

8 C Indicate the level of suspicion you would 
have, as principal, that harm has 
occurred, or is suspected to have 
occurred 

    

8 D What factors did you consider important in deciding your level of suspicion? 

  Definitely Likely Unlikely Definitely 
not 

8 E Would you, as principal, report this to a 
police officer as a case of sexual abuse, 
or suspected sexual abuse, by an 
employee of the school 

    

8 F What factors did you consider important in deciding whether to report? 

  Definitely Likely Unlikely Definitely 
not 

8 G Would you, as principal, report this to a 
State authority as a case of harm or 
suspected harm 

    

8 H What factors did you consider important in deciding whether to report? 

8 I From the following possible next steps a principal might take on receiving this report – choose 
which steps you (as principal) would take in order of appropriateness, mark the most 
appropriate  as 1, and the least appropriate as 4 

 (a)  Ask the aunty for names of other observers of the alleged behavior of the 

teacher  
 

 (b) Report the matter to a State authority or police officer  

 (c) Contact the aunty with a view to having her report the matter to the  police  

 (d) Conduct a formal interview with the teacher to determine/test whether there 

is any truth in the allegation 
 

8 J Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for choosing your ranking of appropriateness 

8 K If you consider there is a more appropriate course of action than the above-listed steps, 

discuss what you would have done, and why 
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9. Please read the following hypothetical vignette and then answer the questions that follow: 

Vignette D 

A teacher at the school reports to you, as principal, that a Year 7 boy (13 years old) in his class has 
informed him that during two recent swimming classes at the school pool, the swimming instructor, 
a teacher at the school, had put his hand around the boy’s bottom, and the bottom of his classmate, 
and held both boys close to him for about a minute. 

The boy stated that since the first time, he had not wanted to go to swimming classes, and had 
considered pretending to be sick to avoid class. 

Before these reported events, the teacher/swimming instructor had been cautioned on two 
occasions by you for entering the girls’ and boys’ changing rooms at the pool while the rooms were 
being used by classes. He denied any impropriety on those occasions, stating that he thought the 
rooms were unoccupied.  

  Substantial Moderate Little None 

9 A Indicate the level of suspicion you would 
have, as principal, that sexual abuse (by 
an employee of the school) has occurred, 
or is suspected to have occurred 

    

9 B What factors did you consider important in deciding your level of suspicion? 

  Substantial Moderate Little None 

9 C Indicate the level of suspicion you would 
have, as principal, that harm has 
occurred, or is suspected to have 
occurred 

    

9 D What factors did you consider important in deciding your level of suspicion? 

  Definitely Likely Unlikely Definitely 
not 

9 E Would you, as principal, report this to a 
police officer as a case of sexual abuse, 
or suspected sexual abuse, by an 
employee of the school 

    

9 F What factors did you consider important in deciding whether to report? 

  Definitely Likely Unlikely Definitely 
not 

9 G Would you, as principal, report this to a 
State authority as a case of harm or 
suspected harm 

    

9 H What factors did you consider important in deciding whether to report? 

9 I From the following possible next steps a principal might take on receiving this report – choose 
which steps you (as principal) would take in order of appropriateness, mark the most 
appropriate  as 1, and the least appropriate as 4 

 (a)  Accept the earlier denials of the teacher/swimming instructor, and take 

no further action on the allegation in the report 
 

 (b) Report the matter to a State authority or police officer  

 (c) Contact the parents of the boys concerned with a view to having them 

ask the boys whether the touching was sexual 
 

 (d) Interview the boys concerned to establish whether there is any truth in 

the allegation 
 

9 J Explain / discuss your main reason(s) for choosing your ranking of appropriateness 

9 K If you consider there is a more appropriate course of action than the above-listed steps, 

discuss what you would have done, and why 
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Section 3: Your general perceptions 

Questions 

10. Please indicate your level of confidence in dealing with the matters set out below (tick one 
box only for each) 

  Extremely 
confident 

Very 
confident 

Somewhat 
confident 

10 A Reports of inappropriate behaviour of a staff member     

10 B Reports of harm, or suspected harm, of a student    

10 C Reports of sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse, 
of a student by an employee of the school 

   

11. Please indicate how vulnerable you would feel in dealing with the following reports (tick one 
box only for each)  

  Extremely 
vulnerable 

Very 
vulnerable 

Somewhat 
vulnerable 

11 A Reports of inappropriate behaviour of a staff member     

11 B Reports of harm, or suspected harm, of a student    

11 C Reports of sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse, 
of a student by an employee of the school 

   

12. From your experience, please indicate how much you consider the following happens in non-
State primary schools (circle one number only for each) 

  A lot  Very rarely Not at all 

12 A Inappropriate behaviour of a staff 
member 

5 4 3 2 1 0 

12 B Harm, or suspected harm, of a student 5 4 3 2 1 0 

12 C Sexual abuse, or suspected sexual 
abuse, of a student by an employee of 
the school 

5 4 3 2 1 0 

13. Please indicate how confident you feel that the following is not happening in your school 

  Extremely 
confident 

Very 
confident 

Somewhat 
confident 

13 A Inappropriate behaviour of a staff member     

13 B Harm, or suspected harm, of a student    

13 C Sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse, of a 
student by an employee of the school 

   

14. From your experience, please indicate how effective you consider the following are in the 
welfare and protection of students where harm and sexual abuse is concerned (tick one box 
only for each) 

  Extremely 
effective 

Very 
effective 

Somewhat 
effective 

Not very 
effective 

A little 
effective 

14 A A school must not employ a 
person as a teacher unless the 
person is an “approved teacher” 
(i.e. ‘registered teacher’, or holds 
‘permission to teach’) 

     

14 B A director of a school’s governing 
body must hold a current blue 
card, or if a registered teacher or 
police officer, a current 
exemption card 

     

14 C Except for a parent of a child 
attending the school or a 
registered teacher, a person 
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must not provide paid or 
voluntary services at the school 
that are directed mainly towards 
children, or conduct activities at a 
school that mainly involve 
children, unless the person has, 
or applied for, a blue card 

  Extremely 
effective 

Very 
effective 

Somewhat 
effective 

Not very 
effective 

A little 
effective 

14 D A school must develop and 
implement a written risk 
management strategy about the 
school, and for persons 
employed/volunteering at the 
school, to promote the wellbeing 
of a child affected by the school 
or employment, and to protect 
the child from harm 

     

Section 4: Your perceptions about assistance required 

Questions 

15. In your opinion, is more training / professional development required for principals and 
teaching staff in the following areas? (Tick one box only for each line) 

  Strongly 
agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

No 
opinion 

15 A What constitutes inappropriate 
behaviour of school staff 

     

15 B How to deal with inappropriate 
behaviour of school staff 

     

15 C Understanding of what is meant by 
a student’s physical wellbeing  

     

15 D Understanding of what is meant by 
a student’s psychological wellbeing  

     

15 E Understanding of what is meant by 
a student’s emotional wellbeing  

     

15 F What constitutes suspected harm 
to students 

     

15 G How to deal with suspected harm 
to students 

     

15 H What constitutes harm to students      

15 I How to deal with harm to students      

15 J What constitutes suspected sexual 
abuse of students by an employee 
of the school 

     

15 K How to deal with suspected sexual 
abuse of students by an employee 
of the school 

     

15 L What constitutes sexual abuse of 
students by an employee of the 
school 

     

15 M How to deal with sexual abuse of 
students by an employee of the 
school 

     

15 N Understanding of the various 
legislation and laws around student 
welfare and protection 
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Section 5: Your perceptions about gaining improved student protection and welfare 

Questions 

16. In your opinion, what are the three most important statutory changes that should be made to 
improve student protection and welfare in non-State primary schools? 

17. In your opinion, what are the three most important non-statutory changes that should be 
made to improve student protection and welfare in non-State primary schools? 

18. If you had only one opportunity ever to say what you think is the single most important factor 
involved in student protection and welfare in non-State primary schools — what would that be? 

 

Section 6: Demographics 

Questions 

19.  How long in total have you been in a position of a principal of a non-State primary school in 
Queensland? 

 1 year or less   More than 5 years up to 7 years  

 More than 1 year up to 2.5 years   More than 7 years up to 10 years  

 More than 2.5 years up to 5 years   More than 10 years  

 

20. What is your age category? 

 25 or less   Over 45 up to 55  

 Over 25 up to 35   More than 55  

 Over 35 up to 45     

 

Note: This survey by interview is for research purposes only. It is not intended for the survey to 
assist you in the protection of students. If you consider that you need further information in regard 
to student welfare and protection, you may wish to contact your employer or a professional with 
relevant qualifications and experience. 

 
Congratulations 

 
The survey is now complete. Thank you for your time and effort. 
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Appendix I: Letter inviting principals to participate in survey 

 

 

<date> 

 

 

 

<salutation> <initials> <last name> 

<position (i.e Principal, Head, Headmaster)> 

<name of non-State school> 

<address 1> 

<address 2> Qld <postcode> 

 

 

Dear <salutation> <last name> 

 

I am writing to invite you to participate in a short face-to-face survey forming part of research being 

conducted by a Griffith University research team examining the perceptions of principals of non-State 

primary schools in Queensland about the value of a number of the current statutory student protection 

measures. 

 

Your school is one of 30 which have been selected. 

 

The aim of the research is to maximize mandatory reporting of suspected abused children identified 

while participating in non-State primary school settings in Queensland. 

 

Importantly, the research does not involve the examination of, or the identification of, any known 

current or past situations or events involving students or schools. 

 

The chief investigators for the research are Dr Robert Funnell (School of Education and Professional 

Studies) and Professor Richard Wortley (School of Criminology and Criminal Justice); and I am the 

team’s student researcher undertaking doctoral research. 

 

Should you be willing to be part of the research, this would involve you participating in a survey (by 

interview), which should take between 45 and 60 minutes. 

 

More information about the research is provided on the enclosed Information Sheet. 

 

Thank you in advance for considering this invitation. 

 

I will contact you by telephone in the coming days to see if you are willing to participate and, if you 

are, make the necessary mutually-suitable arrangements. 

 

Meantime, I may be contacted by telephone on (H) (07) 3353 0113 or by email at 

<patrick.parsons@griffithuni.edu.au>. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Mr Pat Parsons  

EdD Student Investigator 

Griffith University 

Enc  
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Appendix J: Information sheet for principals 

 
 

 

THE DEVELOPMENT, AND PERCEPTIONS OF THE VALUE, OF 

STATUTORY CHILD PROTECTION MEASURES REGULATING 

NON-STATE SCHOOLS IN QUEENSLAND 

INFORMATION SHEET 

Survey of Principals 

 
Research Team 

Chief Investigators: 

Dr Robert Funnell  

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Telephone: (07) 3735 5745 

Email: r.funnell@griffith.edu.au 

Professor Richard Wortley 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Telephone: (07) 37355761 

Email: r.wortley@griffith.edu.au 

Student Investigator 

Mr Patrick Parsons 

Doctor of Education (EdD) student 

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Telephone: (07) 3353 0113 

Email: patrick.parsons@griffithuni.edu.au 

 
Why is the research being conducted 

The research is examining the perceptions of principals of non-State primary schools in 

Queensland about the value of a number of the current statutory student protection measures. 

Importantly, the research does not involve the examination of, or the identification of, any 

known current or past situations or events involving students or schools. 

The aim of the research is to maximize mandatory reporting of suspected abused children 

identified while participating in non-State primary school settings in Queensland. 

The research is being undertaken by Griffith University and forms part of doctoral research 

for Mr Patrick Parsons, a Doctor of Education (EdD) student from the Facility of Education’s 

School of Education and Professional Studies. 

What you will be asked to do 

Your involvement involves participating in a survey (by interview), which should take 

between 45 and 60 minutes. 

The survey consists of a number of closed questions and open questions. Some of the 

questions concern several hypothetical narrative vignettes. Your responses will be recorded. 

The basis by which participants will be selected or screened 

The opinions of school principals are important to this study to draw on and test some 

emerging taken-for-granted understandings about the relevant legislation.  

Also, the opinions of principals are important as they are the individuals acknowledged as 

mailto:r.funnell@griffith.edu.au
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having statutory and non-statutory leadership, accountability and governance responsibility 

for schools. 

Approximately 30 non-State schools have been randomly selected from the total number of 

non-State schools which offer only primary education. This represents some 13 per cent of 

schools in this category. The sample is stratified to include, for example, different size 

schools and schools representation from diverse areas of the State. 

Only principals of non-State schools which offer solely primary education were selected for 

the study to reduce the influence on the resultant data of principals’ experience with 

secondary education, which might conceivably distort the findings relating to students, who 

are classified as children, in primary education. Schools offering secondary education are not 

included. 

The expected benefits of the research 

The insights and in-depth understanding derived from the study are expected to be of 

particular benefit to children, and to Governments and schools in policy development 

around the care and protection of students. 

Risks to you 

The research is to find out your opinions, and the opinions of other principals, of the 

effectiveness of the identified statutory child protection mechanism, and in so doing, 

contribute to maximizing mandatory reporting of suspected abused children identified while 

participating in non-State primary school settings in Queensland. 

It is not the intention to explore instances, or particular cases, whereby you have had 

exposure as a principal to such matters. 

However, given the research area is in the field of child protection in schools, there is a 

possibility that during the interview: 

(a) you may become aware you may not have in the past dealt with an instance of actual or 

suspected harm or sexual abuse of a student in a manner prescribed by the relevant 

legislation; or 

(b) a member of the Research Team may consider from what you reveal during the 

interview that an incident may not have been dealt with consistent with the relevant 

legislation.  

In either of those events, you will be advised to deal with the matter consistent with the 

legislation at the earliest possible opportunity. 

If you become distressed or troubled by an elicited response, you will be referred to an 

appropriate support agency. 

Your confidentiality 

This survey is confidential. No information will be reported that can identify you, or the 

school of which you are the principal. 

You will be assigned a participant number which will be used instead of your name on all 

documentation for this study. Only the Research Team will have access to the information 

you provide. 
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Any data published from the empirical elements of the research will be in aggregated form 

which does not identify the respondent or any other person or school with which the 

respondent has been involved. 

Data collected will be retained in a secure environment to protect confidentiality for a period 

of 5 years after presentation of the results, whereupon the data will be disposed of by secure 

means. 

Digital recordings will be erased following transcription and analysis. 

Your participation is voluntary 

Your participation in this research is voluntary. You are free to withdraw at any time, without 

comment or penalty 

Questions / further information 

If you require further information about this research, please contact any member of the 

Research Team.  

The ethical conduct of this research 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 

Conduct in Human Research.  If potential participants or participants have any concerns or 

complaints about the ethical conduct of the research project they should contact the Manager, 

Research Ethics on (07) 3735 5585 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

Feedback to you 

It is proposed to report the results of the research in the form of a doctoral dissertation 

published in the conventional manner for such documents. 

If the doctoral dissertation is published, a written summary of the results of the overall 

research will on request be made available to you as a participant in the research. If you 

would like to obtain a copy of the summary when available, please contact any member of 

the Research Team. 

No debriefings are planned for participants.  

Privacy Statement 

The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and/or use of your identified 

personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to 

third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory 

authority requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other research 

purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further information 

consult the University’s Privacy Plan at www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or telephone 

(07) 3735 5585. 
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Appendix K: Consent form for principals 

 
 

 

THE DEVELOPMENT, AND PERCEPTIONS OF THE VALUE, OF 

STATUTORY CHILD PROTECTION MEASURES REGULATING NON-

STATE SCHOOLS IN QUEENSLAND 

CONSENT FORM  

Survey of Principals 

 
Research Team Chief Investigators: 

Dr Robert Funnell  
School of Education and Professional Studies 

Telephone: (07) 3735 5745 

Email: r.funnell@griffith.edu.au  

Professor Richard Wortley 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Telephone: (07) 37355761 

Email: r.wortley@griffith.edu.au 

Student Investigator: 

Mr Patrick Parsons 

Doctor of Education (EdD) student 

School of Education and Professional Studies 

Telephone: (07) 3353 0113 

Email: patrick.parsons@griffithuni.edu.au 

 
By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in particular 

have noted that: 

 I understand that my involvement in this research will include the completion of a survey 

instrument administered by interview; 

 I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

 I understand the risks involved; 

 I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this research; 

 I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary; 

 I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research team; 

 I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty; 

 I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, Griffith University Human 

Research Ethics Committee on (07) 3735 5585 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have 

any concerns about the ethical conduct of the project; and 

 I agree to participate in the project. 

 

Full name (print):  _______________________________ 

 

Signature: _______________________________ 

 

Date: _______________ 

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Appendi  L: Categorisations of ‘local government areas’ for the purposes of this study 

 

 

Categorizations of ‘local government areas’ for the purposes of this study 

 South East Queensland   Other 

Brisbane 

Gold Coast 

Ipswich 

Logan 

Moreton Bay 

Redland 

Sunshine Coast 

Toowoomba 

Balonne 

Banana 

Barcaldine 

Blackall-Tambo 

Bundaberg 

Bundaberg 

Burdekin 

Cairns 

Carpentaria 

Cassowary Coast 

Central Highlands 

Cloncurry 

Flinders 

Fraser Coast 

Gladstone 

Goondiwindi 

Gympie 

Hinchinbrook 

Isaac 

Lockyer Valley 

Longreach  

Mackay 

Maranoa 

Mount Isa 

Murweh 

North Burnett 

Palm Island 

Paroo 

Quilpie 

Rockhampton 

Scenic Rim 

South Burnett 

Southern Downs 

Tablelands 

Torres 

Townsville 

Western Downs 

Whitsunday 

Winton 
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Appendix M: Child protection measures in order of most salient according to mean score 

on questionnaire 

 

Statutory provision (legislation and relevant section)    sd n 

If a school staff member becomes aware, or reasonably suspects, that a student 

under 18 years has been sexually abused by an employee of the school, the staff 

member must give a written report to the school’s principal or a governing body 

director Education (General Provisions) Act 2006 [s. 366] 

4.62 0.66 13 

A school’s principal or a governing body director who receives a written report 

about a student under 18 years who has been sexually abused, or suspected of 

being sexually abused, by an employee of the school, must immediately give a 

copy of the report to a police officer Education (General Provisions) Act 2006 

[s. 366] 

4.62 0.51 13 

A school’s principal or another nominated person must report harm, or suspected 

harm, to a relevant State authority if the principal or other nominated person is 

aware or reasonably suspects the harm has been caused Education (Accreditation 

of Non-State Schools) Regulation 2001 [s. 10] 

4.62 0.65 13 

A staff member of a school must report to the school’s principal or nominated 

person, harm that the staff member is aware or reasonably suspects has been 

caused to a student who was under 18 years when the harm was caused, or 

suspected Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Regulation 2001 

[s. 10] 

4.46 0.66 13 

A school must have written processes dealing with the reporting by a student at 

the school to a staff member of inappropriate behaviour of another staff member 

Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Regulation 2001 [s. 10] 

4.31 0.85 13 

A school’s employing authority must notify the Queensland College of Teachers 

if it commences an investigation into a teacher for alleged harm caused, or likely 

to be caused, to a student Education (Queensland College of Teachers) Act 2005 

[s. 76] 

3.08 1.04 13 

A person (except for a parent of a child attending the school, or a registered 

teacher) must not provide paid/voluntary services at the school unless the person 

has, or has applied for, a blue card Commission for Children and Young People 

and Child Guardian Act 2000 [ss. 3, 105] 

3.08 0.95 13 

If a school’s employing authority commences an investigation into a teacher for 

alleged harm caused, or likely to be caused, to a student, and the teacher is 

dismissed or resigns, it must notify the Queensland College of Teachers 

Education (Queensland College of Teachers) Act 2005 [s. 77] 

2.92 1.19 13 

A school must develop and implement a written risk management strategy to 

promote the wellbeing of children at the school and to protect them from harm 

Commission for Children and Young People and Child Guardian Act 2000 

[s. 99G] 

2.92 0.76 13 

A director of a school’s governing body must hold a current blue card Education 

(Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Act 2001  [s. 15] 

2.85 0.99 13 

A school must not employ a person as a teacher unless the person is a ‘registered 

teacher’ or holds ‘permission to teach’ Education (Queensland College of 

Teachers) Act 2005 [s. 82] 

2.85 1.21 13 

A school must have written processes dealing with appropriate conduct of its 

staff/students that accord with legislation about the care/protection of children 

Education (Accreditation of Non-State Schools) Regulation 2001 [s. 10] 

2.77 1.17 13 
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Appendix N: Assessment by principals of “requirement for staff member of school 

to report to principal, or another nominated person, harm or suspected harm” 

 

Measure 

Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 A little effective          Extremely effective   

 1 2 3 4 5   

 n % % % % %    sd 

Effectiveness in detecting harm, or  

suspected harm 

 All 30 0 0 26.7 56.7 16.7 3.90 0.66 

 Males 15 0 0 40.0 60.0 0 3.60 0.51 

 Females 15 0 0 13.3 53.3 33.3 4.20 0.68 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 31.3 50.0 18.8 3.88 0.72 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 21.4 64.3 14.3 3.93 0.62 

 Small school 9 0 0 33.3 55.6 11.1 3.78 0.67 

 Medium school 11 0 0 18.2 63.6 18.2 4.00 0.63 

 Large school 10 0 0 30.0 50.0 20.0 3.90 0.74 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 28.6 57.1 14.3 3.86 0.69 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 22.2 55.6 22.2 4.00 0.69 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 40.0 60.0 0 3.60 0.55 

Effectiveness as deterrent against harm 

 All 30 20.0 30.0 30.0 13.3 6.7 2.57 1.17 

 Males 15 26.7 20.0 26.7 26.7 0 2.53 1.19 

 Females 15 13.1 40.0 33.3 0 13.1 2.60 1.18 

 South East Qld 16 18.1 31.3 31.3 12.5 6.3 2.56 1.15 

 Other than South East Qld 14 21.4 28.6 28.6 14.3 7.1 2.57 1.22 

 Small school 9 0 22.2 77.8 0 0 2.78 0.44 

 Medium school 11 27.3 45.5 0 18.2 9.1 2.36 1.36 

 Large school 10 30.0 20.0 20.0 20 9.1 2.60 1.43 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 42.9 14.3 28.6 14.3 3.14 1.22 

 Medium experience as principal 18 33.3 33.3 27.8 0 5.6 2.11 1.08 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 60 40 0 3.4 0.55 

Effectiveness in ensuring reporting of  

harm, or suspected harm 

 All 30 0 0 3.3 56.7 40 4.37 0.56 

 Males 15 0 0 6.7 53.3 40.0 4.33 0.62 

 Females 15 0 0 0 60 40 4.40 0.51 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 6.3 50.0 43.8 4.38 0.62 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 0 64.3 35.7 4.36 0.50 

 Small school 9 0 0 0 44.4 55.6 4.56 0.53 

 Medium school 11 0 0 9.1 63.6 27.3 4.18 0.60 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.40 0.52 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 85.7 14.3 4.14 0.38 
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 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 0 50.0 50.0 4.50 0.51 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 20.0 40.0 40.0 4.20 0.84 

Overall how effective is provision in  

protecting students 

 All 30 0 13.3 26.7 23.3 36.7 3.83 0.09 

 Males 15 0 13.3 40.0 13.3 33.3 3.67 1.11 

 Females 15 0 13.3 13.3 33.3 40.0 4.00 1.07 

 South East Qld 16 0 12.5 31.3 25.0 31.3 3.75 1.07 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 14.3 21.4 21.4 42.9 3.93 1.14 

 Small school 9 0 0 33.3 33.3 33.3 4.00 0.87 

 Medium school 11 0 18.2 36.4 18.2 27.3 3.55 1.13 

 Large school 10 0 20.0 10.0 20.0 50.0 4.00 1.25 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 14.3 14.3 42.9 28.6 3.86 1.07 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 11.1 27.8 11.1 50.0 4.00 1.14 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 20.0 40.0 40.0 0 3.20 0.84 

 Not very comprehensive     Extremely comprehensive  

Self-description of knowledge of provision 

 All 30 0 0 6.7 66.7 26.7 4.20 0.55 

 Males 15 0 0 0 80.0 20.0 4.20 0.41 

 Females 15 0 0 13.3 53.3 33.3 4.20 0.68 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 6.3 68.8 25.0 4.19 0.54 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 7.1 64.3 28.6 4.21 0.58 

 Small school 9 0 0 0 44.4 55.6 4.56 0.53 

 Medium school 11 0 0 9.1 90.9 0 3.91 0.30 

 Large school 10 0 0 10.0 60.0 30.0 4.20 0.63 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 14.3 71.4 14.3 4.00 0.58 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 5.6 61.1 33.3 4.28 0.58 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 80.0 20.0 4.20 0.45 
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Appendix O:  Assessment by principals of “requirement for school principal to 
report harm, or suspected harm, to a relevant State authority” 

 

 

Measure 

Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 A little effective          Extremely effective   

 1 2 3 4 5   

 n % % % % %    sd 

Effectiveness in detecting harm, or suspected harm 

 All 30 0 0 20.0 63.3 16.6 3.97 0.62 

 Males 15 0 0 13.3 66.7 20.0 4.07 0.59 

 Females 15 0 0 26.7 60.0 13.3 3.87 0.64 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 18.8 50.0 31.3 4.13 0.72 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 21.4 78.6 0 3.79 0.43 

 Small school 9 0 0 44.4 44.4 11.1 3.67 0.71 

 Medium school 11 0 0 18.2 72.7 9.1 3.91 0.54 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 70.0 30.0 4.30 0.48 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 85.7 14.3 4.14 0.38 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 33.3 50.0 16.7 3.83 0.71 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 80.0 20.0 4.20 0.45 

Effectiveness as deterrent against harm 

 All 30 33.3 26.7 16.7 13.3 10.0 2.40 1.35 

 Males 15 26.7 20.0 33.3 6.7 13.3 2.60 1.35 

 Females 15 40.0 33.3 0 20.0 6.7 2.20 1.37 

 South East Qld 16 31.3 18.8 18.8 12.5 18.8 2.69 1.54 

 Other than South East Qld 14 35.7 35.7 14.3 14.3 0 2.07 1.07 

 Small school 9 22.2 33.3 11.1 22.2 11.1 2.67 1.41 

 Medium school 11 45.5 0 27.3 0 0 2.55 1.64 

 Large school 10 30.0 50.0 10.0 10.0 0 2.00 0.94 

 Short experience as principal 7 28.6 57.1 0 0 14.3 2.14 1.35 

 Medium experience as principal 18 44.0 16.7 16.7 16.7 5.6 2.22 1.35 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 20.0 40.0 20.0 20.0 3.40 1.14 

Effectiveness in ensuring reporting of  

harm, or suspected harm 

 All 30 0 0 3.3 53.3 43.3 4.40 0.56 

 Males 15 0 0 0 53.3 46.7 4.47 0.52 

 Females 15 0 0 6.7 53.3 40.0 4.33 0.62 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 0 50.0 50.0 4.50 0.52 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 7.1 57.1 35.7 4.29 0.61 

 Small school 9 0 0 11.1 33.3 55.6 4.44 0.73 

 Medium school 11 0 0 0 63.6 36.4 4.36 0.51 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.40 0.52 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 14.3 71.4 14.3 4.00 0.58 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 0 44.4 55.6 4.56 0.51 
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 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.40 0.55 

Overall how effective is provision in  

protecting students 

 All 30 0 3.3 13.3 53.3 30.0 4.10 0.76 

 Males 15 0 6.7 13.3 60.0 20.0 3.93 0.80 

 Females 15 0 0 13.3 46.7 40.0 4.27 0.70 

 South East Qld 16 0 6.3 18.1 50.0 25.0 3.94 0.85 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 7.1 57.1 35.7 4.29 0.61 

 Small school 9 0 0 33.3 33.3 33.3 4.00 0.87 

 Medium school 11 0 9.1 0 63.6 27.3 4.09 0.83 

 Large school 10 0 0 10.0 60.0 30.0 4.20 0.63 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 85.7 14.3 4.14 0.38 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 5.6 16.7 38.9 38.9 4.11 0.90 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 20.0 60.0 20.0 4.00 0.71 

 Not very comprehensive     Extremely comprehensive  

Self-description of knowledge of provision 

 All 30 0 0 6.7 56.7 36.7 4.30 0.60 

 Males 15 0 0 0 66.7 33.3 4.33 0.49 

 Females 15 0 0 13.3 46.7 40.0 4.27 0.70 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 6.3 56.3 37.5 4.31 0.60 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 7.1 57.1 37.5 4.29 0.61 

 Small school 9 0 0 22.2 33.3 44.4 4.22 0.83 

 Medium school 11 0 0 0 100.0 0 4.00 0.00 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 30.0 70.0 4.70 0.48 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 57.1 42.9 4.43 0.54 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 11.1 55.6 33.3 4.22 0.65 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.40 0.55 
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Appendix P: Assessment by principals of “requirement for school staff to report 

se ual abuse, or suspected abuse, to principal or governing body director” 

 

Measure 

Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 A little effective          Extremely effective   

 1 2 3 4 5   

 n % % % % %    sd 

Effectiveness in detecting sexual abuse,  

or suspected sexual abuse 

 All 30 0 20.0 3.3 30.0 46.7 4.03 1.16 

 Males 15 0 13.3 6.7 33.3 46.7 4.13 1.06 

 Females 15 0 26.7 0 26.7 46.7 3.93 1.28 

 South East Qld 16 0 18.8 0 31.3 50.0 4.13 1.15 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 21.4 7.1 28.6 42.9 3.93 1.21 

 Small school 9 0 22.2 0 66.7 0 4.22 1.30 

 Medium school 11 0 36.4 9.1 27.3 27.3 3.45 1.29 

 Large school  10 0 0 0 50.0 50.0 4.50 0.53 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 42.9 0 28.6 28.6 3.43 1.40 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 5.6 5.6 38.9 50.0 4.33 0.84 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 40.0 0 0 60.0 3.80 1.64 

Effectiveness as deterrent against  

sexual abuse 

 All 30 6.7 33.3 20.0 26.7 13.3 3.07 1.20 

 Males 15 0 20.0 33.3 46.7 0 3.27 0.80 

 Females 15 13.3 46.7 6.7 6.7 26.7 2.87 1.51 

 South East Qld 16 6.3 18.8 18.8 37.5 18.8 3.44 1.21 

 Other than South East Qld 14 7.1 50.0 21.4 14.3 7.1 2.64 1.08 

 Small school 9 11.1 33.3 22.2 22.2 11.1 2.89 1.27 

 Medium school 11 0 36.4 36.4 18.2 9.1 3.00 1.00 

 Large school  10 10.0 30.0 0 26.7 13.3 3.30 1.42 

 Short experience as principal 7 14.3 28.6 0 28.6 28.6 3.29 1.60 

 Medium experience as principal 18 5.6 44.4 22.2 22.2 20.0 2.78 1.06 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 6.7 33.3 20.0 26.7 13.3 3.80 0.84 

Effectiveness in ensuring reporting of  

sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse 

 All 30 0 0 0 46.7 53.3 4.53 0.51 

 Males 15 0 0 0 46.7 53.3 4.53 0.52 

 Females 15 0 0 0 46.7 53.3 4.53 0.52 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 0 43.8 56.3 4.56 0.51 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 0 50.0 50.0 4.50 0.52 

 Small school 9 0 0 0 33.3 66.7 4.67 0.50 

 Medium school 11 0 0 0 63.6 36.4 4.36 0.51 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 40.0 60.0 4.60 0.52 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 85.6 14.3 4.14 0.38 
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 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 0 33.3 66.7 4.67 0.49 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 40.0 60.0 4.60 0.55 

Overall how effective is provision in  

protecting students 

 All 30 0 0 26.7 46.7 26.7 4.00 0.74 

 Males 15 0 0 40.0 40.0 20.0 3.80 0.78 

 Females 15 0 0 13.3 53.3 33.3 4.20 0.68 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 31.3 43.8 25.0 3.94 0.77 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 21.4 50.0 28.6 4.07 0.73 

 Small school 9 0 0 22.2 44.4 33.3 4.11 0.78 

 Medium school 11 0 0 36.4 36.4 27.3 3.91 0.83 

 Large school 10 0 0 20.0 60.0 20.0 4.00 0.67 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 14.3 71.4 14.3 4.00 0.58 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 27.8 33.3 38.9 4.11 0.83 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 40.0 60.0 0 3.60 0.55 

 Not very comprehensive     Extremely comprehensive  

Self-description of knowledge of provision 

 All 30 0 0 6.7 66.7 26.7 4.20 0.55 

 Males 15 0 0 0 73.3 26.7 4.27 0.46 

 Females 15 0 0 13.3 60.0 26.7 4.13 0.64 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 6.3 68.8 25.0 4.19 0.54 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 7.1 64.3 28.6 4.21 0.58 

 Small school 9 0 0 22.2 33.3 44.4 4.22 0.83 

 Medium school 11 0 0 0 72.7 27.3 4.27 0.47 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 90.0 10.0 4.10 0.32 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 100.0 0 4.00 0.00 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 11.1 50.0 38.9 4.28 0.67 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 80.0 20.0 4.20 0.45 
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Appendix Q: Assessment by principals of “requirement for principal, or governing 

body director, to report sexual abuse or suspected abuse to police officer” 

 

Measure 

Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 A little effective          Extremely effective   

 1 2 3 4 5   

 n % % % % %    sd 

Effectiveness in detecting sexual abuse, 

or suspected sexual abuse 

 All 30 0 10.0 10.0 46.7 33.3 4.03 0.93 

 Males 15 0 20.0 0 53.3 26.7 3.87 1.06 

 Females 15 0 0 20.0 40.0 40.0 4.20 0.78 

 South East Qld 16 0 12.5 6.3 43.8 37.5 4.06 1.00 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 7.1 14.3 50.0 28.6 4.00 0.88 

 Small school 9 0 0 22.2 55.6 22.2 4.00 0.71 

 Medium school 11 0 18.2 0 36.4 45.5 4.09 1.14 

 Large school 10 0 10.0 10.0 50.0 30.0 4.00 0.94 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 71.4 28.6 4.29 0.49 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 16.7 11.1 38.9 33.3 3.89 1.08 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 10.0 10.0 46.7 40.0 4.20 0.84 

Effectiveness as deterrent against  

sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse 

 All 30 20.0 33.3 20.0 6.7 20.0 2.85 1.20 

 Males 6.7 6.7 20.0 40.0 33.3 0 3.00 0.93 

 Females 15 20.0 33.3 20.0 6.7 20.0 2.73 1.44 

 South East Qld 16 12.5 12.5 25.0 37.5 12.5 3.25 1.24 

 Other than South East Qld 14 14.3 42.9 35.7 0 7.1 2.43 1.02 

 Small school 9 11.1 33.3 22.2 22.2 11.1 2.89 1.27 

 Medium school 11 0 45.5 27.3 27.3 0 2.82 0.87 

 Large school 10 30.0 0 40.0 10.0 20.0 2.90 1.52 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 42.9 14.3 28.6 14.3 3.14 1.22 

 Medium experience as principal 18 22.2 27.8 33.3 11.1 5.6 2.50 1.15 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 40.0 40.0 20.0 3.80 0.84 

Effectiveness in ensuring reporting of  

sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse 

 All 30 0 0 3.3 40.0 56.7 4.53 0.57 

 Males 15 0 0 6.7 33.3 60.0 4.53 0.64 

 Females 15 0 0 0 46.7 53.3 4.53 0.52 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 0 50.0 50.0 4.50 0.52 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 7.1 28.6 64.3 4.57 0.65 

 Small school 9 0 0 0 33.3 66.7 4.67 0.50 

 Medium school 11 0 0 0 27.3 72.7 4.73 0.47 

 Large school 10 0 0 10.0 60.0 30.0 4.20 0.63 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 14.3 71.4 14.3 4.00 0.58 



  

 

267 

 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 0 22.2 77.8 4.78 0.43 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.40 0.55 

Overall how effective is provision in  

protecting students 

 All 30 0 0 16.7 60.0 23.3 4.07 0.64 

 Males 15 0 0 20.0 73.3 6.7 3.87 0.52 

 Females 15 0 0 13.3 46.7 40.0 4.27 0.70 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 18.8 56.3 25.0 4.06 0.68 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 14.3 64.3 21.4 4.07 0.62 

 Small school 9 0 0 33.2 55.6 22.2 4.00 0.71 

 Medium school 11 0 0 27.3 54.5 18.2 3.91 0.70 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 70.0 30.0 4.30 0.48 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 71.4 28.6 4.29 0.49 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 27.8 44.4 27.8 4.00 0.77 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 100.0 0 4.00 0.00 

 Not very comprehensive     Extremely comprehensive  

Self-description of knowledge of  

provision 

 All 30 0 0 6.9 51.7 41.4 4.34 0.61 

 Males 15 0 0 0 53.3 46.7 4.47 0.52 

 Females 15 0 0 14.3 50.0 35.7 4.21 0.70 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 6.3 50.0 43.8 4.37 0.62 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 7.7 53.8 38.5 4.31 0.63 

 Small school 9 0 0 22.2 33.3 44.4 4.22 0.83 

 Medium school 11 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.4 0.52 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.40 0.52 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 71.4 28.6 4.29 0.49 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 11.8 52.9 35.3 4.24 0.66 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 20.0 80.0 4.80 0.45 
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Appendix R: Assessment by principals of “requirement for school to have written 

processes for dealing with inappropriate behaviour of staff” 

 

Measure 

Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 A little effective          Extremely effective   

 1 2 3 4 5   

 n % % % % %    sd 

Effectiveness in detecting staff  

inappropriate behaviour 

 All 30 0 3.3 20.0 56.7 20.0 3.93 0.74 

 Males 15 0 0 33.3 46.7 20.0 3.87 0.74 

 Females 15 0 6.7 6.7 66.7 20.0 4.00 0.76 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 18.8 50.0 31.3 4.13 0.72 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 7.1 21.4 64.3 7.1 3.71 0.73 

 Small school 9 0 11.1 11.1 66.7 11.1 3.78 0.83 

 Medium school 11 0 0 45.5 36.4 18.2 3.73 0.79 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 70.0 30.0 4.30 0.48 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 85.7 14.3 4.14 0.38 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 5.6 33.3 38.9 22.2 3.78 0.88 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 80.0 20.0 4.20 0.45 

Effectiveness as deterrent against staff 

 inappropriate behaviour 

 All 30 6.7 6.7 33.3 33.3 20.0 3.53 1.11 

 Males 15 0 0 40.0 40.0 20.0 3.80 0.78 

 Females 15 13.3 13.3 26.7 26.7 20.0 3.27 1.34 

 South East Qld 16 6.3 0 25.0 43.8 25.0 3.81 1.05 

 Other than South East Qld 14 7.8 14.3 42.9 21.4 14.3 3.21 1.12 

 Small school 9 0 22.2 33.3 33.3 11.1 3.33 1.00 

 Medium school 11 0 0 63.6 18.2 18.2 3.55 0.82 

 Large school 10 20.0 0 0 50.0 30.0 3.70 1.49 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 42.9 42.9 14.3 3.71 0.76 

 Medium experience as principal 18 11.1 11.1 33.3 22.2 22.2 3.33 1.28 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 20.0 60.0 20.0 4.00 0.71 

Effectiveness in ensuring reporting of  

staff inappropriate behaviour 

 All 30 0 13.3 30.0 53.3 3.3 3.47 0.78 

 Males 15 0 26.7 33.3 40.0 0 3.13 0.83 

 Females 15 0 0 26.7 66.7 6.7 3.80 0.56 

 South East Qld 16 0 18.8 25.0 50.0 6.3 3.44 0.89 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 7.1 35.7 57.1 0 3.50 0.65 

 Small school 9 0 0 44.4 55.6 0 3.56 0.53 

 Medium school 11 0 27.3 27.3 45.5 0 3.18 0.87 

 Large school 10 0 10.0 20.0 60.0 10.0 3.70 0.82 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 14.3 42.9 42.9 0 3.29 0.76 
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 Medium experience as principal 18 0 11.1 27.8 55.6 5.6 4.56 0.78 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 20.0 20.0 60.0 0 3.40 0.89 

Overall how effective is provision in  

protecting students 

 All 30 0 0 23.3 63.3 13.3 3.90 0.61 

 Males 15 0 0 26.7 66.7 6.7 3.80 0.56 

 Females 15 0 0 20.0 60.0 20.0 4.00 0.66 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 25.0 62.5 12.5 3.88 0.62 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 21.4 64.3 14.3 3.93 0.62 

 Small school 9 0 0 22.2 66.7 11.1 3.89 0.60 

 Medium school 11 0 0 27.3 63.6 9.1 3.82 0.60 

 Large school 10 0 0 20.0 60.0 20.0 4.00 0.67 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 42.9 42.9 14.3 3.71 0.76 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 22.2 61.1 16.7 3.94 0.64 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 100.0 0 4.00 0.00 

 Not very comprehensive     Extremely comprehensive  

Self-description of knowledge of provision 

 All 30 0 0 10.0 63.3 26.7 4.17 0.59 

 Males 15 0 0 0 80.0 20.0 4.20 0.41 

 Females 15 0 0 20.0 46.7 33.3 4.13 0.74 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 6.3 75.0 18.8 4.13 0.50 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 14.3 50.0 35.7 4.21 0.70 

 Small school 9 0 0 22.2 33.3 44.4 4.22 0.83 

 Medium school 11 0 0 9.1 90.9 0 3.91 0.30 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.40 0.52 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 85.7 14.3 4.14 0.38 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 16.7 55.6 27.8 4.11 0.68 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.40 0.55 
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Appendix S: Assessment by principals of “Vignette A. Change in behaviour and 
school performance by year 3 girl” 

 

Measure 
Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 n % % % %    sd 
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Level of suspicion that sexual abuse happened 

 All  30 10.0 43.3 16.7 30.0 2.67 1.03 

 Males  15 0 40.0 20.0 40.0 3.00 0.93 

 Females  15 20.0 46.7 13.3 20.0 2.33 1.05 

 South East Qld  16 0 37.5 18.8 43.8 3.06 0.93 

 Other than South East Qld  14 21.4 50.0 14.3 14.3 2.21 0.98 

 Small school  9 22.2 33.3 11.1 33.3 2.56 1.24 

 Medium school  11 9.1 36.4 18.2 36.4 2.82 1.08 

 Large school  10 0 60.0 20.0 20.0 2.60 0.84 

 Short experience as principal  7 14.3 85.7 0 0 1.86 0.38 

 Medium experience as principal  18 11.1 27.8 27.8 33.3 2.83 1.04 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 0 40.0 0 60.0 3.20 1.10 

Level of suspicion that harm happened 

 All  30 13.3 3.3 43.3 40.0 3.10 1.00 

 Males  15 0 6.7 46.7 46.7 3.40 0.63 

 Females  15 26.7 0 40.0 33.3 2.80 1.21 

 South East Qld  16 12.5 6.3 31.3 50.0 3.19 1.05 

 Other than South East Qld  14 14.3 0 57.1 28.6 3.00 0.96 

 Small school  9 22.2 0 22.2 55.6 3.11 1.27 

 Medium school  11 18.2 9.1 63.6 9.1 2.64 0.92 

 Large school  10 0 0 40.0 60.0 3.60 0.52 

 Short experience as principal  7 42.9 0 14.3 42.9 2.57 1.51 

 Medium experience as principal  18 5.6 5.6 50.0 38.9 3.22 0.81 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 0 0 60.0 40.0 3.40 0.55 

   

D
ef

in
it

el
y

 

n
o

t 

U
n

li
k

el
y

 

L
ik

el
y

 

D
ef

in
it

el
y

 

 

 

Likelihood of making report to police officer  

of sexual abuse 

 All  30 36.7 40.0 10.0 13.3 2.00 1.02 

 Males  15 40.0 26.7 13.3 20.0 2.13 1.19 

 Females  15 33.3 53.3 6.7 6.7 1.87 0.83 

 South East Qld  16 25.0 31.3 18.8 25.0 2.44 1.15 

 Other than South East Qld  14 50.0 50.0 0 0 1.50 0.52 
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Measure 
Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 n % % % %    sd 

 Small school  9 22.2 33.3 22.2 22.2 2.44 1.13 

 Medium school  11 18.2 54.5 9.2 18.2 2.27 1.01 

 Large school  10 70.0 30.0 0 0 1.30 0.48 

 Short experience as principal  7 42.9 57.1 0 0 1.57 0.54 

 Medium experience as principal  18 38.9 33.3 16.7 11.1 2.00 1.03 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 20.0 40.0 0 40.0 2.60 1.34 

Likelihood of making report to State  

authority of harm 

 All  30 13.3 10.0 23.3 53.3 3.17 1.09 

 Males  15 0 6.7 33.3 60.0 3.53 0.64 

 Females  15 26.7 13.3 13.3 46.7 2.80 1.32 

 South East Qld  16 12.5 12.5 18.3 56.3 3.19 1.11 

 Other than South East Qld  14 14.3 7.1 28.6 50.0 3.14 1.10 

 Small school  9 22.2 0 22.2 55.6 3.11 1.27 

 Medium school  11 18.2 9.1 27.3 45.5 3.00 1.18 

 Large school  10 0 20.0 20.0 60.0 3.40 0.84 

 Short experience as principal  7 42.9 14.3 28.6 14.3 2.14 1.22 

 Medium experience as principal  18 5.6 11.1 27.8 55.6 3.33 0.91 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 0 0 0 100.0 4.00 0.00 
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Appendix T: Assessment by principals of “Vignette B. Reports of touching by year 7 

boy of year 2 boy at school” 

 

Measure 
Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 n % % % %    sd 
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Level of suspicion that sexual abuse happened 

 All  30 26.7 23.3 13.3 36.7 2.60 1.25 

 Males  15 20.0 26.7 6.7 46.7 2.80 1.27 

 Females  15 33.3 20.0 20.0 26.7 2.40 1.24 

 South East Qld  16 18.8 12.5 12.5 56.3 3.06 1.24 

 Other than South East Qld  14 35.7 35.7 14.3 14.3 2.07 1.07 

 Small school  9 11.1 33.3 11.1 44.4 2.89 1.17 

 Medium school  11 18.2 9.1 27.3 45.5 3.00 1.18 

 Large school  10 50.0 30.0 0 20.0 1.90 1.20 

 Short experience as principal  7 71.4 0 28.6 0 1.57 0.98 

 Medium experience as principal  18 11.1 33.3 5.6 50.0 2.94 1.16 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 20.0 20.0 20.0 40.0 2.80 1.30 

Level of suspicion that harm happened 

 All  30 23.3 10.0 10.0 56.7 3.00 1.29 

 Males  15 26.7 13.3 6.7 53.3 2.87 1.36 

 Females  15 20.0 6.7 13.3 60.0 3.13 1.25 

 South East Qld  16 25.0 6.3 6.3 62.5 3.06 1.34 

 Other than South East Qld  14 21.4 14.3 14.3 50.0 2.93 1.27 

 Small school  9 11.1 11.1 0 77.8 3.44 1.13 

 Medium school  11 54.5 18.2 18.2 9.1 1.82 1.08 

 Large school  10 0 0 10.0 90.0 3.90 0.32 

 Short experience as principal  7 28.6 14.3 14.3 42.9 2.71 1.38 

 Medium experience as principal  18 27.8 11.1 5.6 55.6 2.89 1.37 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 0 0 20.0 80.0 3.80 0.45 
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Likelihood of making report to police  

officer of sexual abuse 

 All  30 33.3 26.7 0 40.0 2.47 1.33 

 Males  15 33.3 33.3 0 33.3 2.33 1.29 

 Females  15 33.3 20.0 0 46.7 2.60 1.40 

 South East Qld  16 18.8 18.8 0 62.5 3.06 1.29 

 Other than South East Qld  14 50.0 35.7 0 14.3 1.79 1.05 
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Measure 
Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 n % % % %    sd 

 Small school  9 22.2 22.2 0 55.6 2.89 1.36 

 Medium school  11 36.4 27.3 0 36.4 2.36 1.36 

 Large school  10 40.0 30.0 0 30.0 2.20 1.32 

 Short experience as principal  7 42.9 28.6 0 28.6 2.14 1.35 

 Medium experience as principal  18 33.3 16.7 0 50.0 2.67 1.41 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 20.0 60.0 0 20.0 2.20 1.10 

Likelihood of making report to State  

authority of harm 

 All  30 6.7 10.0 20.0 63.3 3.40 0.93 

 Males  15 13.3 0 20.0 66.7 3.40 1.06 

 Females  15 0 20.0 20.0 60.0 3.40 0.83 

 South East Qld  16 12.5 12.5 6.3 68.8 3.31 1.14 

 Other than South East Qld  14 0 7.1 35.7 57.7 3.50 0.65 

 Small school  9 0 11.1 11.1 77.8 3.67 0.71 

 Medium school  11 18.2 9.1 45.5 27.3 2.82 1.08 

 Large school  10 0 10.0 0 90.0 3.80 0.63 

 Short experience as principal  7 0 28.6 28.6 42.9 3.14 0.90 

 Medium experience as principal  18 11.1 5.6 22.2 61.1 3.33 1.03 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 0 0 0 100.0 4.00 0.00 
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Appendix U: Assessment by principals of “Vignette C. Reports of touching by 

teacher of year 4 girl outside school” 

 

Measure 
Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 n % % % %    sd 
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Level of suspicion that sexual abuse happened 

 All  30 0 0 10.0 90.0 3.90 0.31 

 Males  15 0 0 0 100.0 4.00 0.00 

 Females  15 0 0 20.0 80.0 3.80 0.41 

 South East Qld  16 0 0 12.5 87.5 3.87 0.34 

 Other than South East Qld  14 0 0 7.1 92.9 3.98 0.27 

 Small school  9 0 0 11.1 88.9 3.89 0.33 

 Medium school  11 0 0 18.2 81.8 3.82 0.41 

 Large school  10 0 0 0 100.0 4.00 0.00 

 Short experience as principal  7 0 0 28.6 71.4 3.71 0.49 

 Medium experience as principal  18 0 0 5.6 94.4 3.94 0.24 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 0 0 0 100.0 4.00 0.00 

Level of suspicion that harm happened 

 All  30 3.3 30.0 10.0 56.7 3.20 1.00 

 Males  15 0 26.7 0 73.3 3.47 0.92 

 Females  15 6.7 33.3 20.0 40.0 2.98 1.03 

 South East Qld  16 0 18.8 6.3 75.0 3.56 0.81 

 Other than South East Qld  14 7.1 42.9 14.3 35.7 2.79 1.05 

 Small school  9 0 33.3 11.1 55.6 3.22 0.97 

 Medium school  11 9.1 36.4 0 54.5 3.00 1.18 

 Large school  10 0 20.0 20.0 60.0 3.40 0.84 

 Short experience as principal  7 0 42.9 14.3 42.9 3.00 1.00 

 Medium experience as principal  18 5.6 33.3 5.6 55.6 3.11 1.08 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 0 20.0 80.0 0 3.80 0.45 
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Likelihood of making report to police officer  

of sexual abuse 

 All  30 0 0 10.0 90.0 3.90 0.31 

 Males  15 0 0 6.7 93.3 3.93 0.26 

 Females  15 0 0 13.3 86.7 3.87 0.35 

 South East Qld  16 0 0 12.5 87.5 3.87 0.34 

 Other than South East Qld  14 0 0 7.1 92.9 3.93 0.27 
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Measure 
Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 n % % % %    sd 

 Small school  9 0 0 11.1 88.9 3.89 0.33 

 Medium school  11 0 0 18.2 81.8 3.82 0.41 

 Large school  10 0 0 0 100.0 4.00 0.00 

 Short experience as principal  7 0 0 28.6 71.4 3.71 0.49 

 Medium experience as principal  18 0 0 5.6 91.4 3.94 0.24 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 0 0 0 100.0 4.00 0.00 

Likelihood of making report to State  

authority of harm 

 All  30 10.0 20.0 13.3 56.7 3.17 1.09 

 Males  15 6.7 20.0 6.7 66.7 3.33 1.05 

 Females  15 13.3 20.0 20.0 46.7 3.00 1.13 

 South East Qld  16 0 12.5 12.5 75.0 3.63 0.72 

 Other than South East Qld  14 21.4 28.6 14.3 35.7 2.64 1.22 

 Small school  9 11.1 22.2 11.1 55.6 3.11 1.17 

 Medium school  11 9.1 9.1 27.3 54.5 3.27 1.01 

 Large school  10 10.0 30.0 0 60.0 3.10 1.20 

 Short experience as principal  7 14.3 14.3 28.6 42.9 3.00 1.16 

 Medium experience as principal  18 11.1 22.2 11.1 55.6 3.11 1.13 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 0 20.0 0 80.0 3.60 0.89 

 

  



  

 

276 

 

Appendix V: Assessment by principals of “Vignette D.  Reports of touching by 

teacher of year 7 boy at school swimming” 

 

Measure 
Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 n % % % %    sd 
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Level of suspicion that sexual abuse  

happened 

 All  30 0 0 16.7 83.3 3.83 0.38 

 Males  15 0 0 13.3 86.7 3.87 0.35 

 Females  15 0 0 20.0 80.0 3.80 0.41 

 South East Qld  16 0 0 18.8 81.3 3.81 0.40 

 Other than South East Qld  14 0 0 14.3 85.7 3.89 0.36 

 Small school  9 0 0 22.2 77.8 3.78 0.44 

 Medium school  11 0 0 9.1 90.9 3.91 0.30 

 Large school  10 0 0 20.0 80.0 3.80 0.42 

 Short experience as principal  7 0 0 28.6 71.4 3.71 0.49 

 Medium experience as principal  18 0 0 11.1 88.9 3.89 0.32 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 0 0 20.0 80.0 3.80 0.45 

Level of suspicion that harm happened 

 All  30 6.7 23.3 16.7 53.3 3.17 1.02 

 Males  15 13.3 20.0 26.7 40.0 2.93 1.10 

 Females  15 0 26.7 6.7 66.7 3.40 0.91 

 South East Qld  16 6.3 0 18.8 75.0 3.63 0.81 

 Other than South East Qld  14 7.1 50.0 14.3 28.6 2.64 1.01 

 Small school  9 0 33.3 11.1 55.6 3.22 0.97 

 Medium school  11 9.1 27.3 0 63.6 3.18 1.17 

 Large school  10 10.0 10.0 40.0 40.0 3.10 0.99 

 Short experience as principal  7 0 14.3 28.6 57.1 3.43 0.79 

 Medium experience as principal  18 11.1 27.8 11.1 50.0 3.00 1.14 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 0 20.0 20.0 60.0 3.40 0.89 
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Likelihood of making report to police  

officer of sexual abuse 

 All  30 0 0 10.0 90.0 3.90 0.31 

 Males  15 0 0 13.3 86.7 3.87 0.35 

 Females  15 0 0 6.7 93.3 3.93 0.26 

 South East Qld  16 0 0 12.5 87.5 3.88 0.34 
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Measure 
Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 n % % % %    sd 

 Other than South East Qld  14 0 0 7.1 92.9 3.98 0.27 

 Small school  9 0 0 22.2 77.8 3.78 0.44 

 Medium school  11 0 0 0 100.0 4.00 0.00 

 Large school  10 0 0 10.0 90.0 3.90 0.32 

 Short experience as principal  7 0 0 14.3 85.7 3.86 0.38 

 Medium experience as principal  18 0 0 5.6 94.4 3.94 0.24 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 0 0 20.0 80.0 3.80 0.45 

Likelihood of making report to State  

authority of harm 

 All  30 6.7 20.0 23.3 50.0 3.17 0.99 

 Males  15 0 26.7 33.3 40.0 3.13 0.83 

 Females  15 13.3 13.3 13.3 60.0 3.20 1.15 

 South East Qld  16 0 0 37.5 62.5 3.63 0.50 

 Other than South East Qld  14 14.3 42.9 7.1 35.7 2.64 1.15 

 Small school  9 0 11.1 22.2 66.7 3.56 0.73 

 Medium school  11 0 27.3 9.1 63.6 3.36 0.92 

 Large school  10 20.0 20.0 40.0 20.0 2.60 1.08 

 Short experience as principal  7 0 14.3 42.9 42.9 3.29 0.76 

 Medium experience as principal  18 5.6 27.8 16.7 50.0 3.11 1.02 

 Extensive experience as principal  5 20.0 0 20.0 60.0 3.20 1.30 
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Appendix W: Assessment by principals of their levels of confidence when dealing 

with reports of staff inappropriate behaviour, student harm, or sexual abuse of 

students 

 

Measure 

 Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 Somewhat 

confident 

Very 

confident  

Extremely 

confident 

  

 % % % x  sd 

Reports of inappropriate behaviour  

of staff member 

 All 30 6.7 43.3 50.0 2.43 0.63 

 Males 15 13.3 40.0 46.7 2.33 0.72 

 Females 15 0 46.7 53.3 2.53 0.52 

 South East Qld 16 6.3 50.0 43.8 2.38 0.62 

 Other than South East Qld 14 7.1 35.7 57.1 2.50 0.65 

 Small school 9 0 33.3 66.7 2.67 0.50 

 Medium school 11 18.2 36.4 45.5 2.27 0.79 

 Large school 10 0 60.0 40.0 2.40 0.52 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 42.9 57.1 2.57 0.54 

 Medium experience as principal 18 11.1 50.0 38.9 2.28 0.67 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 20.0 80.0 2.80 0.45 

Reports of harm, or suspected harm,  

of student 

 All 30 0 43.3 56.7 2.57 0.50 

 Males 15 0 33.3 66.7 2.67 0.49 

 Females 15 0 53.3 46.7 2.47 0.52 

 South East Qld 16 0 43.8 56.3 2.56 0.51 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 42.9 57.1 2.57 0.51 

 Small school 9 0 22.2 77.8 2.78 0.44 

 Medium school 11 0 36.4 63.6 2.64 0.51 

 Large school 10 0 70.0 30.0 2.30 0.48 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 71.4 28.6 2.29 0.49 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 38.9 61.1 2.61 0.50 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 20.0 80.0 2.80 0.45 

Reports of sexual abuse, or suspected  

sexual abuse, of student by employee 

 All 30 10.0 30.0 60.0 2.50 0.68 

 Males 15 0 26.7 73.3 2.73 0.46 

 Females 15 20.0 33.3 46.7 2.27 0.80 

 South East Qld 16 0 37.5 62.5 2.62 0.50 

 Other than South East Qld 14 21.4 21.4 57.1 2.36 0.84 

 Small school 9 22.2 33.3 44.4 2.22 0.83 

 Medium school 11 0 27.3 72.7 2.73 0.47 

 Large school 10 10.0 30.0 60.0 2.50 0.71 

 Short experience as principal 7 14.3 57.1 28.6 2.14 0.69 

 Medium experience as principal 18 11.1 27.8 61.1 2.50 0.71 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 100.0 3.00 0.00 
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Appendix X: Assessment by principals of their feelings of vulnerability in dealing 

with particular reports 

 

Measure 

 Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 Somewhat 

vulnerable 

Very 

vulnerable  

Extremely 

vulnerable 

  

 % % %    sd 

Reports of inappropriate behaviour of  

staff member 

 All 30 70.0 16.7 13.3 1.43 0.73 

 Males 15 53.3 20.0 26.7 1.73 0.88 

 Females 15 86.7 13.3 0 1.13 0.35 

 South East Qld 16 62.5 18.8 18.8 1.56 0.81 

 Other than South East Qld 14 78.6 14.3 7.1 1.29 0.61 

 Small school 9 44.4 22.2 33.3 1.89 0.93 

 Medium school 11 72.7 27.3 0 1.27 0.47 

 Large school 10 90.0 0 10.0 1.20 0.63 

 Short experience as principal 7 100.0 0 0 1.00 0.00 

 Medium experience as principal 18 61.1 27.8 11.1 1.50 0.71 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 60.0 0 40.0 1.80 1.10 

Reports of harm, or suspected harm,  

of student 

 All 30 66.7 20.0 10.0 1.41 0.68 

 Males 15 60.0 13.3 20.0 1.57 0.85 

 Females 15 73.3 26.7 0 1.27 0.46 

 South East Qld 16 62.5 25.0 12.5 1.50 0.73 

 Other than South East Qld 14 76.9 15.4 7.7 1.31 0.63 

 Small school 9 44.4 33.3 22.2 1.78 0.83 

 Medium school 11 81.8 9.1 90.9 1.10 0.32 

 Large school 10 70.0 20.0 10.0 1.40 0.70 

 Short experience as principal 7 85.7 14.3 0 1.14 0.38 

 Medium experience as principal 18 72.2 22.2 5.6 1.33 0.59 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 20.0 20.0 80.0 2.25 0.96 

Reports of sexual abuse, or suspected  

sexual abuse, of student by employee 

 All 30 50.0 30.0 20.0 1.70 0.79 

 Males 15 33.3 33.3 33.3 2.00 0.85 

 Females 15 66.7 26.7 6.7 1.40 0.63 

 South East Qld 16 56.3 25.0 18.8 1.63 0.81 

 Other than South East Qld 14 42.9 35.7 21.4 1.79 0.80 

 Small school 9 33.3 22.2 44.4 2.11 0.93 

 Medium school 11 54.5 36.4 9.1 1.55 0.69 

 Large school 10 60.0 30.0 10.0 1.50 0.71 

 Short experience as principal 7 57.1 42.9 0 1.43 0.54 

 Medium experience as principal 18 55.6 22.2 22.2 1.67 0.84 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 20.0 40.0 40.0 2.20 0.84 
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Appendix Y: Assessment by principals of their perceptions about staff 

inappropriate behaviour, student harm or sexual abuse happening to students in 

non-State primary schools 

 

Measure 

 Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 Somewhat 

vulnerable 

Very 

vulnerable  

Extremely 

vulnerable 

  

 % % %    sd 

Reports of inappropriate behaviour of  

staff member 

 All 30 70.0 16.7 13.3 1.43 0.73 

 Males 15 53.3 20.0 26.7 1.73 0.88 

 Females 15 86.7 13.3 0 1.13 0.35 

 South East Qld 16 62.5 18.8 18.8 1.56 0.81 

 Other than South East Qld 14 78.6 14.3 7.1 1.29 0.61 

 Small school 9 44.4 22.2 33.3 1.89 0.93 

 Medium school 11 72.7 27.3 0 1.27 0.47 

 Large school 10 90.0 0 10.0 1.20 0.63 

 Short experience as principal 7 100.0 0 0 1.00 0.00 

 Medium experience as principal 18 61.1 27.8 11.1 1.50 0.71 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 60.0 0 40.0 1.80 1.10 

Reports of harm, or suspected harm,  

of student 

 All 30 66.7 20.0 10.0 1.41 0.68 

 Males 15 60.0 13.3 20.0 1.57 0.85 

 Females 15 73.3 26.7 0 1.27 0.46 

 South East Qld 16 62.5 25.0 12.5 1.50 0.73 

 Other than South East Qld 14 76.9 15.4 7.7 1.31 0.63 

 Small school 9 44.4 33.3 22.2 1.78 0.83 

 Medium school 11 81.8 9.1 90.9 1.10 0.32 

 Large school 10 70.0 20.0 10.0 1.40 0.70 

 Short experience as principal 7 85.7 14.3 0 1.14 0.38 

 Medium experience as principal 18 72.2 22.2 5.6 1.33 0.59 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 20.0 20.0 80.0 2.25 0.96 

Reports of sexual abuse, or suspected  

sexual abuse, of student by employee 

 All 30 50.0 30.0 20.0 1.70 0.79 

 Males 15 33.3 33.3 33.3 2.00 0.85 

 Females 15 66.7 26.7 6.7 1.40 0.63 

 South East Qld 16 56.3 25.0 18.8 1.63 0.81 

 Other than South East Qld 14 42.9 35.7 21.4 1.79 0.80 

 Small school 9 33.3 22.2 44.4 2.11 0.93 

 Medium school 11 54.5 36.4 9.1 1.55 0.69 

 Large school 10 60.0 30.0 10.0 1.50 0.71 

 Short experience as principal 7 57.1 42.9 0 1.43 0.54 

 Medium experience as principal 18 55.6 22.2 22.2 1.67 0.84 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 20.0 40.0 40.0 2.20 0.84 
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Appendix Z: Assessment by principals of their levels of confidence that staff 

inappropriate behaviour, or student harm or sexual abuse, not happening in their 

school 

 

Measure 

 Perception of principals (n = 30) 

 Somewhat 

confident 

Very 

confident  

Extremely 

confident 

  

 % % %    sd 

Inappropriate behaviour of staff member 

 All 30 13.3 46.7 40.0 2.27 0.69 

 Males 15 13.3 73.3 13.3 2.00 0.54 

 Females 15 13.3 20.0 66.7 2.53 0.74 

 South East Qld 16 12.5 43.8 43.8 2.31 0.70 

 Other than South East Qld 14 14.3 50.0 35.7 2.21 0.70 

 Small school 9 0 55.6 44.4 2.44 0.53 

 Medium school 11 18.2 54.5 27.3 2.09 0.70 

 Large school 10 20.0 30.0 50.0 2.30 0.82 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 14.3 85.7 2.86 0.38 

 Medium experience as principal 18 11.1 61.1 27.8 2.17 0.62 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 40.0 40.0 20.0 1.80 0.84 

Harm, or suspected harm, of student 

 All 30 50.0 36.7 13.3 1.63 0.72 

 Males 15 60.0 40.0 0 1.40 0.51 

 Females 15 40.0 33.3 26.7 1.87 0.83 

 South East Qld 16 62.5 18.8 18.8 1.56 0.81 

 Other than South East Qld 14 35.7 57.1 7.1 1.71 0.61 

 Small school 9 44.4 44.4 11.1 1.67 0.71 

 Medium school 11 63.6 27.3 9.1 1.45 0.69 

 Large school 10 40.0 40.0 20.0 1.80 0.79 

 Short experience as principal 7 57.1 14.3 28.6 1.71 0.95 

 Medium experience as principal 18 44.4 44.4 11.1 1.67 0.69 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 60.0 40.0 0 1.40 0.55 

Sexual abuse, or suspected sexual abuse,  

of student by employee 

 All 30 20.0 30.0 50.0 2.30 0.79 

 Males 15 26.7 46.7 26.7 2.00 0.76 

 Females 15 13.3 13.3 73.3 2.60 0.74 

 South East Qld 16 18.8 25.0 56.3 2.38 0.81 

 Other than South East Qld 14 21.4 35.7 42.9 2.21 0.80 

 Small school 9 0 22.2 77.8 2.78 0.44 

 Medium school 11 27.3 36.4 36.4 2.09 0.83 

 Large school 10 30.0 30.0 40.0 2.10 0.88 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 14.3 85.7 2.86 0.38 

 Medium experience as principal 18 22.2 38.9 38.9 2.17 0.79 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 40.0 20.0 40.0 2.00 1.00 
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Appendix AA: Assessment by principals of their perceptions about effectiveness of 

having to use ‘approved teachers’ and persons having working with children 

positive notices 

 

 

Measure 

 Perception of principals (n = 30) 
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 n % % % % %    sd 

School not to employ teacher unless  

‘approved teacher’ 

 All 30 0 0 16.7 36.7 46.7 4.30 0.75 

 Males 15 0 0 26.7 46.7 26.7 4.00 0.76 

 Females 15 0 0 6.7 26.7 66.7 4.60 0.63 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 12.5 31.3 56.3 4.44 0.73 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 21.4 42.9 35.7 4.14 0.77 

 Small school 9 0 0 11.1 33.3 55.6 4.44 0.73 

 Medium school 11 0 0 18.2 36.4 45.5 4.27 0.79 

 Large school 10 0 0 20.0 40.0 40.0 4.20 0.79 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 28.6 0 71.4 4.43 0.98 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 16.7 44.4 38.9 4.22 0.73 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.40 0.55 

School governing body director must have  

current blue card or exemption card 

 All 30 20.0 30.0 10.0 10.0 30.0 3.00 1.58 

 Males 15 26.7 20.0 13.3 20.0 20.0 2.87 1.55 

 Females 15 13.3 40.0 6.7 0 40.0 3.13 1.64 

 South East Qld 16 12.5 18.8 12.5 18.8 37.5 3.50 1.51 

 Other than South East Qld 14 28.6 42.9 7.1 0 21.4 2.43 1.51 

 Small school 9 11.1 44.4 0 11.1 33.3 3.11 1.62 

 Medium school 11 18.2 27.3 27.3 0 27.3 2.91 1.51 

 Large school 10 30.0 20.0 0 20.0 30.0 3.00 1.76 

 Short experience as principal 7 42.9 28.6 0 0 28.6 2.43 1.81 

 Medium experience as principal 18 16.7 27.8 11.1 5.6 38.9 3.22 1.63 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 40.0 20.0 40.0 0 3.00 1.00 

Current blue card or exemption card  

required to provide services in school 

 All 30 6.7 20.0 26.7 26.7 20.0 3.33 1.21 

 Males 15 13.3 26.7 13.3 33.3 13.3 3.07 1.34 

 Females 15 0 13.3 40.0 20.0 26.7 3.60 1.06 

 South East Qld 16 6.3 0 31.3 25.0 37.5 3.88 1.15 

 Other than South East Qld 14 7.1 42.9 21.4 28.6 0 2.71 0.99 

 Small school 9 0 11.1 44.4 22.2 22.2 3.56 1.01 
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Measure 

 Perception of principals (n = 30) 
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 n % % % % %    sd 

 Medium school 11 0 36.4 36.4 9.1 18.2 3.09 1.14 

 Large school 10 20.0 10.0 0 50.0 20.0 3.40 1.51 

 Short experience as principal 7 28.6 0 42.9 0 28.6 3.00 1.63 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 27.8 22.2 27.8 22.2 3.44 1.15 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 20.0 20.0 60.0 0 3.40 0.89 

School must develop and implement child  

protection risk management strategy 

 All 30 0 10.0 40.0 36.7 13.3 3.53 0.86 

 Males 15 0 13.3 26.7 53.3 6.7 3.53 0.83 

 Females 15 0 6.7 53.3 20.0 20.0 3.53 0.92 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 31.3 43.8 25.0 3.94 0.77 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 21.4 50.0 28.6 0 3.07 0.73 

 Small school 9 0 0 55.5 44.4 0 3.44 0.53 

 Medium school 11 0 18.2 27.3 36.4 18.2 3.55 1.04 

 Large school 10 0 10.0 40.0 30.0 20.0 3.60 0.97 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 71.4 28.6 0 3.57 0.98 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 11.1 27.8 50.0 11.1 3.61 0.85 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 20.0 40.0 40.0 0 3.2 0.84 
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Appendix AB: Assessment by principals of their perceptions about whether more 

training or professional development is required 

 

Element 

 Perception of principals (n = 30) 
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 n % % % % %    sd 

What constitutes inappropriate 

behaviour of school staff 

30 0 0 16.7 56.7 26.7 4.10 0.66 

How to deal with inappropriate 

behaviour of school staff 

30 0 0 10.0 46.7 43.3 4.33 0.66 

Understanding of what is meant by a 

student’s physical wellbeing 

30 0 0 16.7 80.0 3.3 3.87 0.43 

Understanding of what is meant by a 

student’s psychological wellbeing 

30 0 0 10.0 63.3 26.7 4.17 0.59 

Understanding of what is meant by a 

student’s emotional wellbeing 

30 0 0 13.3 63.3 23.3 4.10 0.61 

What constitutes suspected harm to 

students 

30 0 0 13.3 46.7 40.0 4.27 0.69 

How to deal with suspected harm to 

students 

30 0 0 20.0 40.0 40.0 4.20 0.76 

What constitutes harm to students 30 0 0 13.3 50.0 36.7 4.23 0.68 

How to deal with harm to students 30 0 0 6.7 56.7 36.7 4.30 0.60 

What constitutes suspected sexual 

abuse of students by an employee of 

the school 

30 0 0 16.7 50.0 33.3 4.17 0.70 

How to deal with suspected sexual 

abuse of students by an employee of 

the school 

30 0 0 13.3 53.3 33.3 4.20 0.66 

What constitutes sexual abuse of 

students by an employee of the school 

30 0 0 16.7 50.0 33.3 4.17 0.70 

How to deal with sexual abuse of 

students by an employee of the school 

30 0 0 20.0 66.7 13.3 4.07 0.64 

Understanding of the various 

legislation and laws around student 

welfare and protection 

30 0 0 10.0 46.7 43.3 4.33 0.66 
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Appendix AC: Principals’ perceptions about whether more training or professional 

development is required 

 

Element 

 Perception of principals (n = 30) 
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 n % % % % %    sd 

What constitutes inappropriate behaviour of school staff 

 Males 15 0 0 6.7 53.3 40.0 4.33 0.62 

 Females 15 0 0 26.6 60.0 13.3 3.87 0.64 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 12.5 50.0 37.5 4.25 0.68 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 21.4 64.3 14.3 3.93 0.62 

 Small school 9 0 0 44.4 44.4 11.1 3.67 0.71 

 Medium school 11 0 0 9.1 54.5 36.4 4.27 0.65 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 70.0 30.0 4.30 0.48 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 100.0 0 4.00 0.00 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 27.8 38.9 33.3 4.06 0.80 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.40 0.55 

How to deal with inappropriate behaviour of school staff 

 Males 15 0 0 6.7 53.3 40.0 4.33 0.62 

 Females 15 0 0 13.3 40.0 46.7 4.33 0.72 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 6.3 37.5 56.3 4.50 0.63 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 14.3 57.1 28.6 4.14 0.66 

 Small school 9 0 0 22.2 55.6 22.2 4.00 0.71 

 Medium school 11 0 0 9.1 45.5 45.5 4.36 0.67 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 40.0 60.0 4.60 0.52 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 57.1 42.9 4.43 0.54 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 16.7 44.4 38.9 4.22 0.73 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 40.0 60.0 4.60 0.55 

Understanding of what is meant by a student’s physical wellbeing 

 Males 15 0 0 0 100.0 0 4.00 0.00 

 Females 15 0 0 33.3 60.0 6.7 3.73 0.59 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 18.8 75.0 6.3 3.88 0.50 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 14.3 85.7 0 3.86 0.36 

 Small school 9 0 0 44.4 55.6 0 3.56 0.53 

 Medium school 11 0 0 9.1 90.9 0 3.91 0.30 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 90.0 10.0 4.10 0.32 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 14.3 85.7 0 3.83 0.38 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 22.2 72.2 5.6 3.83 0.51 
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Element 

 Perception of principals (n = 30) 
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 n % % % % %    sd 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 100.0 0 4.00 0.00 

Understanding of what is meant by a student’s psychological wellbeing 

 Males 15 0 0  66.7 33.3 4.33 0.49 

 Females 15 0 0 20.0 60.0 20.0 4.00 0.66 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 12.5 56.3 31.3 4.19 0.66 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 7.1 71.4 21.4 4.14 0.54 

 Small school 9 0 0 22.2 66.7 11.1 3.89 0.60 

 Medium school 11 0 0 0 54.5 45.5 4.45 0.52 

 Large school 10 0 0 10.0 70.0 20.0 4.10 0.57 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 71.4 28.6 4.29 0.49 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 16.7 66.7 16.7 4.00 0.59 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 40.0 60.0 4.60 0.55 

Understanding of what is meant by a student’s emotional wellbeing 

 Males 15 0 0 0 73.3 26.7 4.27 0.46 

 Females 15 0 0 26.7 53.3 20.0 3.93 0.70 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 12.5 62.5 25.0 4.13 0.62 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 14.3 64.3 21.4 4.07 0.62 

 Small school 9 0 0 33.3 44.4 22.2 3.89 0.78 

 Medium school 11 0 0 0 72.7 27.3 4.27 0.47 

 Large school 10 0 0 10.0 70.0 20.0 4.10 0.57 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 71.4 18.6 4.29 0.49 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 22.2 66.7 11.1 3.89 0.58 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 40.0 60.0 4.60 0.55 

What constitutes suspected harm to students 

 Males 15 0 0 0 53.3 46.7 4.47 0.52 

 Females 15 0 0 26.7 40.0 33.3 4.07 0.80 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 12.5 43.8 43.8 4.31 0.70 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 14.3 50.0 35.7 4.21 0.70 

 Small school 9 0 0 44.4 44.4 11.1 3.67 0.71 

 Medium school 11 0 0 0 45.5 54.5 4.55 0.52 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 50.0 50.0 4.50 0.53 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 71.4 28.6 4.29 0.49 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 22.2 33.3 44.4 4.22 0.81 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.40 0.55 

How to deal with suspected harm to students 
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 Perception of principals (n = 30) 
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 n % % % % %    sd 

 Males 15 0 0 26.7 26.7 46.7 4.20 0.86 

 Females 15 0 0 13.3 53.3 33.3 4.20 0.68 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 18.8 31.3 50.0 4.31 0.79 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 21.4 50.0 28.6 4.07 0.73 

 Small school 9 0 0 22.2 33.3 44.4 4.22 0.83 

 Medium school 11 0 0 36.4 27.3 36.4 4.00 0.89 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.40 0.52 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 42.9 57.1 4.57 0.54 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 22.2 44.4 33.3 4.11 0.76 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 40.0 20.0 40.0 4.00 1.00 

What constitutes harm to students 

 Males 15 0 0 6.7 46.7 46.7 4.40 0.63 

 Females 15 0 0 20.0 53.3 26.7 4.07 0.70 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 6.3 56.3 37.5 4.31 0.60 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 21.4 42.9 35.7 4.14 0.77 

 Small school 9 0 0 22.2 66.6 11.1 3.89 0.60 

 Medium school 11 0 0 9.1 27.3 63.6 4.55 0.69 

 Large school 10 0 0 10.0 60.0 30.0 4.20 0.63 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 85.7 14.3 4.14 0.38 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 11.1 38.9 50.0 4.39 0.70 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 40.0 40.0 20.0 3.80 0.84 

How to deal with harm to students 

 Males 15 0 0 6.7 40.0 53.3 4.47 0.64 

 Females 15 0 0 6.7 73.3 20.0 4.13 0.52 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 6.3 56.3 37.5 4.31 0.60 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 7.1 57.1 35.7 4.29 0.61 

 Small school 9 0 0 0 66.7 33.3 4.33 0.50 

 Medium school 11 0 0 9.1 54.5 36.4 4.27 0.65 

 Large school 10 0 0 10.0 50.0 40.0 4.30 0.68 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 71.4 28.6 4.29 0.49 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 11.1 50.0 38.9 4.28 0.70 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.40 0.55 

What constitutes suspected sexual abuse of students by an employee of the school 

 Males 15 0 0 6.7 46.7 46.7 4.40 0.63 

 Females 15 0 0 26.7 53.3 20.0 3.93 0.70 
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 Perception of principals (n = 30) 
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 n % % % % %    sd 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 18.8 43.8 37.5 4.19 0.75 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 14.3 57.1 28.6 4.14 0.66 

 Small school 9 0 0 44.4 44.4 11.1 3.67 0.71 

 Medium school 11 0 0 9.1 45.5 45.5 4.36 0.67 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 60.0 40.0 4.40 0.52 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 85.7 14.3 4.14 0.38 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 22.2 33.3 44.4 4.22 0.81 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 20.0 60.0 20.0 4.00 0.71 

How to deal with suspected sexual abuse of students by an employee of the school 

 Males 15 0 0 6.7 46.7 46.7 4.40 0.63 

 Females 15 0 0 20.0 60.0 20.0 4.00 0.66 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 18.8 43.8 37.5 4.19 0.75 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 7.1 64.3 28.6 4.21 0.58 

 Small school 9 0 0 33.3 55.6 11.1 3.78 0.67 

 Medium school 11 0 0 9.1 54.5 36.4 4.27 0.65 

 Large school 10 0 0 0 50.0 50.0 4.50 0.53 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 57.1 42.9 4.43 0.54 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 16.7 50.0 33.3 4.17 0.71 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 20.0 60.0 20.0 4.00 0.71 

What constitutes sexual abuse of students by an employee of the school 

 Males 15 0 0 0 53.3 46.7 4.47 0.52 

 Females 15 0 0 33.3 46.7 20.0 3.87 0.74 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 12.5 50.0 37.5 4.25 0.68 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 21.4 50.0 28.6 4.07 0.73 

 Small school 9 0 0 44.4 33.3 22.2 3.78 0.83 

 Medium school 11 0 0 0 63.6 36.4 4.36 0.51 

 Large school 10 0 0 10.0 50.0 40.0 4.30 0.68 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 71.4 28.6 4.29 0.49 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 22.2 38.9 38.9 4.17 0.79 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 20.0 60.0 20.0 4.00 0.71 

How to deal with sexual abuse of students by an employee of the school 

 Males 15 0 0 13.3 46.7 40.0 4.27 0.70 

 Females 15 0 0 20.0 66.7 13.3 3.93 0.59 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 18.8 50.0 31.3 4.13 0.72 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 14.3 64.3 21.4 4.07 0.62 
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 n % % % % %    sd 

 Small school 9 0 0 22.2 66.6 11.1 3.89 0.60 

 Medium school 11 0 0 18.2 63.6 18.2 4.00 0.63 

 Large school 10 0 0 10.0 40.0 50.0 4.40 0.70 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 0 71.4 28.6 4.29 0.49 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 16.7 55.6 27.8 4.11 0.68 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 40.0 40.0 20.0 3.80 0.84 

Understanding of the various legislation and laws around student welfare and protection 

 Males 15 0 0 6.7 46.7 46.7 4.40 0.63 

 Females 15 0 0 13.3 46.7 40.0 4.27 0.70 

 South East Qld 16 0 0 6.3 50.0 43.8 4.38 0.62 

 Other than South East Qld 14 0 0 14.3 42.9 42.9 4.29 0.73 

 Small school 9 0 0 0 77.8 22.2 4.22 0.44 

 Medium school 11 0 0 9.1 27.3 63.6 4.55 0.69 

 Large school 10 0 0 20.0 40.0 40.0 4.20 0.79 

 Short experience as principal 7 0 0 14.3 14.3 71.4 4.57 0.79 

 Medium experience as principal 18 0 0 5.6 61.1 33.3 4.28 0.58 

 Extensive experience as principal 5 0 0 20.0 40.0 40.0 4.20 0.84 
 

 


