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Results of the main outcomes at follow up 

Statistical Analyses 

Analyses were carried out in Stata version 13, and took account of clustering by school using 

robust standard errors. 

For the staff outcomes, Linear regression models were performed to examine the mean 

outcome score (WEMWBS/PHQ) at follow up by arm, adjusted for baseline outcome score and 

school FSM, as the sample were originally stratified and then paired according to this variable 

[1].  The models were run including the whole sample, and again including teachers only (i.e. 

excluding support and administrative staff).   

For the student outcomes, linear regression models were performed examining the mean 

outcome score (WEMWBS / SDQ total difficulties) at follow up by arm, adjusted for baseline 

outcome score and FSM.  The models were also adjusted for school year as age is likely to be 

associated with outcome and a missing data analysis revealed differences between arms in 

terms of year groups [2].   

Results 

Table 1 shows the results for staff outcomes. Once baseline scores and school level FSM were 

taken into account, there were no large differences between study arm for wellbeing or 

depression scores in the whole staff sample, or among teachers only, although there were small 

trends favouring the intervention group. 

Table 1: comparison of mean wellbeing and PHQ-9 scores for staff at follow up in intervention 

and control arms, adjusted for baseline score and FSM 

 Wellbeing (n=349 all staff, 267 

teachers only) 

Depression (n=319 all staff, 243 

teachers only) 

 Mean 

WEMWBS 

score (SD) 

Difference  

(95% CIs)1 

Mean PHQ-

9 score (SD) 

Difference  

(95% CIs)2 

All staff 

(n=349) 

Control 47.2 (8.9) 0.35 (-2.03, 2.74) 

p=0.72 

5.3 (4.5) 0.20 (-0.73, 1.14) 

p=0.60 Intervention 47.7 (8.0) 5.4 (4.6) 

Teachers only 

(n=267) 

Control 46.9 (8.9) 0.58 (-2.21, 3.38) 

p=0.61 

5.5 (4.6) 0.32 (-0.73, 1.37) 

p=0.47 Intervention 47.8 (8.3) 5.5 (4.5) 

Notes 

1. Adjusted for baseline wellbeing score and FSM 

2. Adjusted for baseline PHQ-9 score and FSM 
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Table 2 shows the results for the student outcomes. Once baseline score, school year and FSM 

were adjusted for, the intervention group had a higher mean wellbeing score at follow up and 

a lower mean difficulties score compared to the control group.   

Table 2: comparison of mean wellbeing scores for students at follow up in intervention and 

control arms, adjusted for baseline wellbeing, FSM and school year 

 Wellbeing (n=1524) Difficulties (n=1484) 

 Mean WEMWBS 

score (SD) 

Difference  

(95% CIs)1 

Mean  

SDQ score (SD) 

Difference  

(95% CIs)2 

Control 45.8 (9.8) 0.64 (-0.22, 1.49) 

p=0.12 

13.2 (6.1) -1.37 (-2.07, -0.67) 

p<0.01 Intervention 48.1 (9.6) 11.2 (6.0) 

Notes 

1. Adjusted for baseline wellbeing, FSM and school year 

2. Adjusted for baseline difficulty, FSM and school year 
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