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Why assessment of psychosocial
factors?

Legal obligation (assess,
prevent, document, evaluate 7

risks) in_ any profession (lawsuit

on this)

Humanitarian aspect /
responsibility for the health of

employees

Economic aspect (higher

productivity, less sick leave)
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Assessment, improvement, evaluation
Process and actors

Survey T1 report A

= Diagnosis v =Y

Results in Schools,
Enterprises,
Organisations

Evaluation: Promising actions?

‘VA

Survey T2 -

Analyses: actions and survey results @ [
(T1, T2) p Q

v
= Evaluation ’ ‘

Interpretation
Defining improvement fields
and strategies

\ Improvement !:tions

= |Intervention
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Content of COPSOQ-teachers questionnaire

Demands

Quantitative demands (B1: 1-4)

“| Emotional demands (B1: 5-7)
Demands for hiding emotions (B1: 8; 9)
Work-Privacy Conflict (B2: 1-5)

Influence and possibilities for

development
Influence at work (B3: 1-4)

Meaning of work (B5: 4-6)

Possibilities for development (B4: 1; B5: 1-3)

Commitment to the working place (B5: 7-10)

Social relations and leadership

Predictability (B6: 1-2)
Role-clarity (B6: 3-6)
Role-conflicts (B6: 7-10)
Quality of leadership (B7: 1-4)
Social support (B8: 1-4)
Feedback at work (B8: 5-6)
Social relations (B8: 7-8)
Sense of community (B8: 9-11)
Mobbing (single item) (B8: 12)

FEAW 36 aspects

Additional aspects
Insecurity at work (B9: 1-4)
Trust and Fairness (B8a: 1-4)




Teachers / schools surveyed

4.200 schools, 110.000 teachers in region Baden-
Wurttemberg, participation 55.000 (2008-2010), 2nd
round 2015-2019

6.200 schools, 160.000 teachers in Region Nordrhein-
Westfalen (2011-2018)

500 schools in Europe (30 countries, 21 languages),
2011, 5.000 perticipants

Some smaller projects in ca. 100 schools in Germany
and Austria

> 150.000 teachers, > 10.000 schools

FFAW
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Performance of online survey

2. Performance survey 4. Data analysis

) 1. Materials to school
(link and passy

3a. online-data

) |

5. Comparison with reference data
g_ Indiv. feedback  Inclusion in database

/6. report + CD

(4 weeks)

/&Final report
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Results and ideas for improvement on 4
different levels (for all aspects)

a) single teacher: individual direct feedback

b) single school: mean values compared to mean of

school type or national or international mean
c) subgroups comparisons (age, gender, ...)

d) all teachers (compared to other professions)

-> improvement strategies on these 4 levels

FFAW Nubling, Santiago, 7.11.2017



a) Individual level
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a) Individual feedback (personal result)

Thank you very much for your participation!

Your individual results: "Survey on psychosodial factors at work” of 30.08.11
In the following graphics the personal answers that you have just given are compared with the average values for other teaching staff questioned.

The mean values (values from 0-100) are in each case given graphically as bars. You can see from this diagram on which charts particularly good or bad evaluations
have been given. Please note that high values always mean “a lot”. Whether that is to be evaluated positively or negatively depends on the content of the chart (e.g.

"a lot" of burnout or "a lot” of disturbances in the lesson is bad but "a | . .
Quantitative demands
P This page is not saved. If you want to print out or keep your indivi M N — 75 R —
= eference = 60
)

Quantitative demands Emotional demands Demands for hiding emotions Work - PrivacyConflict

O Your values

B Reference salues For all scales.
Print, save or delete.

[infiuence and possibiities for da wiopment] |




b) School level

FFAW

Nubling, Santiago, 7.11.2017

11



b) school report: comparison of school mean with
reference values (national and Europe)

Questionnaire Part B: Demands: Scale values

F

90

80

Mean value (95% confidence interval)

10 -

B school No. 12345

E Total ETUCE country x

70 -

60 -

50 -

40 -

30 A

20 -

[ Total ETUCE Europe

'—

For all aspects
school reports

Quantitative Emotional Demands for
demands demands hiding emotions
(low=pos.) (low=pos.) (low=pos.)

Work-Privacy
Conflict

(low=pos.)
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c) Subgroup level

FFAW
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c) Subgroup comparison: principals, deputies and teachers

without leading position

split fy function

100

90

80

70

60 -

mean value

30 A

20 -

10 A

B no leading position @ principal

| total

@ deputy principal O department leader

50 -

40 -

Quantitative Emotional Hide emotions Work-Privacy
demands demands (low=pos.) Conflict
(low=pos.) (low=pos.) Scale (low=pos.)

FFAW

Nubling, Santiago, 7.11.2017

14



c) Subgroup comparison: principals, deputies
and teachers without leading position

split by function

100

B no leading position @ principal

el @ deputy principal O department leader
| total

80

70

60

mean

50

40

30 A

20 A

10 -

Conflict with Support by Equipment Quality of Professional
parents parents (high=pos.) conferences support
(low=pos.) (high=pos.) (high=pos.) (high=pos.)

Scale
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d) Total level

FFAW
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mean (95% confidence intervals)

d) All teachers vs all professions

(COPSOQ database Germany)

Scale values: Demands

100
90
80
70

60 -
50 -
40 -
30 -
20 -
10 -

@ Teachers D total

O COPSOQ DB: all professions

42

Quantitative Emotional Demands Hide Emotions (low
Demands (low = (low = pos.g = pos.)
cale

pOS.)

Work-Privacy
Conflict (low = pos.)
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d) All teachers vs all professions
(COPSOQ database Germany)

Influence and development

® 100 -
a

9

E g
S

Q 70
§ 60
[

c 50 -
(o)

© 40 -
a

n 30 -
)

c 20 -
S 10
£ 0

90 1—

@ Teachers D total

B COPSOQ DB: all professjgns

Influence at work Poss. for Meaning of work Commltment (high =
(high = pos.) development (high = (high = pos.) pos.)
poS.)
Scale

ER]
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d) All teachers vs all professions
(COPSOQ database Germany)

Social relations and leadership

o
o

(o}
o

@ Teachers D total

(0]
o

~
o

B COPSOQ DB: all professions

mean (95% Confidence interval) _
N w s (o)) (@)
o o o o o

N
o
|

(@)
|

Predictability Role clarity Role conflict Quality of leadership
(high=pos.) (high=pos.) Scale (ow=pos.) (high=pos.)
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d) All teachers vs all professions
(COPSOQ database Germany)

Scale: Insecurity at work

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30

mean (95% confidence interval)

20
10

B Teachers Germany

B German COPSOQ DB: all professions —

—

Insecurity at work (low=pos.)
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d) All teachers vs all professions
(COPSOQ database Germany)

COPSOQ outcomes: teachers and all professions

RN
(@]

@ Teachers Germany
@ German COPSOQ DB: all professions

©
o

80

~E
0o

Mean (95% confidence interval)

intention to job self rated personal cognitive satisfaction
leave (low = satisfaction health (high= burnout (low stress with life (high
posSs.) (high = pos.) poSs.) = pos.) symptoms = pos.)
Scale (low = pos.)
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Low insecurity compensates (partly) high emotional
demand and high WPC. Model: burnout, R*=0.47

Demands

Quantitative demands (B1: 1-4)
Emotional der.na.mds (B1_: 5-7) Predictability (B6: 1-2)
Demand::: for hiding e_motlons (B1:8;9) Role-clarity (B6: 3-6)
Work-Privacy Conflict (B2: 1-5) Role-conflicts (B6: 7-10)

Quality of leadership (B7: 1-4)
Social support (B8: 1-4)
Feedback at work (B8: 5-6)
Social relations (B8: 7-8)
Sense of community (B8: 9-11)
Mobbing (single item) (B8: 12)

Social relations and leadership

Influence and possibilities for

development

Influence at work (B3: 1-4)
Possibilities for development (B4: 1; B5: 1-3)
Meaning of work (B5: 4-6)

Commitment to the work place (B5: 7-10)

Additional aspects
Insecurity at work (B9: 1-4)
Trust and Fairness (B8a: 1-4)

FFAW Nubling, Santiago, 7.11.2017 22
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Result levels = Action levels

FFAW

Nubling, Santiago, 7.11.2017
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4 |levels of results, 4 levels for prevention
strategies, improvement actions

* a) Personal level, single teacher
« What can | do? Healthy life in general, voice training (offered in BW),
personal coaching (offered in BW), making myself strong
(independent of workplace, no COPSOQ-assessment needed)
* Problem: outcome based, not affecting (adverse) workplace conditions

* b) Single school level

« What are the main improvement fields “for this school”? to be
answered by principals and teachers together and documented.

* Problem: no time, no persons, (believe) no money (but often there is
some, i.e. several schools with noise-control assessment and noise
reduction in building!)

* only some schools working successful with results, no structured
evaluation yet — we do not know, what has been successfully tried

FFAW Nubling, Santiago, 7.11.2017 25



4 |levels of results, 4 levels for prevention
strategies, improvement actions

* ¢) Subgroup level (above school level)
« Comparison between subgroups, specific intervention programmes,
i.e. anti-violence-training in NRW for teachers in schools for mentally
handicapped pupils
* Problems. None, good allocations strategy. Improvement would be to

select schools

« d) Teacher level (national or in Germany: regional level)
« Comparison to other professions, in NWR: specific programme
against high WPC, in BW specific training of principals in leadership
quality.

* Problems. None, improvement would be to select schools

FFAW Nubling, Santiago, 7.11.2017 26



Model: job satisfaction, BW, R?=0.61

Demands

Quantitative demands (B1: 1-4)
Emotional demands (B1: 5-7)
Demands for hiding emotions (B1: 8; 9)
Work-Privacy Conflict (B2: 1-5)

Influence and possibilities for

development

Influence at work (B3: 1-4)
Possibilities for development (B4: 1; B5: 1-3)
Meaning of work (B5: 4-6)

Commitment to the working place (B5: 7-10)

FFAW

Social relations and leadership

Predictability (B6: 1-2)
Role-clarity (B6: 3-6)
Role-conflicts (B6: 7-10)

Quality of leadership (B7: 1-4)
Social support (B8: 1-4)
Feedback at work (B8: 5-6)
Social relations (B8: 7-8)

Sense of community (B8: 9-11)

Mobbing (single item) (B8: 12)

Additional aspects
Insecurity at work (B9: 1-4)

Trust and Fairness (B8a: 1-4)

Nubling, Santiago, 7.11.2017
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Important actors / key factors

« School authorities (ministry, regional and local authorities)
« Unions (often the ones pushing towards risk assessment)

« Professionals (school psychologists, occupational physicians, ...)

« Valid, reliable, independent and anonymous measurement
* Results in detail and on different levels

 Priorities are based on data! Allocation of resources!

« Support systems helping schools

« Evaluation of improvement actions (re-assessment)

FFAW Nubling, Santiago, 7.11.2017 28



Thank you for your attention!

nuebling@ffaw.de

www.ffaw.de
WWW.copsoqg.de
WWW.Copsog-network.org

ETUCE survey ,Still warm®: if you want to try:

teacher-copsoqg.eu
login: ETUCE, Password: test123

FFAW Nubling, Santiago, 7.11.2017
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Thank you for your attention!

www.copsoq-network.org

COPSOQ International Network

FFAW Nubling, Santiago, 7.11.2017 30



