5. Teacher surveys and feedback from training, supervision and
debriefing sessions
5.1. Introduction

In chapter 2 the methods of data collection from the teachers and other members of the schools are
described. Essentially these are online pre-, post- and follow-up tests, plus an analysis of notes from
information gained in supervision sessions, post-test and post-programme debriefings. In the pre- and
post-tests, we asked the teachers to describe special characteristics of their classrooms or schools, as well
as their exposure to other programmes with content that focused on building student confidence around
keeping safe. Table 4.1 gives something of the flavour of the eight schools in the JSU programme. All the
low decile schools emphasise their multi-cultural nature, and most identify Māori practices and values
that underpin their teaching, the positive qualities of their students, and a focus on relationship and
learning challenges.
The programmes referred to are:
 MATES (Great Potential) – Youth academic mentoring programme,
 DARE Resource for alcohol and other drugs
 Life Education (food and nutrition, human biology, relationships & communities, identity & resilience
and substances) – Life Education Trust,
 STAR (Secondary Tertiary Alignment Resource) – funding for education directed at Vocational
Pathways,
 PB4L (Positive Behaviours for Learning) – School-Wide – Ministry of Education,
 Keeping Ourselves Safe (learning and applying a range of safety skills children can use when
interacting with others) – NZ Police,
 Cool Schools Peer Mediation Programme – Peace Foundation,
 Positive Puberty Plus – Nest Consulting.

5.2 Teacher and child individual CORS, safety and progress data

In the pre- and post-test questionnaires, teachers were asked to do a CORS assessment on two students
in their class, one high scoring and one low scoring, in the children’s pre-test. Table 5.2 shows that the
teacher and child scores on the CORS are moderately correlated and the means are almost identical.
However, the range of scores used by teachers is more restricted than the children’s – with teachers’
scores being significantly higher than children’s for the low group, and significantly lower for the high
group. Where there is a four-point difference between the low group and the high group for teachers,
there is 15.4-point difference for children. Half of the teachers at pre-test have a difference of five or less
in their pre-test CORS score for their high and low child, which suggests that they may not know their
children all that well, an issue we shall further explore shortly.
Table 5.2 also shows that the low scoring children make a significant 7.3 gain in their self-testing pre- and
post-scores, but that the high scoring children make a significant 4.2 loss. Teachers also report a gain and
a loss, but this is small and not significant. Overall there are small but not significant gains from 29.2 (for
both teachers and children) to 29.4 (teachers) and 30.5 (children) from pre- to post-test.
In table 5.3 we explore other questions that teachers were asked about the two children they were given
to evaluate. These questions explored how much the teachers knew about their children. For example,
56% of teachers were able to answer the question did the student know somewhere they can go that is
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Table 5.1: Teacher information about the eight schools in the Jade Speaks Up project.
School type
Teacher description of special characteristics
INT1: An
A warm, supportive, caring, fun and very kind culture where students are
Intermediate
engaged, honest, hardworking and trustworthy. The school student body is
school year 7
diverse, multicultural, family oriented, supporting the practices of awhi
and 8. Decile 2 (cherishing others) and manākitanga (hospitality). The students are of
average ability and are making good academic progress
INT2: An
In this multicultural school with awesome kids and Māori and Samoan biIntermediate
lingual units, students are open to discuss feelings, are allowed to make
school. Years 7 mistakes and are challenged. The foundations are aroha (care and
and 8. Decile 2 compassion), manākitanga (hospitality), whakawhanaungatanga (relating
well to others), tikanga Māori (Māori practice), a great team work and nga
hau e whā - knowledge and culture is shared and brought in by the four
winds. There are many students with learning needs. Interactive digital
pedagogy is used.
FP1: A full
In this school there is a focus on cultural practice performing arts. Students
primary Years
in the class are aware of the different levels of learning and help the low
1-8. Decile 2
ability students - they have empathy for one another and are protective of
each other when students from other classes target members of the class.
INTG: a private Very boisterous, loyal but quite self-conscious students in a multi-cultural/
integrated
multi-national school with more boys than girls.
school Years 1- Low socio-economic status, mixed abilities. Their learning has been
15. Decile 2
disrupted over the past 12 months with changes in staffing,
AREA: a rural
Following the principles of kotahitanga (working together, collaborative),
school Years 1- whānaungatanga (building relationships and whānau connections), awhi
15. Decile 1
(cherishing others), ako (learning), tuakana-teina (older students supporting
younger students). Sporty.
FPA: an
A small school in a semi-rural, highly social, inclusive learning environment
alternative
where decisions are made democratically. Whanau involvement in the
school Years 1- class, strong home -school connections
8. Decile 6
INT3: an
They are a lovely group of students, kind-hearted and generous, great
Intermediate
behaviour and attitudes towards each other, collegial supportive
school Years 7
environment, very open-minded and communicative, my favourite class.
and 8. Decile 5 One autistic child, one with violence issues, three with dyslexia, one also has
dysgraphia and dyscalculia, two ESOL, two whangai. Diverse range of
cultures, levels, home lives.
FP2: A full
Humour, teamwork, positivity - a very kind and caring group and a very
primary Years
supportive environment. Strong learners and a focus on enjoying learning,
1-8. Decile 9
high literacy level (some find it difficult keeping attention for long periods of
time) high level of interest in competitive sport. They are special and
unique students from cross-over backgrounds. Mainly well-off families, but
many with semi-absent Dads (due to the type of work they do).

Related programmes
MATES, DARE, Life
Education, Internal
Hauora (health)
Programmes, STAR,
PB4L- School-wide
Keeping Ourselves
Safe, DARE, Life
Education

DARE, Cool Schools

DARE, Life Education

PB4L - School-Wide,
peer support

No other
programmes

DARE, Life Education,
Keeping Ourselves
Safe

Keeping Ourselves
Safe, PB4L - SchoolWide, Positive
Puberty and Positive
Puberty plus

safe? Where is this? at pre-test, and those that did focussed most on school (classroom, office, teacher),
an environment that teachers are familiar with. In the post-test the proportion of responses
demonstrating ignorance halved, from 44% to 21%, and those showing some knowledge about the
context of home and relatives nearly doubled, from 24% to 45%. On the positive side the percent of
children relying on a social worker, counsellor or the church for a safe place fell significantly from 9% to
2%.
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Table 5.2: Comparison of teacher vs child CORS data. n=145 completed assessments from pre- (92) and post-tests
(53) and matched samples for high and low scoring children on the children's pre-test. *=p<0.05. #=p<0.01,
^=p<0.001
pre/ post group n ME: Individual HOME: Interpersonal SCHOOL: Social EVERYTHING:
CORS total
average
personal well- family, close
- school,
general sense
being
relationships
friendships of well-being
teacher pre/post
all 145
7.05
6.82
7.14
7.1
28.1
child
pre/post
all 145
7.09
7.52
7.24
7.32
29.2
Correl- pre/post
all 145
0.40^
0.42^
0.34^
0.39^
0.47^
ations
All completed assessments that could be matched for pre- and post-test. Cprl=child pre-test low, cpol=child posttest low, cprh=child pre-test high, cpoh=child post-test high, tprl=teacher pre-test low, tprh=teacher pre-test high
teacher Pre
low 25
6.68*cprl
6.6
6.96
6.84
27.1#cprl
child
Pre
low 25 4.88#tprl *cpol
5.88
5.28
5.16#cpol 21.2#tprl, ^cpol
teacher Post
low 25
7.24
6.84
7.44
7.32
28.8
child
teacher
child
teacher
child

Post
Pre
Pre
Post
Post

low
high
high
high
high

25
27
27
27
27

7.12#cprl
7.78
9.15
7.44
7.9

7.64
7.63
9.22
7.19
8.2

6.56
8
9.04
7.67
7.9

7.16#cprl
7.67
9.19
7.63
8.4

28.5^cprl
31.1^cprh
36.6^tprh, *cpoh
29.9
32.4*cprh

Teachers were also asked to separately estimate the number of trusted friends, family members and
other non-family adults that their two students could get help from. Again, more than a third of teachers
struggled to identify a single trusted family member at pre-test, although this improved significantly at
post-test.

low child pre 43
low child post 43
high child pre 43
high child post 43

86% 65%^ 70% 44%^ 2%* 31% 15% 14% 9% 9%*
91% 88%^ 81% 21%^ 6%* 33% 23% 15% 22% 2%* 9%
All completed assessments that could be matched for pre- and post-test
79%
91%
93%
91%

56%#
84%#
74%
93%

67% 53%* 2%
77% 23%* 7%
72% 35% 2%
86% 19% 5%

30%
28%
33%
40%
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7%
23%
23%
23%

9%
16%
19%
14%

5%
16%
14%
28%

5%
2%
14%
2%

noticeable
improvement

small/possible change

no change

no comment

Social worker,
counsellor, church

Relatives, grans, aunt,
uncle, cousins

Friends, neighbours

Home, mum, dad,
bedroom

School, classroom,
office, teacher

Yes (not specified)

No response, not sure,
don't know.

Trusted adults (not
family members)

Group
all teachers pre 86
all teachers post 86

Trusted family members

pre/
n
post

Trusted friends

Table 5.3: Teachers’ perceptions of the safety environment and the progress made by the two children they
assessed with CORS. + = 1=no, 2=not sure, 3=one person, 4=two people, 5=more than two people. *=p<0.05.
#=p<0.01, ^=p<0.001
Does the student have Does the student know somewhere they can What is your impression
people who they can
go that is safe? Where is this?
of the change (if any) in
ask for help? % using
the student’s ability to
options 3-5 above
keep themselves safe?

8% 20%

62%

9%

7% 26%

58%

9%

9% 14%

67%

What is also reasonably clear is that the teachers know less about the low CORS group than they do about
the high CORS group. More than half the assessments of the low CORS group had a nil return for the
question on whether the student knew somewhere they can go that is safe, compared with just over a
third for the high CORS group. However, by the post-test, there was a significant 40% fall in the percent
of nil responses to the somewhere safe question for the low CORS group and, with the space being filled
by homes, family and relatives, a significant (23%) increase in the teachers’ knowledge of trusted family
members. Low CORS children, as shown by the CORS data in table 5.2, make greater progress than high
CORS children, but much of table 5.3 is also positive for the high CORS group, with strong (not significant)
percent gains around trusted family, trusted other adults, and safe relatives. In fact, when we look at the
quality of outcomes seen by the teachers in their impression of the change, only 8% of the children are
recorded as making no change, with 62% recording a marked change and both low and high CORS groups
doing equally well.
Teachers comments for the question on the change (if any) in the student's ability to keep themselves
safe fell into four categories:
 no comment recorded;
 no change – includes reasons why (“he has always been happy” and he “has always been able to keep
himself safe physically”);
 small/possible change – comments here include “not sure”, “not much” and comments saying that
the student didn’t need to change (“this was something she was already aware of”, “he was very
capable of keeping himself safe”), some of which added a hint of progress (“slightly more willing to
engage others”, “seems a bit happier”, “a closer connection with school and home”). There were
also one or two comments referring to the struggles of children “through a tough time” where they
might be “a bit neglected by family. Low resilience, so any improvements seem to be short-lived”.
Finally, there are comments about positive change that has little to do with JSU – “he changed a lot
due to them going overseas for a wedding”.
 noticeable improvement – ranged from small but encouraging changes to the potentially
transformational. Teachers wrote that students were “slightly more confident”, “more ready to talk”,
“building confidence to korero”, “being more vocal about her thoughts and opinions” and, more
specifically about safety, “were more wary [in discerning where] they can be safe”, “knew safe places
to go”, that “a teacher is a safe person to talk to” and an awareness of the “trustworthiness of people
they can call on for help to keep them safe”. Children are more “aware”, “sensitive”, “assertive” and
“forthcoming with their problems”. Their “social skills have improved”, “work ethics have improved”,
children are “showing more resilience and organisation”, are “more social, and a lot happier”.
Students recognise “emotions” and can “read the body language of people” and understand how
they “impact others”. Teachers report for anxious students, through “being more aware of their own
hardship”, that their “problem isn't as serious as ...[they] first thought”, and they use new skills, for
example, to plan for a worrying high school transition or to defuse incidents that have troubled them
in the past. “JSU has only strengthened his self-belief” says one teacher, while another comments
that her student “is showing/developing some leadership skills and qualities”. A third teacher is
grateful because “I wouldn't have known there was any issue at all with this student if it wasn't for
JSU, [he] keeps these issues well hidden”. The issue for one child was “feeling suicidal and having selfharming attempts”, demonstrating the gravity of what can be addressed through the JSU programme.
Table 5.4 links, through correlation, the teacher CORS data in table 5.2 and the teacher ratings of the
degree of trusted people in student lives in table 5.3. All correlations are significant and moderate to
strong, notably between SCHOOL and trusted friends, and HOME and trusted family members, showing
just how
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Trusted
family
members

Trusted
adults (not
family
members)

CORS
ME: Individual personal
well-being
HOME: Interpersonal family, close relationships
SCHOOL: Social / school,
friendships
EVERYTHING: general
sense of well-being
Total CORS

Trusted
friends

Table 5.4: Comparison of teacher CORS data with teacher
knowledge of student’s people-support systems. n=172
completed assessments, All correlations p<0.0001
Does the student have people
who they can ask for help?

0.53

0.47

0.44

0.50

0.58

0.38

0.60

0.33

0.39

0.57

0.46

0.41

0.59

0.50

0.43

important knowledge of the child’s social
context is in the teacher’s perception of child
wellbeing. This section reinforces many of
the themes that have been important
elsewhere, such as the importance of
establishing trusted adult relationships, and
making a special effort to listen to individual
children, particularly those who are
vulnerable. It shows that the JSU approach
with the most vulnerable children is effective,
particularly where attention is paid to the
support systems that these children need.

5.3 Perceptions of child vulnerability in
the classroom

The CES-DC/CORS measure is one effective
way to assess child vulnerability. Another set
of measures was used to identify teachers’
perceptions of the vulnerability of children in their classrooms3. In the pre-test, we asked teachers to rate
the vulnerability of their pre-programme children on a number of different factors shown in figure 5.1
below. Teachers rated each factor against a set of criteria which paid more attention to the extremes
than the middle ground. For each factor, teachers were asked to assess its frequency within their
classroom in five steps – 0-5%, 5-25%, 25-75%, 75-95% and 95-100%. This data was then aggregated
using the middle value within each group – 2.5%, 20%, 50%, 80% and 97.5%. An overall vulnerability
measure was computed as an average of all the factors. These show (figure 5.1) a very high degree of

3

There were 50 classrooms in the study. Three of the CAU classrooms did not progress to JSU due to school issues
that were unrelated to the JSU project. In one school, two teachers covered four classrooms over two different
semesters across the Christmas break, and one other teacher did not provide post-test data. The data provided here
is from 44 teachers over 46 classrooms.
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vulnerability in areas in which JSU is highly relevant – not being able to talk about feelings, not knowing
how to stay safe, not being supportive of other children and not being able to ask for help – all of which
were happening for between a third and half of the children on average.
Teachers wrote about student vulnerability in the feedback on the training day. They were aware
of what their students were dealing with in their lives and how both the children and the system can
conspire to hide the violence that occurs. We need to “bring to light that violence really affects our
tamariki”, because “violence can be subtle”. Some teachers realised that they “didn’t know as much
about my student’s home life as I should”, and that they needed a “full break down of how to help
students who come from violent homes but are too scared to talk!”. Teachers recognised that there are
“cultural perspectives around violence” that they need to understand along with the level of “violence…
[in] NZ culture?”. These comments confirmed that children in the participating schools had violence in
their daily lives that the teachers were aware of but were largely untrained to address.
Training was not the only limitation. School culture could be negative and school procedures for
responding to sensitive disclosures absent or unclear. Attitudes towards the management of disclosures
were that “it’s not your job” or “pass them on like a hot potato”. Prior to JSU, teachers would get
messages like, “you are a teacher not a social worker” from colleagues or school management. On top of
this, teachers also acknowledged that sometimes there wasn’t enough time for dealing with student
issues from home as “everyone in their school was just too busy”.
During the first supervision sessions teachers commented on the difficulty that students have in
expressing their emotions (talking about their feelings) and their “limited emotional vocabulary”. One
teacher said that the students often knew what emotions felt like in their body but didn’t know the name
or the meaning of the name. Teachers appreciated that the first module of JSU was on emotional
literacy. The first module also addressed another key vulnerability issue perceived by teachers – needing
to trust another person enough to be able to ask for help.
The transitory nature of life in some children’s neighbourhoods meant that they didn’t necessarily know
or trust their neighbours because both the neighbours and children are frequent movers. Schools had
discovered many students do not even know their home addresses due to constant shifting. As well,
home life could be unstable. In one class, 72% of the students were in rental accommodation, including
living in garages. Of the rest in family-owned homes, most were living in homes owned by grandparents.
Several children didn’t feel well supported by their parents, particularly where both parents were working
and there were no other adults (like grandparents) to support them. As school holidays came closer,
teachers reported that several of the at-risk kids were acting out and anxious about being away from the
structure and safety of their school, their peers and their teachers.
The children were “brutally honest” about life at home in their comments made within the setting of the
class during the programme. One boy said, “Mum gave me a hiding last night because I put the tea towel
in the wrong place”. Another commented that his ‘butt’ was sore because Dad had “kicked it yesterday”.
Some teachers were uncertain whether the students were in a slight competition to ‘top’ one another’s
stories or not, but a lot was coming out. Most of these stories were emerging as the classes unpacked
the concept of trust.
The safety planning section of the programme highlighted the children’s lack of phone numbers for
people they can trust. Initially, the only idea some boys had for keeping themselves safe was to go to the
police. They had no strategies for personal safety, no ownership of personal safety nor any
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understanding that they had the right to be safe. Teachers commented that even adults in their
community may have limited ideas for personal safety. One summarised the state of affairs for her
classroom – “you don’t need to scratch too deep to uncover or revisit the violence in many student’s
homes”.
Many of the children were very reluctant to expose any vulnerability to each other early in the year.
Students spoke of their fear of being labelled a ‘snitch’ if they tell about parents. They recognised
pressures on parents of high rents, having two or more jobs, overcrowding in their homes and lack of
money, along with parents not knowing options to punishment as a form of discipline. The need for
connection to a trusted adult was sometimes powerful, as with a student who was in their 7th foster
home, separated from their older brothers and sisters and struggling to manage the new foster siblings.
This student was approaching their teacher often for advice on what to do in situations such as when a
younger foster sibling took their food out of their hands.
In one intermediate class between one third to a half of the 23 students made sensitive disclosures
during the JSU programme. These included disclosures of:
● Physical harm
● Emotional harm
● Inappropriate stepfather behaviour towards children
● Suicide in the whanau
● Mental health issues in the whanau
● Depression
● Major family health issues
● Major family financial issues
● Combinations of the above
In another school a student copied down the Oranga Tamariki phone number written on the whiteboard.
That student later phoned Oranga Tamariki and asked for help. The school had known the parents were
not doing well with the children and had tried to support them, with little success.

Total CESDC+CORS

Total CORS

EVERYTHING

SCHOOL

ME

Total CES-DC

positive

Vulnerability factors: The children in the class -

depressive

Note that the CES-DC is reverse scored, as are
factors 1 and 3 and the average vulnerability
score.

interpersonal
problem

Table 5.5. Correlation of children's self-assessment on the CES-DC and CORS scales and the teacher's assessment of
classroom vulnerability. n=46. 1-tailed test: *= r=0.245, p<0.05; # = r=0.291, p<0.025; ^ = r=0.376, p<0.005

1. are often sick
-0.07 -0.09 -0.29* -0.16 0.25* 0.28* 0.07 0.18 0.17
2, are supportive of children who are struggling
to keep up
-0.36# -0.36# -0.27* -0.33# 0.31# 0.19 0.15 0.27* 0.36#
3. have indicated non-school issues of concern -0.1
0
-0.18 -0.06 0.21 0.19 0.41^ 0.31# 0.21
Average vulnerability score

0.19 0.31# 0.18

0.21

-0.09

0.04

0.02

0

-0.23

The relationship seen above between teacher perceptions drawn from the narratives from supervision
and the quantitative measures of vulnerability is nicely triangulated by the children’s self-assessment of
the CES-DC and CORS (table 5.5) The depression subscale of the CES-DC correlates significantly with the
average vulnerability score. The non-school issues of concern discussed above and, according to the
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teachers in figure 5.1, affecting 10% of the children, are highly correlated with EVERYTHING on the CORS
and the total wellbeing score. The data suggest that children who are often sick (10% of the children) and
score poorly on the ME and positive subscales, may not like SCHOOL. However, when teachers notice the
support a child gives to others who are struggling to keep up, they are tapping into something that
correlates with positive child-assessed outcomes on the CES-DC and the CORS and on half of the
subscales. That is to say, the children’s ability to be compassionate towards others can be seen as an
indicator of their own wellbeing.

5.4 Teacher perceptions of the value of the training and the programme

The overall response of the teachers to the one-day PLD workshop was that the training was helpful.
Some aspects of training could be improved. As one teacher said, “we are all busy teachers coming in
with a million other things on our minds, we need the basics at the start to orient ourselves”.
Understanding the time-frame of the programme was a “basic” and some felt this was not clearly
explained or kept changing. Underpinning this was a worry about how to incorporate JSU into “an
already busy schedule”, and some felt that “the timeframe in which the program is done is very limited
and trying to incorporate this … can at times be demanding”.
Introducing JSU puts additional pressure on teachers
knowing that it could be their responsibility with a
disclosure of abuse “to record and tell correct people and
then follow up”. What would be the impact on teacher
wellbeing hearing the as yet unspoken stories of distress
and abuse of their students? There were concerns about
teacher wellbeing and the need for pastoral care of
teachers and the role that supervision might play in this.
As one teacher said, “here are many students who are
suffering – how can we all empower ourselves to help
them?”. A complicating issue is the potential for
memories and emotions relating to a teacher’s own
personal experience of domestic violence or childhood
abuse to be revisited. For one teacher this resurrection of
childhood abuse memories both empowered her, “this is
my driving force behind being a teacher” and left her feeling vulnerable.
Table 5.6. The helpfulness of the following
features of the Jade Speaks Up training
session? n = 44.
1=not at all, 2=not sure, 3=slightly helpful,
4=helpful, 5=very helpful
Training component
Rating
Teacher involvement with evaluation
3.58
How to the use of the manual
3.73
How to respond to disclosures of
abuse/issues
3.82
Understanding of family violence
3.87
How the JSU programme is delivered
3.93
Value of the training session overall
4.00
Average
3.82

While there were aspects of the training that “could be minimised… [like] lesson planning” and “going
through parts of the manual … we could do … on our own”, a much more common comment was “wish
we had more [training] time”. More time on “admin requirements” such as “the practicalities” of delivery
(e.g. “the amount of copies per student - our staff are on a tight photocopy allowance”), to discuss “what
was on the USB”, and for access to manuals at the training and in the delivery of the programme.
Teachers wanted more on “how to deliver in class”, more depth on “the violence aspect”, and time to
work out how to link activities “to where we could use/adapt them during the course”.
An important component of the PLD was the inclusion of an Oranga Tamariki social worker to present the
role, procedures and the ‘human face’ of Oranga Tamariki. Teachers signalled that they wanted to know
more of the procedures such as “what happens after you call or refer” a child to Oranga Tamariki. They
wanted “more social work contact if possible” and felt that schools could “invite the CYF liaisons …. along
to connect with schools and create relationships”.
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Generally, there was an appreciation of the “holistic pedagogy and approach to supporting students”, and
frequent comments were about the value of specific components (“family violence” and the “excellent
work on abuse”, “role playing and character-related stuff”, “mindfulness”, “breathing techniques”, and
stories in the manual) and of the collaborative learning approach taken by the facilitators. Thus, the
workshop was a “great forum to explore serious issues of concern” and for “gaining new and relevant
information”, in part because the “group discussions were brilliant”, and the “feedback from each person
very informative”, “especially…the sharing of stories and ideas”.
Teachers felt the “space was held well while collegial knowledge and wisdom was pooled” and they
“appreciated the passion and care for the programme from the facilitators” and the value of “listening
and learning from experts” with whom it was “awesome to engage in conversation”. Some teachers
summed up the training saying, “the whole programme was very helpful”, “all of it was fantastic” and
even the “food was great!!!!!!".

5.5 Teacher perceptions of the value of the programme

In the post-test for teachers, they were asked to rate and comment on the feature of the JSU programme
outlined in figure 5.2. Overall, across all features, the programme was viewed as helpful, with the most
least-popular feature (feedback from the CORS assessment) viewed by 64% of the teachers as helpful or
very helpful. For one teacher the CORS feedback “didn’t make sense”, while another said that CORS
“gave me an insight of how my students are feeling- some that I wouldn't have thought, were struggling
in certain areas”. Handouts – bookmarks, safety plans, stickers were helpful or very helpful for 64%, and
for the manual in general there was strong approval. It was “detailed”, “comprehensive”, “invaluable”,
“easy to follow and adapt” with the bilingual charts popular across cultures, with one student providing
additional words for emotions from his Pacific Island background. There were also clear suggestions for
improvement. Some teachers said it was “quite hard to use electronically as you flick between the main
activities and appendix”, “a bit chaotic for first time use”, and difficult “to work out where… [one] was up
to”. There was “a lot of reading to do before teaching as the “manual [is] quite long”. Many teachers
might “have been better off with the hard copy”.
The modules were between 75% and 89% helpful or very helpful, with keeping myself safe and making
choices to keep myself and others safe being the most successful. Seventy percent found the extensions
helpful or very helpful particularly where students “already had a good understanding of the module
concepts…[as there were] different options for how to deliver and consolidate these understandings”.
The extension activities were “useful for giving the lessons some variation and giving…[teachers] an
opportunity to meet…class needs”. One teacher who struggled to find the right extension for keeping
myself safe said:
“My students found it difficult to identify people that would help keep them safe.
Unfortunately, there is widespread mis-trust of the 'system' of police … [and] CYFS and
generally of telling anyone about any violence in their homes. This caused me to wonder
about the effectiveness of this programme, but I think at the end of the day the best we
can do is try to keep our students safe and try to give them strategies to not perpetuate
a cycle.”
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Figure 5.2: Ratings of the value of Jade Speaks Up. n=45 (3=slightly helpful,
4=helpful and 5=very helpful)
feedback from the CORS assessment
hand outs - bookmarks, safety plans, stickers
session on review and evaluation
extension activities
weekly classroom teaching session
module on safety planning for home and school
external support/ facilitator/ researcher involved
the module on personal safety plan
manual in general
training sessions
module on choices to keep myself & others safe
module on keeping myself safe
Jade Speaks Up video
average of factors
3.5

4.0
Average teacher rating

4.5

This was a teacher who especially valued the training and the supervision (the external support
facilitator/researcher involved) which is an indication of the commitment that she and other teachers
were putting into the programme and the feeling of being up against the odds. The biggest barrier to
teaching relationship skills may be one that is constructed by the education system or the teachers
themselves. As one teacher, who rated the programme on the average of all factors as between slightly
helpful and helpful, said, “allocating enough time to the jade program proved to be a difficult task,
especially with an already busy schedule”. Another explained that “the time frame with our school
programme limits the time for me to complete the programme properly” because within each module “a
lot of the lessons took at least 2 lessons to get through”. Not everyone agreed. One teacher felt 50
minutes for a lesson was “way too long” because “if a student cannot grasp the concept in 20-30 mins
then it’s no use”, suggesting that teachers could be spending too much time doing JSU. The consensus
seemed to be that we needed to take more time to deliver JSU “over the course of a term” at least.
Other things would help – second time round teachers and schools would have had enough “time to go
through the manual…and make…[the programme] their own” and not have the burden of “the research
element…[which] put a lot of pressure on us to get things completed within a short time frame”.
On the average of factors, the “programme, planning and activities were all helpful”, “it is well structured
and scaffolds the students through” and, according to one teacher, “was helpful and beneficial to all
students and teachers involved”. Noted were how “the links [the programme] made across the
curriculum made it easier to justify in my planning”, and how the programme “generated opportunities
for children to discuss these things [issues of concern] with their teacher”. The centre-piece of the
programme and the most valued feature was the JSU video, with its capacity to “lead to many useful
discussions and outcomes” and as a resource that could be “referred to regularly”.
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An example of how the JSU video and other videos were effective was where a teacher observed how
easily children in randomly assigned groups were discussing the JSU video with children outside their
normal group of friends. As one child would open up to talk, others would follow in sharing their stories.
There appeared to be no underlying tension and no issues regarding teasing or comments. In another
school one student spoke of the ‘tearing’ inside that the young boy character, Jasper, experienced in the
JSU movie when Dad tried to get him to side against Mum. All the students reflected on the “you are in
my club/out of my club” splitting that can occur in school and began a conversation about how they are
going to grow up and be able to contribute without being “sucked into doing what everyone else does”.

Percent of positive children in each classroom

Figure 5.3: Post-test correlations between percent of
children commenting positively in each classroom and
teacher's average rating of the features of the programme
100%
90%
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30%

n=43 r=0.47 p<0.01
2.00
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3.00

3.50
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Average teacher rating of the features of the programme
2=not sure, 3=slightly helpful, 4=helpful, 5=very helpful

the programme and value given by the children of their classroom.

Only one teacher did not rate
the JSU video as either helpful or
very helpful - they were not sure.
In fact, they were not sure
whether the training, external
support, weekly classroom
teaching sessions were helpful
and felt that the extension
activities and the handout
materials were not helpful.
Looking at the comments of the
children in this teacher’s
classroom on the value of the
programme, we could see that
only 31% were positive, much
lower than any other class - see
the bottom left data point in
figure 5.3. This data point is at
one end of a correlation matrix
which shows that there is a
moderately strong relationship
between a teacher’s valuing of

Table 5.7 breaks this down into a set of correlations that contrast post-test teacher and children’s
evaluations. Most features of the teacher evaluation correlate with either, both the average children’s
recommendation rating per classroom, or, the percent of positive comments about the programme per
classroom from the children. Most of these correlations are with the fundamental aspects of the
programme – the training, the weekly teaching of JSU, the work on safety planning and the use of the
hand out materials to reinforce safety messages – so it is unsurprising that if the teacher felt positive
doing these things, the children would experience and reflect this. What is more revealing are the
correlations of teacher support for the feedback systems (with the CORS assessment, review and
evaluation and external supervision) and the children’s level of positivity. As well as the correlation with
positive recommendations and comments, feedback from CORS correlates with children’s perceptions of
the usefulness of JSU, and external supervision (at r=0.60, the strongest connector to child positivity)
correlates with the children’s perceptions of the JSU programme being interesting and fun. These
correlations reveal the importance of supporting teachers in this mostly highly challenging work on
relationship, where feedback is vital because often it is unclear how individual children are coping and
whether the JSU strategies are working, and where acknowledgement of what is being achieved by
84

teachers is essential as individual lives, and classroom and school cultures, are being turned towards the
warmth of relationship.
Table 5.7: Post-test correlations of teacher ratings with student ratings and with comments on the value of the JSU
programme. n=43. *= r=0.31, p<0.05; #= r=0.39, p<0.01; ^= r=0.48, p<0.001.
Correlations with the average or % per classroom
Features of the JSU programme rated by the teachers Interesting
Fun
Usefulness Recommending % positive
doing JSU doing JSU of JSU
JSU
comments
0.14
0.14
0.15
0.48^
the training sessions
0.39#
0.19
0.13
0.13
0.32*
the weekly classroom teaching session
0.41#
0.29
0.25
0.35*
0.30*
the feedback from the CORS assessment
0.34*
0.04
-0.01
0.09
0.33*
the module on safety planning for home and school
0.26
the module on personal safety plan
the session on review and evaluation
hand out materials e.g. bookmark, safety plan, stickers
having an external support/ facilitator/ researcher
involved (external supervision)
Average of factors

-0.04

-0.07

0.00

0.26

0.29
0.18

0.25
0.15

0.14
0.19

0.46#
0.28

0.37*
0.31*
0.46#

0.34*

0.38*

0.26

0.54^

0.60^

0.08

0.04

0.06

0.39#

0.47#

5.6 Teacher perceptions of change in the children in their classrooms

In their assessment of change at post-test, 45% of the ratings of change by teachers were 0 (= no change)
and in 5 instances (1% of the total), teachers felt that their classroom had gone back (-1 or -2). However,
54% of the ratings were positive (+1 or +2), with the biggest improvements occurring for the four factors,
in the pre-test, that showed the highest level of vulnerability in their classrooms (see figure 5.4). There
was a significant correlation between these pre- and post- ratings, except for bullying and the overall
rating of change (r=0.30 to 0.65; p<0.05 to <0.0001). The average score for the overall rating of change
was 4.0, indicating that either JSU has been of considerable value for a minority of children, or some value
for a majority of children.
Seventy to ninety percent of teachers said their children had improved in being able to talk about their
feelings, knowing how to keep themselves safe, being supportive of children who are struggling to keep up
and being able to ask for help. Greater emotional literacy was one of the most important areas of change
in vulnerability that teachers commented on as they observed student’s increased use of emotional
language in classrooms to articulate feelings. They noted that the programme brought out topics not
normally discussed at school, including real life domestic violence between siblings as well as between
parents and children, and including more abstract discussions on the rights of children and the United
Nations Conventions to protect children, the difference between discipline and punishment and the
agencies in New Zealand available to protect and look after children. Another commented that with the
cross-curricula format of the programme there was lots of writing, poetry and ‘soul searching’ in his class.
Two Asian/African students wrote their autobiographies, one whose uncle had held the AK40 of a relative
who was later killed in a gunfight. Students who had not seen family violence could take on roles and see
how they might feel as a victim. Others who had been exposed to family violence were able to express
their feelings. It was valuable for those who had experience of either end of the family violence spectrum
to have these experiences expressed in class.
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Jade Speaks Up.

Trust is key to supportive relationships between children. Teachers felt that students’ friendships were
helped by the programme as students shared their stories with each other, especially their issues about
life at school. Students became more empathetic towards each other, realising that everyone had hard
days, and there was “less bickering within the classroom”. Being able to trust teachers meant that
children were more likely to ask for help, One teacher of an all-boys class spoke about the boys:
“opening up about their personal experiences at home and talking about how they can
keep themselves safe – who they can talk to, who they can trust. The programme is
creating a ‘safe space’ for the boys including ESOL students, to go into their life
experiences and discuss domestic violence. The boys also love singing and have created a
suitable rap including lyrics such as “I feel _______ when Dad gets drunk and this is what
I do………".
Teachers reported how safety plans and strategies were being used by children. The Breathe, Think, Do
strategy was implemented by students both in the classroom and outside. Teachers heard the Breathe,
Think, Do jingle sung a lot. One student was overheard reminding another to use this strategy – in Maths.
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One new student in a rural school had no extended family or friends established, yet when a domestic
violence incident occurred in her home she was able to apply her JSU safety plan and get out of the
house, borrow a phone from the neighbours and phone the police. When she went to the school
counsellor it was to seek assurance that she had done the right thing, saying that all she could think of
was Breathe, Think, Do as she responded to the frightening situation. There was also an incident with a
child who became violent during PE with a baseball bat. Students calmly used proactive strategies, as
learned in JSU, to be protective of other students. Later in class the teacher followed up by helping the
class process their shaken emotions.
Also, in more than 50% of the classrooms teachers noted reductions in bullying and less worry about nonschool issues of concern; in 39% of classrooms there were reductions in anger issues, and 25% had fewer
children off sick – all areas that were not identified as particularly important in the pre-test assessments
of vulnerability. An example of how JSU helped a non-school issue of concern is from a school where two
sets of parents separately approached a teacher to inform him that their marriages were dissolving. In
both cases their children had instigated a conversation with their parents, speaking of how the issues at
home were developing and thought their parents needed to be talking with someone. A parent from
each family approached the class teacher and the Special Education Needs Coordinator.

5.7 The sustainability of the Jade Speaks Up project at follow-up

Twenty–five of the 44 teachers who completed the post-test questionnaire also completed the short
follow-up questionnaire five to six months later at the end of the school year when there are many other
competing activities. In evaluating the progress made between post-test and follow-up from the
teachers’ perspective, we matched the teacher response against the previous response only for the group
of 25 follow-up completers. In excluding the other 19 who did not attempt the follow-up questionnaire,
we note in table 5.8 below that this latter group is slightly less enthusiastic about JSU than the
completers, but not significantly so, except for the overall value of JSU. There were no significant
differences between the two groups in any of the sub-questions under the support of programme factors
or change observed questions.
Table 5.8: Teacher's four overview ratings of the value of JSU at post-test, comparing teachers who did the follow-up
(n=25) assessment with those teachers (n=19) who did not. ns=not significant .
Measure
Completed follow-up
Did not attempt follow-up
significance
Average support of programme factors
4.08
3.89
ns
Average change observed
0.67
0.60
ns
Practically of JSU
3.72
3.32
ns
The overall value of JSU
4.24
3.63
p<0.05

The follow-up had two comment questions looking for reasons for change and suggestions for the future
of JSU, and two rating evaluative questions, one of which was a comparison with the assessment of
vulnerability in the pre-test, and the other a comparison with the assessment of change in the post-test.
Figure 5.5 examines the pre-test/follow-up vulnerability comparison and shows that on every question
bar two (non-school issues of concern and being often sick), teachers feel more positive about their class
than at the pre-test. (Note that pre-test scores are higher than the follow-up scores for the negative
factors in the class, and lower for the positive). Three factors, as well as the overall vulnerability rating,
are significantly better at follow-up: the percent of children who know how to keep themselves safe is up
27%; the percent who can talk about their feelings is up by a third; the percent of disruptive children falls
by a half, from roughly four per class to two per class, and the overall vulnerability of the class falls by
26%.
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In commenting, teachers reported the willingness of children to talk about issues such as “bullying and
peer pressure”, and that they are “looking for solutions”. A number of teachers report on how students
will now approach them if there are “things going on at home”, or just to “share their own experiences at
home”. Some students are more willing to come to teachers if “someone else is having a problem”. Part
of the keeping safe message is “knowing what avenues to take in having a safer community”, and a
teacher of a culturally diverse class ensures her class understands “we all deserve to be safe and cared for
even if it’s just by the class and teacher”. Another states: “they all know how to keep themselves safe
and where they can access help”, and this is seen as JSU “building on the PB4L focus” of creating a safe/
family-oriented school. JSU has given students strategies where previously they had none.

Figure 5.6 compares the teacher assessments of change at post-test and follow-up. The gains made at
post-test are confirmed, with change at follow-up being judged greater on all factors apart from being
able to talk about your feelings, and with two factors making major and significant improvement (low
level of literacy and frequent anger issues). The right-hand column shows the percent of classes which are
judged, six-months after the programme has finished, to have improved (a bit better or much better) on a
particular factor because of JSU, minus those instances where things got worse (six instances where
things got a bit worse – four for being often sick and two for being regularly disruptive in class). As far as
the teachers are concerned every child has improved in knowing how to keep themselves safe, and nearly
three quarters have improved in areas of key JSU teaching (being able to talk about their feelings, being
able to ask for help and being supportive of children who are struggling to keep up).
In their comments, the issues of students supporting other students and asking for help were emphasised
by more than a third of the teachers. One found that “the children who were socially removed and
somewhat isolated by issues at home were now happy and connected with their peers because they went
through a process and shared something that they previously held inside”. Students realised “that if they
or someone else has a serious problem, they need to share with an appropriate person to receive help, so
it does not escalate”. Children being “supportive of … [other] students with learning and health needs”
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and “being more sensitive to the needs of others”, “has big benefits in the realm of communication and
kindness to one another”. JSU creates connection: becoming “close and cohesive as a class, helpful and
supportive to each other”,” closer as a group” and, with “many … learning to be more assertive”. *

This supportive process underpins the significant decrease in frequent anger issues, because the children
have “a greater understanding of reactions and actions in situations, there is more consideration for
others and they are able to pick up on the signs of anger”. The programme was teaching them how “to
identify and…take more notice of different emotional and physical signals…and how they can keep
themselves safe in a variety of situations”.
It was not only the attention given to communication that helped improve social skills, the children’s
“receptiveness to mindfulness, breathing activities and other JSU processes” helped to keep classrooms
calm. Children made “reference to Jade Speaks Up during class discussions, particularly when making
decisions [using] Breathe, Think, Do” to calm the mind. As well, attitudes changed – “viewpoints and
attitudes towards bullying and violence [changed]” – resulting in less bullying and less disruption in
classes. A further pleasing outcome from this improved classroom environment is the significant increase
in literacy. Half the teachers have noticed this change, which is a striking demonstration of how relational
learning leads to improvement in academic learning.
Some of the concluding comments from teachers were about the limits of JSU. “The value in the
programme is different for different children” and “different children” are what one teacher describes as
“as [having] a privileged upbringing (abundant wealth, time with parents, frequent
holidays). Many found it hard to relate to the source material... and it is questionable
about whether … [these] students have applied their learning in real life situations. “
The other “different” group is the children with “an ingrained gang mentality” or “a significant disruptive
element … who have experienced adults with anger… [and] violent tendencies. They act up and revel in
the violent parts of the animation and applaud the character who gave the middle finger”. These
children, many from “lower socio-economic areas have a good street-smart awareness of violence in the
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community and will not talk about things or…[participate in] an agenda to do with it, when violence is
discussed at school”. As a teacher explains:
“Their home environment overrides a lot of what we try to do at school. Students are…
not prepared to 'dob on' others, so issues which arrive in the playground are difficult to
resolve as a classroom teacher. Not sure what can be done. I 'm not sure we can help all
students in violent situations. Our students seem to have a distinct lack of trust in the
authorities/ 'the system'. Also, there is often more trouble if they disclose. My hope is
that at least we can give them strategies to look after themselves and hope that we can
break the cycle of violence.”
These two groups are not necessarily lost from the programme. It was argued, for example, that some
children who “have never (and may never) experienced any violence in their homes...may gain value from
being able to name their feelings and knowing how to help others”, while, on the other hand, for “those
who have experienced violence…sometimes it's just finding out that their home life is 'not normal' is what
helps”. However, adjusting the programme “to suit the needs of specific children” means taking more
time. Many teachers wanted “more time to teach it and link...[it in] with other areas of the curriculum
such as health and social science so that it can be covered”. “It felt a bit rushed” – “we had to deliver so
much in a short period, students got tired of it by the end”.
Some teachers wondered if the JSU teaching should be a specialist role – “having a Jade Speaks Up
person to teach the sessions” in full or for the introduction.
“It would be good if one of the pilot team actually came into our schools and had a
workshop for a block with each class to introduce the programme and us teachers do the
follow up activities. As the kids see us everyday day, it would be good if a fresh new face
came in and introduced the kaupapa, did some activities and then us teachers do the
follow-up activities as a weekly rotation.”
Other suggestions were wishing teachers were allowed “to hug our students and awhi them if they open
up, to show our support”, and wanting the inclusion of “more connections to bullying and other forms of
violence familiar to most students”.
At the end many of the teachers wanted to express an appreciation of the programme.
 “This has been an excellent programme, I feel that the students got so much out of the
programme, opening up and feeling safe being one of the most important and knowing where to
go for help.”
 “It was beneficial to my class and myself as a teacher as I am able to help them focus on not just
their physical health but their mental and emotional health as well.”
 “This is a very effective programme.”
 “It is a valuable programme, for sure. I was close to putting the highest rating in the last
question.”
 “I feel I have had a very successful year with my class and their mental health and right to be
SAFE. Thanks JSU. XX.”
 “Because it is holistic and contains holistic strategies for self-care, it is a superb programme for
anyone, not just people suffering violence in the home.”
 “We need to openly talk about difficult subjects with our young people more and anything that
promotes and supports this communication well in schools is gold.”
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“You guys have developed a great resource. I am so grateful to you all for the amazing work you
have done and hope that it continues to be rolled out nationally. “
 “This programme just worked in so well with my own personal beliefs around anxiety, yoga and
mindfulness. It can be so terrifying to talk about deep topics (in case we stuff it up) that we
avoid it entirely to the detriment of our students their whānau and ultimately our society.”

5.8 Disclosures and Supervision

As discussed in section 5.5 and table 5.7 above, external support for teachers involved in the JSU
programme, consisting mainly of supportive supervision, is a key element that is strongly connected to
student appreciation and enjoyment of the programme. There was a clear correlation between students’
appreciation of the programme and the teacher’s attitudes towards and valuing of supervision. JSU
promotes a more intimate relationship between teachers and children within a field of trust in the
classroom, in which the teacher is exposed to disclosures of challenging and at times traumatic events in
their students’ lives. Without appropriate effective supervision, these disclosures hold the potential to
derail teacher engagement with students and to lessen teachers’ commitment or desire to engage in this
type of programme.
5.8.1 School policies, procedures and teacher training for disclosures
When we held follow-up interviews with teachers six months later, several made it clear that they
thought there was a lack of certain areas of professional development for teachers and perceived a lack
of structure within their schools for dealing with students at risk:
“There is not good structure around dealing with kids at risk. Sometimes it’s just amazing that
they have even turned up at school, let alone not got their uniform right or having their gym gear.
There needs to be more listening, more PD, more approachable staff. More modelling from
management…not just focus on achievement but the whole person who has often come from
shit backgrounds. Too many kids are ‘model Jades’ and need different responses, supportive, not
an authoritarian one.”
In response to questions in our post-programme interviews on previous teacher training in this area,
most teachers acknowledged that teachers can be the first to hear of problems such as cutting, drug
abuse and family violence, and commented that they had received little or no training in their initial
professional development as teachers. A few teachers could recall small amounts of training on handling
disclosures as part of their initial teacher education programme, and while it is possible that they have
had some in-house professional development (PD) in handling disclosures – teachers noted that some
schools used to do this – it seems that in recent times this type of PD has not been held in schools. At
one of the few primary schools where some teachers had received disclosures training, it was from
organisations they were involved with outside school, such as Lifeline. Once JSU began in one of the
intermediates, the in-school coordinator recognised the need for such training and created an in-house
session on responding to disclosures in alignment with the school policy.
Several teachers in different schools said that while their schools may have developed, or were
developing, clearer policies and procedures, these were not always clear to staff. One group of teachers
recommended that the schools’ disclosure policy be displayed prominently in the staff rooms, with
guidelines on what must be done, what questions to ask or not ask, who to go to. This measure would
allow any relieving or student teacher to easily access the school policy and procedures for disclosures.
Other recommendations included:
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●

●
●
●

Ensuring that school policy and procedures on disclosures is included in PD for teachers prior to
beginning to teach in a school and needs to focus on scenarios that can be discussed and worked
through to see how to deal with situations. The in-school and school-to-agency process is unclear to
teachers, and there is low trust that the process is followed consistently
Making teacher pastoral support a priority and strengthening teacher support networks
Clearly naming the boundaries of inexperienced teachers’ responsibilities
Schools supporting their teachers where parents become upset about disclosures.

Additionally, from one of our intermediates, the suggestion was made that schools provide a space where
agencies, such as speech therapists, counselling, social workers and Oranga Tamariki, could offer services
for families of students referred to them. By having the agencies within the school grounds, access would
be easier, and any stigma or guilt felt by parents around their involvement with such services reduced.
5.8.2 Impact of disclosures
Many teachers felt personally impacted by the programme. Teachers often took their student worries
home with them, using personal or family time to think about their students, attempting to work out
what they as a teacher could do next for their students. It could be daunting for teachers to open up the
subject of student well-being on their own, particularly for some teachers who have to contend with their
own histories/personal experience of family harm. Two schools used a team-teaching approach and
reflected on the value of being able to do this work alongside colleagues, allowing two adults to attend to
any child who needed to make a disclosure or because they felt upset. Team teaching, and teaching with
involved teacher aides, also allowed a student to approach an adult less conspicuously and kept the
teachers safer, with adult back-up in the room if needed.
Age and life experience of teachers also contributed to how well-equipped they felt for dealing with
disclosures. Younger, less experienced teachers felt unconfident and inadequately prepared, with one
commenting that he received no training or PD for handling disclosures and had none in his teacher
training years. One young and inexperienced teacher spoke of becoming afraid to even ask students “Are
you OK”? and wanted to leave teaching because of her experiences of feeling unsafe and unsupported
when she took a disclosure to management.
5.8.3 Importance of supervision
Pastoral care through supervision for teachers was a cornerstone of the JSU programme. The supervision
sessions provided an impetus, as we have seen, for teachers to examine their ways of responding to their
students. Normally, in working through a disclosure process, teachers would not be provided with
external supervision, challenging for teachers in a small school or a single cell situation. Challenging, too,
for the larger schools. Staff at an intermediate asked: “Where do we go from here?? How do we look
after ourselves as well as the kids? …We have few self-care strategies, especially once we’re home.
Pastoral care of staff is REALLY important”. Supervision was important for the fine grain work of JSU.
Teachers recognised that the JSU kaupapa of care for others occurred throughout the training and
supervision sessions. Supervision provided a space for teachers to report on the challenges in using the
JSU resources and receive coaching in some of the activities. Teachers found it helpful to consider how
the experiences of the programme influenced their management of their own classrooms and
relationships. One experienced male teacher said that the supervision had “reminded me of the values
that I used to have as a new teacher.” He subsequently changed the layout of his classroom, putting his
desk as part of a semicircle and reinstituting circle time with his class. Another very experienced teacher
described the changes in integrating new students into their classroom. In the past she would have “just
brought the new kids in”. Because of the increased openness nurtured by JSU, she consulted with the
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class on ways to invite new students into their room and revisited the class agreements as a way of
sharing the class culture with these students.
Supervision with small groups of teachers helped engage a bigger perspective. Conversations arising
during the supervision sessions were valued as opportunities to collectively share ideas that had worked
well. Teachers began voicing possible ways to improve the level of staff pastoral care, such as holding a
well-being survey with the involvement of their Board of Trustees. This perspective flowed through into
some staff room conversations about “problem students” which became more an exploration of what
might be the cause of the students’ behavioural problems – the culture shifting from a complaint about a
“difficult student” to that of problem solving. Reports from both teachers and management noted the
change in the tone and quality of collegial discussions about students, suggesting the conversations in the
hour-long supervision sessions between colleagues were as important as the responses received from
external supervisors. At times as part of debriefing, teachers reflected on the gaps in their work and the
value of supervision saying, for example, “on a personal level it helped me recognise my own reactions to
one of my students and that it is up to me as an adult to overcome that and cut through my resistance”.
Teachers were worried about being left out of the information/feedback loop after disclosures are
handed over to management and outside agencies. For example, the reading of Moana or Malosi’s
stories provoked a spate of disclosures about physical punishment in the children’s homes in two schools,
the first time these practices had been openly addressed with their students. Teachers were uneasy
about how Oranga Tamariki might address this issue .and so JSU arranged for an experienced Samoan
social work academic to visit the two schools and address the issues. The teachers later commented:
“We are untrained for the amount and the types of disclosures that came up. Having L present
provided an opportunity for us to discuss the cultural aspects of their students’ home life and
parental discipline of their students. This helped some of us feel [we were] on the right track with
our beliefs. It would have been good to have had our school social worker also attend that face to
face supervision session.”
Supervision was also used as a venue where teachers could examine the results of the children’s CORS
self-assessment. Teachers were asked to use these results to alert themselves to some of the areas
where students might be struggling. On more than one occasion teachers were shocked to see a star
pupil giving, for example, a low rating for SCHOOL. Subsequent sensitive enquiries of the students about
the low rating revealed that these children were being bullied. Teachers found CORS helpful in identifying
a problem at home, feeling that without CORS they would not have approached these possibly at-risk
children. In supervision, teachers expressed a desire to use CORS beyond the pilot programme to help
monitor student progress.
While the delivery of the JSU programme appeared to be the main focus of supervision, it was also an
opportunity to affirm the teachers for the successes they shared. Too many teachers function in a
vacuum of quality acknowledgment of their work and resourcefulness, particularly acknowledgement
from listeners who understand the complexities of their role and the material. Teachers relaxed, smiled
more broadly and visibly grew in confidence. Such moments of encouragement are a source of
empowerment in their work which, for teachers, can be all too scarce.
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5.9: School management perspectives on Jade Speaks Up
5.9.1 Positive impact of Jade Speaks Up on schools
Alongside the conversations with the teachers, towards the end of the year the JSU team also interviewed
the management teams. While not actively involved in the classrooms, these people had an oversight of
the JSU programme and were there to support and supervise teachers and to manage the referrals that
could come because of disclosures arising out of the programme.
Management staff reinforced teachers’ observations of increasing student vulnerability to external
influences such as gangs. They saw the increase in student anxiety, recognised the normalisation of
family violence in their children’s lives, and were concerned by the vulnerability of students to online
bullying. Management noted that the programme had been a factor in increased openness in the school,
with students beginning to approach teachers to make known what was happening to them and asking,
“what should I do?” when experiencing uncomfortable situations.
Management staff could see that JSU was addressing these issues of vulnerability and anxiety. They
noticed how new students responded to JSU work still on classroom walls, had heard children around the
school singing the “catchy and memorable…Breathe Think Do”, knew that the positivity of the students
towards JSU was genuine, and saw the effort that teachers were putting into documenting experiences
and encouraging students to do so as well. JSU “helped the teachers build confidence in knowing what
could be done”. A school coordinator explained how this worked:
“The programme definitely had concepts we need to be talking about. It brought things
out from behind closed doors. Kids blossomed over the 5 weeks – open about topics not
normally discussed. There was a process of gradually checking out if it was OK to speak
up. Students got it that there were significant people in the school interested in them
and their lives”
5.9.2 Responding to disclosures
Management often commented on the increase in disclosures during the programme as something that
they had not initially expected. Some schools had never had so many disclosures in ‘one go’ before JSU
was taught. Others commented that it was similar after the police had conducted Keeping Ourselves
Safe. There were more disclosures from the first JSU group than the second group.
One intermediate named five disclosures known to the coordinator, with three going through to Oranga
Tamariki due to domestic violence, as well as 12-15 lower level disclosures. All these increased the
awareness of the importance of training the teachers, and highlighting gaps existing between the school’s
policies and practice. For example, training of school staff in handling disclosures usually happens at the
start of the year, rather than towards the end of term 1 when teachers may be more likely to be having
disclosures made to them, or the beginning of term 2, when trust between teachers and children has
been established.
Some schools felt their procedures around disclosure and communication between management teams
and teachers could be improved. Others were satisfied with school policies and procedures after having
addressed aspects arising from JSU. One school management team felt that their policies and procedures
worked well for teachers participating in JSU, with teachers withdrawing any students who became upset
or wanted a personal conversation into “‘the cave”, a safe space within the modern learning
environment. The student could chat with the teacher who phoned the counsellor within an hour of the
disclosure. The counsellor would see the student and call in outside agencies where appropriate.
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Measures for the safety of the student would be in place by the end of the school day so, for example,
the student did not go home to an unsafe situation.
One rural school noted that all the disclosures were from girls. Their counsellor sees pressure on the boys
having to be staunch, influenced by gang projections of gender and the environments of poverty in which
these projections prosper – you don’t talk about your feelings and you don’t talk about what’s happening.
The CORS feedback was one way of getting access to student distress. Management agreed with
teachers that CORS feedback, with the researcher’s interpretations of the data for teachers, was very
helpful in identifying areas where students were struggling. They were also surprised to discover that
some of their high performing students were having issues at school, which could be addressed when
teachers were alerted to them (e.g. bullying). A senior teacher commented that:
“Some of our students don’t expect their days to ever rate 10/10. Six or seven is a high
score for how well a day is going and is as high as it can get, according to one student,
unless something fantasy-like happens such as ‘being taken to Disneyland’.”
However, she added “more stories of student’s [poor] wellbeing came from teachers enquiring what was
happening for students [partly as a result of CORS] rather than from students directly asking for help”.
One suggestion for helping students to talk about what worries them was to pre-frame the programme
with empathy building activities such as “how do I support a person going through a hard time?” as a
collaborative exploration.
5.9.3 Training
It became JSU practice to invite management to attend at least the first half of the PLD day to get an
overview of the programme and what the teachers were being prepared for. This buy-in at senior levels
in the school was important to support teacher uptake of the work. The Special Education Needs
Coordinators (SENCOs) and deputy principals able to attend the training day were pleased and recognised
the real need for teachers to be trained in skills such as taking another perspective or ratcheting down
emotions when talking with colleagues about students and scenarios.
Availability of relievers for training days was an issue. In one small town, there is a small pool of relievers
and the teachers team-teach, so the cohort of students is significantly affected if all 3 teachers are away.
School coordinators of the programme appreciated the supervision element of the training. External
supervision for teachers was seen as important because management advocates for students, so their
focus is on the needs of the children rather than the pastoral care of the teachers.
Looking to the future, one suggestion was refresher training for teachers already delivering the
programme. This could be a catch up/follow-up session half way through the programme, done through
an online forum and supporting any teachers, support staff or SWiS who missed the initial training days.
Follow-up training would also provide an opportunity for the core teachers to come together to hear
from teachers of all local participating schools, providing a platform for wider collegial support. It was
thought that there should a greater emphasis on the benefits of team-teaching the programme.
5.9.4 Cultural fit with school and community
Most school management commented that JSU was a “good fit” with the culture of their school and
worked well alongside other school programmes such as PB4L, Restorative Practice, and Small Circle
Time. One school named Keeping Ourselves Safe as being a particularly complementary programme to
run either alongside or on alternate years with JSU. Similar comments were made in other schools and
with programmes such as Everyday Theatre and Turn your Life Around.
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Two schools which include secondary level classes were exploring how other programmes could create a
more seamless path of well-being development for their students. They named Mates & Dates and
recommended links made between the two programmes for continuity of language and concepts. The
counsellor in the second school was keen to implement Mates & Dates next year for Years 9-13 and
thought JSU will be a ‘brilliant fit’ for Years 7 & 8. She was also keen to bring in Roots of Empathy for Year
7s and spoke of the Loves me Not programme for Years 11-13 which looks at healthy relationships.
Several schools commented that they would appreciate a Te Reo Māori translation of the programme.
The unavailability of such a resource was a barrier for some Kura who were approached to participate at
this stage. We heard from teachers in the bilingual units that they made several modifications to fit more
readily with their kaupapa.
5.9.6 Parent engagement
Several schools commented that their parents had been very
positive about the JSU programme. Feedback (informal chats
when teachers asked for feedback) was positive and parents
were pleased this issue was being addressed and that children
had a forum for their voices. Some schools presently refer
parents to programmes such as Positive Parenting, The Incredible
Years and Turn Your Life Around. Schools would like to give
parents, particularly those with limited English, some more
accessible information about the programme and training
regarding positive discipline and bullying.

Two children from different families
made disclosures about their
parents which resulted in the
temporary removal of the children
from the family. Both sets of
parents then undertook a parenting
courses and the children were able
to be returned to their families.

5.9.7 Suggestions for change
For the one school involved in the 2016 pilot, the amount of direct email communication with teachers
provoked a ‘no, not again’ response. In 2017 we ran the emails through a coordinator rather than
directly to teachers and simplified the emails and demands for paperwork from teachers. This helped as
no complaints arose in this area from any of the 2017 schools. Management staff reported that
completing online student questionnaires was difficult for under-resourced schools, where students
shared devices or, in one case, took their evaluation links home to complete the questionnaires as
“homework”. ESOL students needed help to complete the questionnaires, considered too long and
difficult. Such support had to come from already over-stretched teachers. While the necessity of the
evaluation process was understood, much reduced questionnaires would help ensure the sustainability of
the programme.
Because running JSU elicited unexpected and, at times, serious disclosures from children, schools became
more aware of the distance between community agencies which could take a vital role in supporting
vulnerable children and the school. This question of how to access supportive agencies was also a
challenge for families. As a result, several schools commented that they deliberately built closer
connections with Oranga Tamariki during the programme, to ensure a more seamless path when schools
needed help following a disclosure. Schools liked the suggestion of involving staff from community
agencies in JSU training as way of building connections.
As with the teachers, management staff commented on the tight time-frames of the programme roll-out.
While they understood the requirements of the research to have the programme in manageable blocks,
this put considerable pressure on the teachers and students. Running the programme with a tight five to
seven weeks’ time frame gave teachers insufficient time to fully explore the depth of the programme.
While still appreciating the programme being done, teachers were stressed by getting it completed.
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Consequently, any fragility within a school around staffing could present difficulties in running it. One
school withdrew their planned roll-out with their Class As Usual group in the second term of the
programme due to some tensions within the staff team.
One suggestion to reduce time pressure was to cover modules one and two in the busy term 1 of getting
to know students, running camps, market days etc. Then doing the rest of programme over terms 2-4.
Term 1 would have a focus on trust and emotional literacy, before beginning content directly connected
to family harm in term 2. This would allow classes to settle into a safe, strengths-based environment
before tackling student vulnerability. It would also allow a fuller integration of the material into the
school culture, with a new section being taught every week or two, developing a longitudinal thread
throughout the year. This was particularly important in the intermediate schools where new sets of
relationships were being established.
School managers and senior staff were enthusiastic about using the programme again. For some
intermediate schools, a bi-annual roll out would work better because they could do the whole in one go,
rather than coping with too a large cohort across several year levels. Some senior staff, while very
positive about the programme, felt there had to be realism about how much of it could be done over a
year:
“This programme trumps other programmes, so present it to schools as: - here’s the
‘everything’ but if you can’t teach in its entirety there are the one or two parts to really
focus on and reference alongside other programmes/units of work.”
One big advantage noted by management teams was the ability of the JSU programme to dovetail with or
support other programmes. A final comment from one school deputy principal:
I like Jade Speaks Up. Our kids are walking differently, more upright. They are confident and able to talk
about what is going on for them. Jade Speaks Up should definitely be supported to continue.
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6. Discussion
6.1 Introduction

This chapter draws together the evidence that JSU, with its focus on building relationships of warmth and
trust, and on creating effective strategies for children to use to keep themselves safe within a values
framework that aligns well with PB4L School-Wide, can be a powerful tool in creating resilience and
wellbeing for the 10-14-year-old age group. Our recommendations for the continuation and further
development of JSU, drawn from the learnings from the first stage of the pilot are presented in chapter 7.

6.2 Measures of wellbeing

Our measures of wellbeing, the CES-DC and the CORS assessment, confirmed the high level of children at
Years 7 and 8 who are at risk of a mental illness. Of the 974 children who did the pre-test, with the
combined assessments, 48.1% met the criterion for being at risk. This is higher than in a 2012 study
(Clark, Fleming, Bullen, Denny, Crengle et al, 2013) where 30% of secondary school students showed up
at risk of depression, but very similar to the 48% of children in that study, who could only report that “life
was OK” or worse and not that they were “satisfied” or “very happy with life”. It is also higher than in the
2018 Ministry of Health survey into the Social, Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties of 5-14-year-olds
which reported that around 26% of children had at least one “concerning” scale on the Strengths and
Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ, Goodman, 1997). The older half of the cohort (10-14-year olds), Māori,
and the “most deprived” groups were between 1.3 and 3 times more likely to have an issue of concern.
As these are some of the key attributes of the JSU cohort, it is easy to see that SDQ levels of concern
could be around 50%.
The two assessments used (CES-DC and CORS) correlated well and demonstrated high validity in relation
to teacher assessment of child wellbeing (CORS) and to other indications of risk. This was particularly in
relation to the significant CES-DC/CORS difference between the groups who were negative and neutral in
their evaluation of the programme and the positive group, with the latter having a much superior
performance on a whole list of measures relating to mitigation of risk (sec. 4.7). Consequently, when the
programme produces a significant overall shift in the wellbeing measure from pre- to post-test and 11%
drop in the number of children at risk at post-test, there is cause for hope.

6.3 Children’s growth with Jade Speaks Up
6.3.1 Emotional competence
This study provides evidence of students’ learning gained from the JSU programme in emotional literacy,
emotional competency, the concept of trust and being able to name trusted people and safe places. The
data suggested that emotional competence was important for wellbeing in that the school with by far the
lowest wellbeing scores struggled with all the tests of emotional competence and the group children who
were negative or neutral about the programme (the negative/neutral group) and whose wellbeing scores
were much lower than the positive group showed a very flattened emotional response on the task of
identifying how upset you would be in a range of unpleasant situations. The tasks clearly demonstrated
the expected superiority of girls in emotional competence, and that older children were better at
describing emotional states (as opposed to labelling) than younger children. Emotions whose
representations are subtle, such as frightened, surprised, anxious and annoyed, were more difficult to
label than the more straightforward emotions of happy, sad and angry.
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In two of the four emotional competence tasks there was a significant pre-test/post-test difference.
There was a significant improvement in the labelling of the more frightened and surprised emotions.
Children were also significantly less responsive to the “upsetting” scenarios in table 4.15. This was
viewed as an improvement; on the one hand JSU increases the resilience of children so that they don’t
feel as threatened by “upsetting” events such as being left out of games or activities, and on the other hand,
because of JSU, the classroom environment has changed so that the children are less likely to be left out
and therefore do not sense it as a possibility to the same extent.
6.3.2 The importance of trust and safe places
In the three sections on trust and safe places, it was clear that for vulnerable children trust was a critical
issue. For the negative/neutral group it mattered significantly less than for the positive group that people
who were trusted would listen to you, care how you feel or get help for you if you were scared. The
negative/neutral group were less likely to know their safety phone numbers The environments where
children are more vulnerable, such as FP1 with only half the children putting their father in the list of
trusted family members, and AREA where children struggle to name safe people and places, had low
scores in the three factors listed above. While there are no pre- and post-test differences on the two
questions that directly explore trust, the distinction was made that trusted adults had to be good listeners
compared to children who were your friends.
The factors in the two questions that explored the nature of trust showed significant differential effects.
Older children thought reliability and consistency, keeping a secret, doing what you said you would do,
and coping with an uncomfortable truth, were all more important than did younger children. Girls added
caring, good listening, and giving help when you were scared to this list of factors which were more
important for them than for boys who significantly favoured looking attractive. Being listened to and care
taken about how you feel were more important to Pākehā, whereas Māori and Pacific Island cultures
placed more importance on keeping your word and being truthful.
There were some pre/post differences in the questions about naming trusted people and safe places.
Children were more likely to know safe phone numbers at post-test and this continued into follow-up. In
the naming of safe places, there was a significant shift from naming home as a safe place to naming
relative’s homes as safe places. An interpretation of this shift is that it is the result of children being
asked in JSU to explore wider options than home and thus is a positive shift. This shift is greatest for
Māori and Pacific Island children who place much greater importance on the role of relatives as safe
havens compared to Pākehā and Asian/African children. However, where there are poorly resourced
environments, such as for AREA (with a high Māori enrolment), children were much less likely to name
home as a safe place and the naming of relatives did not compensate for the shortfall, there was a much
higher naming of quiet places (hideaways) and distant cities, a sign that these children are struggling to
find safe people and places. Once again, the social competence of girls was apparent, selecting about a
fifth more options for safe places than boys, particularly friends and neighbours. Boys were more likely
than girls to name the police as a safe option.
6.3.3 Safety knowledge and rights
These questions were sensitive in the identification of vulnerable children. The negative/neutral group
was much less positive than the positive group about stop and breathe slowly, say kind things to yourself,
it’s not OK to bully or threaten others and no-one should ever make me feel scared, and inappropriately
more positive about pick a fight or start an argument with someone and all kids should be safe all the time
and never do anything risky statements. These consistencies across questions that shift from negative to
positive formats show that this negative/neutral group is well engaged with the evaluation process.
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The two questions on safety knowledge and rights also showed useful demographic distinctions. Pākehā
were the least likely of all the cultural groups to see using drugs and alcohol as a solution to feeling down
or scared and were the least vulnerable for that question. However, on the meaning of the right to be
safe, Pākehā were vulnerable because of their expectations to be the best at everything, to be taught selfdefence and to be safe all the time and never do anything risky. Asian/African children had the best
understanding of their rights as did older children compared to younger children. Girls had no overall
advantage over boys for these questions, with their higher scores in stopping and breathing slowly and
saying kind things to yourself being undercut by more boys using computer games to calm themselves
and being less concerned to be the best at everything.
These questions showed little pre- post-test difference, with playing a game on your phone/ computer
making a positive change and saying kind things to yourself a negative change. This latter was the only
significant difference in the JSU evaluation that was not a positive outcome for the programme.
6.3.4 Use of the Jade Speaks Up strategies at post-test and follow-up
In two questions looking at the use of actions or intentions arising from JSU strategies (one direct and one
asking about their responses to a scary person), on the first question over nine sub-questions, 53% to 55%
of children on average had used a JSU action. These ranged from 67% – some or a lot of the time making
good choices about who your friends are, supporting a friend who has a problem – to 37% – making a
safety plan and remembered the messages. For the second question over seven sub-questions,
intentions ranged from 72% who would go to a safe place and 62% who would talk to an adult about
what happened when they could, down to 27% who would talk to the person you are scared of. On all 16
measures from these two questions the negative/neutral group was significantly and substantially lower
than the positive group, at an average difference of 42% vs 57%.
On these two action/intention tasks, girls are significantly superior to boys on ten of the 16 sub questions,
with the greatest differences being, using the breathe and keep calm strategy, and, knowing how to keep
yourself safe in a frightening situation. There are no age differences, but there are some clear cultural
differences. Pākehā overall make significantly less use of JSU strategies than the other cultural groups,
with only 25% making a safety plan compared with 45% for Pacific Island children. Pākehā are also
significantly less likely to talk to the person they are scared of – 18% vs 30% for the rest. Pākehā have the
lowest scores for all the action tasks and Pacific Island are highest for all but three tasks, with only one
(kept yourself safe in a frightening situation) where Pacific Island children are significantly more engaged
than Asian/African children or Māori.
The question if you were scared of someone what would you do?, was also asked in the follow-up and
overall there was no significant difference between post-test and follow-up, demonstrating the
sustainability of the impact of JSU programme well after the teacher has finished. This was further
reinforced by comments made by students on “what would happen next if you did these things”. A
statistical analysis of the categorised comments showed, at follow-up, children named more positive
outcomes, and fewer bad outcomes than at post-test. Children felt safer and were more able to get help,
and bad outcomes dropped from 8% in the post-test to 2% at follow-up. The negative/neutral group,
possibly because they had chosen relatively few options, were much more unsure about the outcomes
than the positive group (55% vs 23%), and much less likely to feel safe (10% vs 26%), showing how
important the JSU learning is for that outcome. The demographic analysis on this question reinforces that
girls do better than boys (more positive outcomes), that Māori and Pākehā students are the most
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vulnerable and that the intermediate school students are less unsure, safer and more positive than the
full primary school and the AREA school students.
We tested the outcomes to the questions in this section against the Class as Usual (CAU) control cohort
which had been dropped from the analysis because a large part of the cohort was already well into the
JSU programme before the CAU post-test was done. We used the CAU post-test on the understanding
that the CAU post-test was done in advance of the completion of the JSU programme. The results clearly
demonstrate the value of completing the JSU programme (figure 4.5), with the CAU cohort having almost
twice the level of bad outcomes as the JSU cohort.
6.3.5 Valuing the Jade Speaks Up programme
Most children valued to some degree what they got out of the programme: 78% found the JSU
programme interesting; 75% found it fun; 81% found it useful, and 89% said yes or maybe they would
recommend JSU. The analysis of the comment questions that explored the reasons behind these ratings
revealed a student body deeply engaged in the programme. When asked what was not so good about
the programme, 42% made only positive comments and just 6% made only negative comments when
asked what was good. Negative comments included that the programme was “boring” or "repetitive” or
"pointless"; the questionnaires were too long; the content was “too personal”, and the “hitting”, "crying"
and "fighting" were upsetting in the JSU video. The students who were concerned about the violence in
the JSU video none-the-less rated the programme very highly. The positive comments made were about
“everything”, the videos, the games and activities, the learnings and actions and even doing the survey.
A summary of the demographic differences would conclude that Asian/African and Pacific Island students
get the most from the JSU programme and value it most. Pākehā children benefit the least and value it
less than other cultural groups. Girls’ better relational skills mean that on most assessment tasks they do
better than boys and claim more value from the programme, although boys’ wellbeing (CES-DC/CORS)
scores are higher and show more improvement. There is also an advantage of age, with older children
doing better on some tasks and valuing the programme more. These culture, gender and age differences
flow into schools where they add to the socio-economic context of the school community, some of which
are poorly resourced and unsafe. The two most challenged schools do not do as well on many JSU tasks,
but may still value the programme, while support for the programme by the highest decile school was the
weakest, yet it still had two thirds of the children saying the programme was useful. These three schools
contributed nearly half the children of the negative/neutral group, and less than a quarter of the positive
group.
The 24% of children who made negative comments or were neutral (no comment, don’t know) make up
the negative/ neutral group which we have shown in many ways to contain the most vulnerable children.
Their failure to progress is a failure of the programme, so what happens to them at follow-up is highly
relevant to how we view the potential of the programme in subsequent iterations. At follow-up, children
made significant progress in the actions they would take in keeping themselves safe compared to post
test, but the negative/neutral group made exceptional progress, such that for most actions there is now
no significant difference between the negative/neutral group and the positive group. In the analysis of
follow-up comments about the outcome of their actions, the negative/neutral group positive comments
increase by 50% and the outcome of feeling safe almost trebles to 22%. This suggests that JSU has
created a culture change in classrooms where the warmth and safety of the classroom embed the
messages of the programme.
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6.4 Teachers’ perspectives of Jade Speaks Up
6.4.1 Teacher’s knowledge of their students’ lives
It was clear that when teachers were to initially assess two children in their classes on CORS and to
identify key support people in these children’s lives, that they had significant gaps in their knowledge
about them, particularly the more vulnerable ones who were selected for teacher assessment because of
their low CORS self-assessment. The JSU programme saw major improvements in teacher knowledge of
their children. This resulted in teachers perceiving clear positive changes in attitudes and behaviour of
both low and high CORS children, and, most importantly, a big 7-point change in self-assessed CORS
wellbeing from the low CORS children. These findings reinforce how child wellbeing improves when
teachers know what support systems children have and where the gaps are.
In their pre-test surveys, teachers indicated that the factors in which the classes were judged most
vulnerable were in areas where JSU is very relevant – not being able to talk about feelings, not being able
to ask for help, not being supportive of other children and not knowing how to stay safe – all of which
were happening for between a third and half of the class prior to JSU. The first two factors reflect a
limited emotional vocabulary which is addressed in Module 1 of the programme and tested in the
assessment tasks of 6.3 above. Naming our emotions allows us to slow down and consider them more
deliberately before acting, which provides a link between emotional and cognitive processing in the
prefrontal cortex (Barbey, Colom, Solomon, Krueger, Forbes & Grafman, 2012). This emotional
spaciousness is key to children being supportive of other children and is the factor that most strongly links
teacher perceptions of vulnerability and child self-assessments of wellness. The helpful child is the well
child.
The challenge of tackling knowing how to stay safe comes with the task of unpacking the lives of the
children and some of the horrors therein. As one teacher noted “you don’t need to scratch too deep to
uncover or revisit the violence in many student’s homes”. To do this they have to manage school
cultures that say that teachers are not social workers, community cultures that characterise and label
people as “snitches” if they attempt to report the distress of children, their lack of knowledge and
experience in dealing with serious disclosures from children, and their own history of abuse or neglect
which may suddenly rear up into full focus. Of concern to teachers was the use of physical punishment
as part of the disciplinary practice of some families. Our assessment of children’s management of staying
safe is covered in 6.3.2 to 6.3.4 above.
These issues are uppermost in the training workshop that began JSU, and teachers were pleased to see
how topics such as how to respond to disclosures of abuse/issues and understanding of family violence
were part of wider “collegial discussions” and a collaborative learning approach that was “holistic” and
student centred. While they valued the training, given the pressures on teachers, there were concerns
that teachers needed more training and that there would not be enough time to deliver the programme.
6.4.2 Teacher’s perceptions of the value of the training
At the completion of the programme teachers were positive about the content of the training but less so
about the time available to deliver the programme. These same time pressures that had distorted the
schedule delivery of the control and experimental groups in the evaluation, such that it was difficult to
use the CAU data, represent a major hurdle to getting new teacher-driven programmes into
schools. Only two teachers felt that none of the features of the programme were helpful, but overall
features were found by 64% to 95% of teachers to be helpful or very helpful. Teacher engagement is also
critical to the effectiveness of the programme and there is a strong correlation between teacher and
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student valuing of the programme. Two programme features stand out as being connected to student
recommendations, comments from the positive group and some of the value ratings of interest, fun and
helpfulness. These are feedback to teachers from the student CORS which is valuable because, like the
teacher CORS, it asks teachers to pay attention to specific students, and, external supervision which
provides a forum for debriefing around the anger and sadness in some disclosures, collaborative problem
solving and reinforcing feedback.
6.4.3. Teachers’ perceptions of changeIn the post-test survey, teachers were more aware of the situations children were dealing with and the
students’ ability to keep themselves safe at school, at home and in the community. For the 11
vulnerability factors assessed at pre-test, teachers rated that students were a bit better or a lot better on
54% of their ratings and only worse on 1%. They were better, particularly, in the four factors that were of
most concern at pre-test where 70% to 90% of teachers said their children had improved in being able to
talk about their feelings, knowing how to keep themselves safe, being supportive of children who are
struggling to keep up and being able to ask for help. Other areas such as being often bullied and having
frequent anger outbursts also had impressive improvements (59% and 45% respectively) which testify to
the changed classroom climate.
This improvement continued into the follow-up assessment, where teachers were asked to rate the
vulnerability of their classes in the same way as they had done at pre-test. On all but two factors the
classes at follow-up were less vulnerable, and on none were they more vulnerable. Three factors were
significant, with 79% of children able to keep themselves safe, 62% able to talk about their feelings and
the percent of children regularly disruptive in class halving to 6%. Follow-up also used the same
assessment of change as in post-test and again was superior to post-test in all but two factors and with
two factors making major and significant improvement (low level of literacy - a fivefold improvement and frequent anger issues - a twofold improvement). This represents a major achievement for a small
programmatic intervention and supports research which demonstrates the positive effect reducing
anxiety and depression has on academic performance (Owens, Stevenson, Hadwin & Norgate, 2012).
The concluding comments from teachers returned to the themes above in 6.3.4 of the difficulties of
delivering JSU in hostile environments of under-resourced communities or that of a bored but “privileged
upbringing (abundant wealth, time with parents, frequent holidays)”. With a little more time, training,
collaboration within school and with outside agencies, flexible delivery, integration within the health
curriculum and possibly more specialisation within the area of teaching relationship skills, the teachers at
post-test and follow-up are mostly very positive about the future for JSU, using epithets such as
“excellent”, “very effective”, “very successful”, “superb”, “gold” and “amazing”.

6.5 The limitations of the programme

In this section we discuss some limitations of the programme in its current form within the context of
schools operating in a diverse range of New Zealand communities. Because this programme contains
messages promoting attitudinal and behavioural changes which may seem to threaten traditional beliefs,
attitudes or behaviours of the various cultures of New Zealand, it is important that we address these
limitations of the programme in a suitable and timely manner.
6.5.1 Does it work with high decile, Pākehā children?
In many areas across the programme the Pākehā children were less responsive and less engaged than
students from other cultural backgrounds. Nearly half of Pākehā students come from a high decile school
with the youngest study cohort. Their responses were notable for a focus on being the best, not taking
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risks, being taught self-defence, having difficulty in describing emotions, not wanting to be told an
unpleasant truth, being less likely to have relatives as trusted adults, having a stronger feeling of needing
to be looked after when scared and being less likely to support a friend, make a safety plan or talk to the
person you’re scared of. These patterns may be because of the younger age of the Pākehā children, a
level of boredom, or even a feeling of being safe and not needing the programme. For example, children
from an alternative school, a very safe, warm, cooperative teaching environment where the children have
a lot of freedom and autonomy, didn’t have a strong sense of their right to be safe, possibly because they
were safe. There is also a sense that Pākehā children are more emotionally constrained, frightened and
caught within a more individualistic paradigm of survival. In their comments about what would happen if
JSU strategies were used, it was two Pākehā children who wanted retributive justice – “ ill be safe and the
person will probably go to jail and no-one will bail him out”.
The extent to which JSU images and stories are Polynesian-centric may make some Pākehā children
uncomfortable and require a different approach to engage them. While JSU may not yet be fully
addressing the needs of Pākehā students in high decile schools, what the programme is uncovering
through the student surveys, is an understanding of the relationship vulnerabilities of Pākehā in a high
decile school – a group that may previously have been considered resilient and adaptable.
6.5.2 Working with seriously under-resourced communities
What became obvious within the project was that many schools felt isolated both from the community
support structures and the agencies that could support their work with the children’s well-being. This
finding has recently been echoed in Beddoe, de Haan and Joy’s 2018 report on the perspectives of Social
Workers in Schools -‘If you could change two things’: Social workers in schools talk about what could
improve schools' responses to child abuse and neglect. Many of the stories in chapters 4 and 5 reflect
children coming from poorly resourced, low decile communities, which may seem to have fewer safe
people and places.
Most of our schools, in part, fit this description, yet have done excellent work with their students using
JSU, but there are circumstances that add difficulties to the task. School managers and teachers both
acknowledge the need to improve policies, procedures and training when responding to student distress
and have a greater readiness to deal with student issues from home. (See 5.8 for detailed suggestions by
teachers for improvements in this area). Team teaching the programme with the support coming from
having a second (or third) adult present in the classroom, helps teachers tackle the sensitive issues with
more confidence. How will this set of circumstances transpose into schools running the programme in
isolated rural settings with less staff and few agencies to call on for support?
In chapter 4 we discussed AREA, its problems of isolation and poverty and the difficulty its children had
when home wasn’t a safe space and there appeared to be limited substitutes in the community. This is a
predominantly Māori school and many of the disappointing outcomes that relate to AREA also relate to
Māori. These include fewer positive outcomes from using JSU strategies, feeling it’s OK to bully or
threaten others, being less likely to see schools as a safe space and being less likely to expect a trusted
adult to listen to you. These features characterise a group that has a compromised idea of their rights.
JSU needs to have strategies that give children in tough communities a stronger sense of their rights,
particularly the boys for whom being staunch is a dominating requirement of social interaction. This
would focus on strengthening the work around safe people and places, particularly in the school, and
making sure in the classroom that children felt that they were being listened to. Building connections
with community agencies, finding community champions and adding a well-thought-out community
development component to the programme which engages iwi and whānau are also important. AREA’s
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girls were very positive about JSU and the school has had very positive outcomes from this year’s (2018)
iteration.
6.5.3 Jade Speaks Up with Years 5 and 6
One of the aims of the 2018 roll out has been to increase the number of classes in the Year 5 and 6 cohort
to get a better understanding of the suitability of JSU for this group. In 2017 the number of participating
Year 5 and 6 students was small, in two schools, one of which was a very small school of only 7
participating students. In the larger school, a mainly high decile Pākehā cohort, thus there were other
factors, discussed above, affecting the uptake of the programme, making it difficult to identify the impact
that the programme had with this age group. Comparing 8-10-year old children in the programme with
11-year olds and 12-13-year olds maturity shows in certain areas. More older children want reliable and
consistent friends and trusted adults, who will keep their word and tell the uncomfortable truths. They
have a stronger sense of their right not to be scared and less certainty that they have to be the best at
everything. Their ratings and recommendations are more positive. However, on the uptake of JSU
strategies the younger children are just as fast as older children and have the same proportion of positive
outcomes and in most other respects are no different from the older children.
6.5.4 Teaching Jade Speaks Up in the current environment of lack of space given to the Health Curriculum
In 1999, the Health and Physical Education Curriculum (HPEC) was introduced as one of the essential
learning areas of the New Zealand Curriculum. In 2001 Sharon Dewar reviewed its implementation and
found that the main impediments to implementation were
“a lack of time for tasks such as planning and writing up units, a lack of sufficient guidance and
professional development opportunities, and that some staff and parents did not place a very
high importance on the health and physical education curriculum. [For secondary schools] … the
main barrier … [is] problems associated with fitting the components of the health and physical
education curriculum into an already full timetable.“ (pp.82-83).
The 2007 New Zealand Curriculum (Ministry of Health, 2007) states of HPEC that “this learning area
makes a significant contribution to the wellbeing of students beyond the classroom, particularly when it is
supported by school policies and procedures and by the actions of all the people in the school
community” (p.22).
While there was undoubted enthusiasm amongst teachers and management staff to address student
wellbeing in the schools that participated in this pilot, it appears that emphasis on the HPEC has changed
little since 2001. This is supported by the frequent responses from teachers that there is insufficient
time in the school timetable to do justice to JSU let alone the four concepts underpinning the learning of
Health and Physical Education – well-being (hauora), health promotion, the socio-ecological perspective
and the importance of attitudes and values that promote hauora.
In the research pilot, a challenge experienced in several schools was the time pressures involved in
running the programme to a tight research time-frame. There is more material in the programme than
the teachers can fit into the traditional ‘health slot’ in their programmes. We addressed this by
encouraging teachers to plan cross-curricula delivery of the programme. The programme was developed
to address the achievement objectives of health education, providing opportunities for written and oral
literacy, drama, social sciences, art and music. Some creative teachers later shared their ways of
incorporating the programme into such diverse areas as maths and statistical analysis.
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Because it is important to give the teachers clear indications of the time involved in programme delivery
we listened to their feedback and subsequently modified the manual so that it could be used in ways that
fitted the diversity of practice and timetables within schools. Teachers reported that it was a stretch to
run the programme with just one 90-minute session each week over a term. Those teachers who created
a second time-slot each week had no trouble completing the whole programme within a term – it
became evident that allowing two terms for programme delivery is a more achievable
timeframe. Teachers often commented that the programme was beneficial to their students and
themselves, but the time pressure on getting the material covered and completing the evaluation
measures in scheduled time frames made for considerable stress.
As we consider a wider roll out, it is worth noting that, beyond the research phase, the classroom delivery
will become much lighter when the degree of evaluative workload for teachers is pruned back. However,
teachers noted that they would still appreciate being supported with enough material evidence from
student surveys which highlight progress students make during the programme as well as concerns that
they may not have shared with their teacher.
6.5.4 Jade Speaks Up with different models of delivery integrated into the curriculum
Our pilot included two delivery models. The predominant one was that of teachers trained and
supported in the delivery of the programme with their classes. Our focus in 2017 was to ensure that we
managed the pedagogical and administrative load of this alongside the teachers and management. The
second model was one we began using prior to this pilot in late 2016. In this model, we trained a young,
multi-cultural team of Catholic youth workers, Logos, to deliver the programme in some of the Auckland
Catholic schools. A team of approximately five facilitators would work with the Year 7 students in their
classrooms. Five sessions of approximately 2.5 hours over a sequence of 5-6 weeks were provided with
the classroom teachers also in the room, primarily as observers and follow-up/ integration providers.
Logos continued facilitating the programme in one Catholic School in 2017. Their results as well as
feedback from the classroom teachers are included in the analysis and in a separate analysis (Bridgman,
Dyer, O’Hagan & McCarthy, 2017).
Both models appear to have delivered similar results, yet there are features of the Logos delivery to be
noted: they were young - aged 21-30; they presented a variety of cultures within their team that
reflected the cultural mix of the schools; a group of five worked together giving them the capacity to
make dynamic small group work happen with their leadership support, and they had an energetic
approach to their delivery. “We have ‘youth worked’ it up a bit” they told us, as they included more
games and upbeat activities into their facilitation.
Throughout the time that the programme was being delivered in this school we offered supervision to the
teachers and managed at least one joint session between the two teachers and Logos. One teacher
became eager to take over the facilitation of the programme herself (already well trained and
experienced in health education) whereas another teacher had not felt as confident. One of the class
teachers decided to attend a JSU teacher training day so that she could more clearly understand the
thinking and practice behind the class sessions she had observed.
The model of the Logos youth-worker team as facilitators is one that presents a suitable alternative for
teachers initially feeling overwhelmed by the load of ‘must dos’ that they are already responsible for
when the JSU is introduced into their school. It is also a suitable model for any teachers concerned that
the programme will trigger memories of past abuse for them. Beginning teachers could appreciate
observing experienced youth workers facilitating the programme before delivering it themselves.
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However, this model has the disadvantage of side-lining the teachers and not including them in the
deeper trust that comes when adults and children build the opportunities together to explore more
personal issues.
There are other aspects that require further investigation such as when in the school year should the
programme be delivered, and for how long. This is to address the stress experienced by teachers over
the amount of teaching and evaluation tasks they have had to compress into one term, particularly the
first term. Term 1 contains many extras for classes, with school camps, relationship building and settling
in, particularly in intermediate schools, and is the time when students are establishing their sense of self
in a new class or new school. The JSU programme encouraged sharing the vulnerability of students too
early in the school year. Feedback from schools was that a slow introduction of first module, covering
establishing relationships, class agreements and expanding emotional literacy, would be ideally placed in
term 1, followed by the remaining five modules and the deeper discussions in terms 2 and 3.
Looking forward, beyond the intensive research phase, there is a need for teachers to adapt the delivery
of the programme to their schedules and the learning levels of the students. A popular recommendation
from the teachers for a suitable schedule looks something like:
Term 1:
Module one: Feelings and friendship
Terms 2&3:
Modules two to six: Trust, Keeping ourselves safe, Personal safety plan,
Choices to keep myself and others safe, and the final Reflection session.
No matter how engaging and relevant a programme may be, when there are too many obstacles in the
way of teacher and student commitment and enjoyment, it will be of limited impact. A necessary
consideration in ensuring a future successful expansion of the programme will address how these
obstacles are worked around.

6.6 The cost per child of the current delivery of Jade Speaks Up

The costs per child of delivering JSU to the 1300 students over 5-7 weeks in 2017 was $160.48 per child.
This includes the cost of research and the infrastructure to run the pilot. Without the extra costs
associated with evaluation, such as data gathering and analysis, costs of advisory group meetings and
transcription of teacher and management interviews, cost per student reduces to $122.90. When
additional costs related to administration, financial services and an administration assistant relating to
evaluation, are removed the cost reduces to $102.56/pupil. We can compare this to the cost per child of
school education in New Zealand. Private school education costs parents $511.83/week, integrated
school education costs parents $161.77/week, and “free” education state schooling costs parents
$56.75/week, with the government contribution being $141/week (Patricia Duggan, NZ Herald Jan 20,
2017). On an annual basis the cost of state education is over $10,000 per child, with the government
contribution being $7232.
As point of comparison, Rape Prevention Education spent around $133/child in reaching 4682 children
with their two flagship programmes BodySafe and Mates & Dates (Rape Prevention Education, 2017).
BodySafe (Dickinson, Carroll, Kaiwai Gregory, 2011) is delivered by external facilitators in three one-hour
blocks, while Mates & Dates (Duncan and Kingi, 2017) is delivered in five one-hour blocks. While the JSU
programme costs appear within a similar range, they include the training and support of classroom
teachers who are delivering the programme over an extended time-frame to suit their particular class.
Costs will drop as teachers go on to deliver the programme to other classes in future years requiring only
shorter refresher trainings and lessened supervision to ensure fidelity of the programme is maintained. In
other words, JSU appears to be a very inexpensive programme to run.
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6.7 Comparison of the effectiveness of other programmes compared with Jade Speaks Up
6.7.1 Keeping Ourselves Safe
For many schools the New Zealand Police programme, Keeping Ourselves Safe (KOS, 2017), is very
valuable, particularly in dealing with the issue of sexual abuse. The sessions are delivered by teachers,
and may be supported by local police. They have a long and worthy tradition of supporting teachers to
address some of the community issues around violence. KOS is an important tool in relationshipbuilding between the police and students in our schools.
Encouraging feedback from the JSU pilot was that in some schools which completed JSU and then ran
KOS, police facilitators commented that they were impressed with how the children engaged more in
their session. Teachers believed this was a result of having run the JSU programme prior to KOS. In the
area of child wellbeing, where children deserve all the help they can get, programmes such as JSU and
KOS can effectively dovetail.
6.7.2 My Friends Resilience
As noted in chapter 1, the My Friends Resilience (MFR, Barratt, 2012a) youth programme is unlikely to
continue as a MoE supported programme. MFR has some similarity to JSU, apart from being targeted at
secondary school students (although there is also a version for younger children). Like JSU, MFR youth is
compatible with the NZ Health Curriculum, despite being developed and owned by an Australian group.
Teachers were trained to deliver the programme and were supported by Ministry of Education facilitators
to keep it on track. A key issue for the programme was that the programme activities needed
considerable adaptation to meet the needs of New Zealand students, especially for boys. For the success
of early intervention programmes like MFR parent engagement is seen as a desirable and important
factor (Barrett, 2012b), but unfortunately few opportunities emerged for this. MFR with its strong
background in evaluation is the only programme that may have been a credible alternative to JSU. Even
the best of relational programmes does not travel well and can be an awkward guest in other countries.
New Zealand children deserve relational programmes that speak to them in their own voice/s.
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7 Recommendations and Conclusion
7.1 Introduction

There are several areas of recommendations arising from the research of the 2017 pilot and refined
during the project work of 2018.
These are grouped into:
1. Operational recommendations
2. Content of programme
3. Areas to further develop
4. Wider roll-out strategies

7.2 Training and supervisory support for teachers: ensuring that the value of the training and
supervision component of the programme is maintained.

Feedback from and supervisory support for teachers was vital, strengthening the engagement with the
contents of the programme, effectively managing disclosures and improving the well-being of students.
Our recommendations are:
● Ensure that senior management is included in the training, for at least the first half-day. Involving
management added value to the training days, with their comments and participation coming
alongside the teachers, assisting the school in making systemic commitment to the programme as
leadership understands what the programme entails, and models school management
engagement.
● Require that new participating schools prepare for JSU by including Professional Learning
Development (PLD) for all teachers on the school’s procedures for implementing policy and
procedures of responding to disclosures from or about vulnerable students. Local branches of
Oranga Tamariki may play a role in supporting schools with this PLD, also strengthening
relationships between school and support agencies.
● Include into the JSU 2019 teachers’ manual a suitable template of practical procedures for
teachers re disclosures.
● Continue teacher supervision in the form of two Skype supervision sessions for new teams of
teachers and one Skype session for teachers experienced in teaching JSU. When a school is in its
second round of programme roll-out, supervision needs are lessened as there are more
programme-experienced teachers to mentor the newer staff.
● Create a sustainable and robust process to ensure that a wide pool of trained people can support
roll out in regions and expand mentoring for teachers in participating schools.

7.3 Relievers and new staff support

The issue of relievers or new staff members in classes introduced into an ongoing JSU delivery needs
further attention. In one class whose teacher was away for an extended time a significant drop in
enthusiasm occurred since the reliever, while doing a good job, had not been trained in delivery of the
material.
Our recommendations are:
● Include schools’ relieving teachers in PLD about responding to vulnerable children.
● Resource the development of online webinars to increase relievers’ and new staff members‘
confidence and competency in delivering the programme.
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7.4 Evaluation processes beyond the pilot

In 2018 we have streamlined the evaluation process to shorten student surveys. In 2017 teachers named
the positive value of feedback from the CORS results. However, with a greater focus in 2018 on younger
students, more adaptions may be needed to ensure these students and ESOL students can effectively
respond to the evaluations.
Our recommendations are:
● Ensure in any roll-out of JSU, evaluations are accessible to the cultures of each school community.
● Resource the JSU programme to create an online webinar explaining JSU’s research component.
● Explore the use of the CORS and the 4-item CES-DC tests in longitudinal studies currently
undertaken on New Zealand children’s well-being.
● Provide training for teachers to be able to independently use CORS to assist in identifying
vulnerable students.

7.5 Content of the programme
7.5.1 Integrating the programme into the curriculum
In the 2018 manual we have placed more emphasis on the cross-curriculum nature of the programme.
Each module has guides to allow the work to be integrated into curriculum delivery planning.
Our recommendations are:
 Ensure that the specific links and achievement objectives for the Health Curriculum are clearly
identified in the 2019 manual.
 Explore ways in which the manual can increase the possibilities for more extended use of the
programme by providing extensions of essential activities and optional activities that will be
useful:
o in classes which have already done the programme in a previous year
o in deepening new classes’ understanding of and engagement with a module
o in adapting material for students’ differing age/abilities/experiences.
7.5.2 Adapting Jade Speaks Up to align with cultures of the school
We heard teacher comments such as “this programme aligns to my Māori and Pacific values, so I feel at
home with this work”. Informally it was noted that, for Māori and Pacific Island students, having teachers
of the same culture helped, particularly in under resourced social and economic environments where
aspects of the programme promoted a different approach from the students’ family discipline practices.
Our recommendations are:
 Expand the cultural stories to ensure inclusion of more students.
● Adapt the emotional vocabulary exercises to incorporate more cultures and languages.
● Seek collaborators to translate, adapt and implement the JSU programme in a Te Reo Māori
framework for bilingual classes and Kura Kaupapa.
● Make Modules One and Two, with their emphasis on emotional literacy and trust, into a standalone resource for any teacher’s use at the beginning of the school year, possibly helping
teachers of Years 5-8 students.
● Expand exploration of “Breathe, Think and Do” into mindfulness or similar exercises to support
students’ capacity for calming themselves.
● Continue updating suitable current clips from YouTube and other sources to help embed
messages of the programme across the curricula.
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●

Use 2018 and 2019 pilots to further investigate the most appropriate age group and school
context, e.g. rural/urban, primary/intermediate, high/low decile schools, for classroom delivery of
the programme.

7.6 Areas to further develop
7.6.1 Teacher PLD in skills needed to ensure wellbeing of students
Teachers need to develop effective skills in: listening to students; implementing regular check-ups on all
students; discovering basic details of the student’s life (such as friends, family and people they can trust),
and what to do when challenges are disclosed. Training needs to be culturally appropriate, in-depth and
related to educational pedagogies that emphasise the critical value of relationship education. In high
needs communities, we need to recognise the additional burdens that teachers carry and to have more of
a community development approach and stronger connections with Oranga Tamariki and other
community support agencies.
Our recommendations are:
● Include dealing with disclosures, and culturally responsive and effective relational pedagogy, into
basic teacher training and on-going PLD.
● Teachers need support for themselves (not only to enhance student wellbeing) but for coping
with disclosures, supporting themselves etc. This this kind of work cannot happen effectively
without ongoing PLD for teachers.
● Establish external supervision as part of pastoral care of all teachers, particularly for beginning
teachers, new migrant teachers and teachers in high needs communities.
● Incorporate health services, including Social Workers in Schools, nurses and counsellors, into
every school to support teachers in the pastoral care of students.
● Build a much closer relationship between schools and Oranga Tamariki and other community
support agencies.
7.6.2 Parent engagement
Key messages to parents were integrated into take-home resources such as bookmarks and safety plans.
However, more can be done to engage parents in dialogue with the programme.
Our recommendations are:
● Investigate the creation of more effective resources for reaching families/whanau through parent
meetings, insertion of parenting tips/ positive discipline principles into school newsletters.
● Increase visibility of agencies that can support parents, school and community.
● Make resources for families more accessible for the range of cultures and literacy levels – clear,
visually attractive and brief.

7.7 Further roll-out
7.7.1 Engagement with new and repeating schools
In the implementation of JSU, schools need to plan beyond the first year. For example, intermediate
schools may deliver JSU to the whole school every second year. Full primaries may be introducing JSU
every year to their Year 5 classes and want a refresher for Year 7 classes. The follow-up data suggests that
if all classes in the initial cohort complete the programme at the same time, there is a shift in school
culture which helps bring new children on board. Principals and staff will need plenty of time to
consider the introduction of JSU to their schools and their curriculum planning stage is usually done in
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term 3 of the preceding year. This has significant implications for funding, requiring certainty of
resourcing for the following year to be confirmed by June/ July.
Our recommendations are: ● Scheduling any approach to school engagement in JSU at least eight months before the
February/March introduction or renewal of the programme.
● Schools contract to JSU with a plan that ensures a comprehensive coverage of Year 5-8 children,
starting with a whole of cohort coverage and follow-up with delivery of JSU to new children and
refreshers to parts of the cohort.
● Training trainers to conduct teacher training and offer supervision to the teachers is seen as high
importance for wider roll out. Models for creating structure, support and endorsement of these
trainers are to be created to ensure fidelity of delivery and aligned outcomes for the programme.
7.7.2 Building community support around Jade Speaks Up delivery
The issue of enlisting schools’ participation is becoming easier as more material supporting the value of
the programme emerges. JSU is unique in supporting this Year 5-8 group with problems of family harm,
and simultaneously it is also effective in addressing well-being concerns exposed by our research. Some
PB4L personnel and some teachers commented that promoting the programme to schools as a course on
respectful relationships and wellbeing could be more effective than promoting the violence prevention
approach, as this implies that schools who use JSU are only ones where violence is high.
Our recommendations are: ● Building stronger networks with other service providers and programmes - including PB4L School
Wide and the PB4L clip-ons, Health Promoting Schools, the independent programmes (Keeping
Ourselves Safe, Health Promoting Schools, Peace Foundation’s Cool Schools), and the Social
Workers in Schools and the Resource Teachers Learning Behaviour networks. Such connections
will assist cross referrals and can align to working with targeted schools and communities where
family harm issues are identified.
● Exploring engagement with Communities of Learning school clusters to nurture localised future
sustainability.
● Formalising a community development approach involving multiple community agencies to tackle
the major disruptive social concerns affecting school communities. JSU schools made regular
references to increased anxiety among students, associations with gangs and drugs and issues of
poverty. Strengthening links between Health, Social Services and Education is more important
than ever before.
● Opening a discussion with Ministry of Justice around their work with young offenders.
7.7.3 Further investigation and promotion of Jade Speaks Up programme
● Seeking opportunities to share programme findings, as well as publishing them, to promote JSU’s
availability through conferences and seminars.
● Investigating the impact of the programme further in relation to decile level. E.g. the Dunedin
cohort in 2018 comprises all lower decile schools, more Years 5-6, with much more Pākehā
component.
7.7.4 Ensuring best value from all programmes in addressing student wellbeing
While no one programme will be effective for all students in all settings, more ‘joined up’ thinking will be
useful when addressing children’s wellbeing.
Our recommendations are: 112

●
●

Identifying how JSU fits into the latest draft of the New Zealand Health Curriculum. One
approach is for Ministry of Education or other national body to create a directory of suitable
programmes covering the student’s wellbeing journey from school entry to exit.
Becoming a PB4L ‘clip-on’ programme with a funding model similar to Restorative Practice,
including ongoing evaluation and development support to encourage the trialling of New Zealand
designed programmes. Not all international programmes work well in our community.

7.8 Conclusion

When figures indicating the state of student wellbeing in New Zealand show that we have the second
highest percentage of school children who are frequently bullied, double the OECD average, and agestandardised rates of admissions to a mental health service for 10-14-year olds rising 63% between 2010
to 2016, faster than any other age group, we have a problem that requires urgent, immediate resolution.
We cannot look to the future with any confidence of a healthy and generative community if we allow this
state to continue.
The progress made by children in JSU, the only currently available programme for Years 7 and 8 that has
been subject to robust evaluation in this country, demands our attention and our actions. JSU is the only
programme available for these intermediate students that is showing signs of changing the direction of
decline in the mental health of our children.
We believe that Ministry of Education’s PB4L School Wide programme and Health and Physical Education
curriculum provide appropriate and practical frameworks for a roll-out of JSU that would ensure its
relevance and sustainability within the education system. Without such security of being embedded in
school structures and the curriculum, JSU runs the risk that it will flare for a while, then burn out, to be
relegated to the dusty shelves along with all the other programmes that have, in their time, been ‘flavour
of the month’.
Whether the ultimate funding support comes from one ministry or multi-ministries, the programme
needs to be well supported by appropriate professional development learning for teachers, with robust
mental wellbeing back up, and ongoing monitoring and refinement to ensure that the fidelity of the
material, its delivery and its quality of outcomes are maintained.
Our children desperately need such support. Today more than ever. We offer the results of our research
as evidence that the Jade Speaks Up programme provides a suitable and robust curriculum and delivery
to construct the scaffolding for young people to confidently and resiliently face their futures.
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Jade Speaks Up child pre-test
1. What is your name?
2. What school year are you in?
3. How old are you?
4. What classroom are you in?
5. Are you a girl or boy?
6. Which of these groups do you belong to? (You can tick more than one box or write it in below)
7. Match the seven pictures to the emotions they are closest to. Angry, Happy, Disgusted, Surprised,
Frightened, Loving, Sad.

8. Below is a list of the ways you might have felt or acted. Please tick how much you have felt this way
DURING THE PAST WEEK. (Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
a) Was bothered by things that usually don’t bother me
b) I did not feel like eating, I wasn’t very hungry
c) I wasn’t able to feel happy, even when my family or friends tried to help me feel better)
d) I felt like I was just as good as other kids
e) I felt like I couldn’t pay attention to what I was doing
8b. Please tick how much you have felt this way DURING THE PAST WEEK.
(Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
a) I felt down and unhappy
b) I felt like I was too tired to do things
c) I felt like something good was going to happen
d) I felt like things I did before didn’t work out right
e) I felt scared
8c. Please tick how much you have felt this way DURING THE PAST WEEK.
(Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
a) I didn’t sleep as well as I usually sleep
b) I was happy
c) I was more quiet than usual
d) I felt lonely like I didn’t have any friends
e) I felt like kids I know were not friendly or that they didn’t want to be with me
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8d. Please tick how much you have felt this way DURING THE PAST WEEK.
(Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
a) I had a good time
b) I felt like crying
c) I felt sad
d) I felt people didn’t like me
e) It was hard to get started doing things
9. Name up to 4 friends who you could trust to ask for help if you needed it?
10. Name up to 4 family members you could trust to ask for help if you needed it? (Please say they are
your mum, dad, aunt or other relation to you.)
11. Name up to 4 adults (not family members) you could trust to ask for help if you needed it? (Please
say what role they have such as teacher, coach, friend’s parents)
12. Do you know the phone numbers of the friends or adults (not family members) that you can trust if
you need help? None of them/some of them/all of them.
13. Do you know somewhere you can go that is safe? Where is this?
14. What things are true about your best friend/s?
(Mark: mostly not true, not sure/don’t know, mostly true)
a) They are reliable and consistent
b) They are popular with others
c) They care how you feel
d) They are good listeners
e) They can’t keep a secret
f) They look attractive
g) They get help for you if you are scared
h) They say something truthful about you that might be a bit uncomfortable to hear
i) They don’t do what they say they would
15. What things are true about people you can really trust?
(Mark: mostly not true, not sure/don’t know, mostly true)
a) They look attractive
b) They say something truthful about you that might be a bit uncomfortable to hear
c) They are good listeners
d) They enjoy your jokes
e) They don’t do what they say they would
f) They are reliable and consistent
g) They are popular with others
h) They care how you feel
i) They get help for you if you are scared
j) They can’t keep a secret
16. How can you tell if someone is angry?
17. How can you tell if someone is sad?
18. How can you tell if someone is frightened?
19. How can you tell if someone is happy?

121

20. Match the five pictures to the stories they are closest to:

a) They have just had some good news
b) Something really sad has happened
c) They are annoyed and fed up
d) They want to upset or bully you
e) They have done something stupid
21. What are some ways that you can help yourself feel OK, when you’re feeling down or scared?
(Mark: yes/no)
a) Talk to someone you trust
b) Stop and breathe slowly
c) Get ‘out of it’ on drugs or alcohol
d) Play a game on your phone/computer
e) Pick a fight or start an argument with someone
f) Say kind things to yourself
22. What are some of the things ‘I have a right to be safe’ could mean for you?
(Mark: yes/no/don’t know)
a) Its not OK to bully or threaten others
b) No-one should ever make me feel scared
c) All kids should be safe all the time and never do anything risky
d) All children should be taught self-defence
e) People should look after me when I am scared
f) I need to be the best at everything
23. Rate how you think people would feel if these things happened to them.
(not upset/could be upset/upset/very upset/extremely upset)
a) Being teased for how you look
b) Being put down or shamed
c) Being beaten in a game or competition
d) Someone being unkind to you
e) Being threatened with text messages
f) Having a spiteful joke made about them
g) Someone making you cry
h) Being left out of games or activities
i) Being criticised for what you do
j) Being punched for what you do
k) Having mean lies told about you
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24. How are you doing? How are things going in your life. Please click on one of the circles to let us
know. The closer the smiley face, the better things are. The closer the frowny face, things are not so
good.
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Jade Speaks Up child post-test JSU
1. What is your name?
2. What school year are you in?
3. How old are you?
4. What classroom are you in?
5. Are you a girl or boy?
6. Which of these groups do you belong to? (You can tick more than one box or write it in below)
7. Match the seven pictures to the emotions they are closest to. Angry, Happy, Disgusted, Surprised,
Frightened, Loving, Sad.

8a. Below is a list of the ways you might have felt or acted. Please tick how much you have felt this way
DURING THE PAST WEEK. (Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
a) Was bothered by things that usually don’t bother me
b) I did not feel like eating, I wasn’t very hungry
c) I wasn’t able to feel happy, even when my family or friends tried to help me feel better)
d) I felt like I was just as good as other kids
e) I felt like I couldn’t pay attention to what I was doing
8b. Please tick how much you have felt this way DURING THE PAST WEEK.
(Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
a) I felt down and unhappy
b) I felt like I was too tired to do things
c) I felt like something good was going to happen
d) I felt like things I did before didn’t work out right
e) I felt scared
8c. Please tick how much you have felt this way DURING THE PAST WEEK.
(Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
a) I didn’t sleep as well as I usually sleep
b) I was happy
c) I was more quiet than usual
d) I felt lonely like I didn’t have any friends
e) I felt like kids I know were not friendly or that they didn’t want to be with me
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8d. Please tick how much you have felt this way DURING THE PAST WEEK.
(Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
a) I had a good time
b) I felt like crying
c) I felt sad
d) I felt people didn’t like me
e) It was hard to get started doing things
9. Name up to 4 friends who you could trust to ask for help if you needed it?
10. Name up to 4 family members you could trust to ask for help if you needed it? (Please say they are
your mum, dad, aunt or other relation to you.)
11. Name up to 4 adults (not family members) you could trust to ask for help if you needed it? (Please
say what role they have such as teacher, coach, friend’s parents)
12. Do you know the phone numbers of the friends or adults (not family members) that you can trust if
you need help? None of them/some of them/all of them.
13. Do you know somewhere you can go that is safe? Where is this?
14. What things are true about your best friend/s?
(Mark: mostly not true, not sure/don’t know, mostly true)
a) They are reliable and consistent
b) They are popular with others
c) They care how you feel
d) They are good listeners
e) They can’t keep a secret
f) They look attractive
g) They get help for you if you are scared
h) They say something truthful about you that might be a bit uncomfortable to hear
i) They don’t do what they say they would
15. What things are true about people you can really trust?
(Mark: mostly not true, not sure/don’t know, mostly true)
a) They look attractive
b) They say something truthful about you that might be a bit uncomfortable to hear
c) They are good listeners
d) They enjoy your jokes
e) They don’t do what they say they would
f) They are reliable and consistent
g) They are popular with others
h) They care how you feel
i) They get help for you if you are scared
j) They can’t keep a secret
16. How can you tell if someone is angry?
17. How can you tell if someone is sad?
18. How can you tell if someone is frightened?
19. How can you tell if someone is happy?
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20. Match the five pictures to the stories they are closest to:

a) They have just had some good news
b) Something really sad has happened
c) They are annoyed and fed up
d) They want to upset or bully you
e) They have done something stupid
21. What are some ways that you can help yourself feel OK, when you’re feeling down or scared?
(Mark: yes/no)
a) Talk to someone you trust
b) Stop and breathe slowly
c) Get ‘out of it’ on drugs or alcohol
d) Play a game on your phone/computer
e) Pick a fight or start an argument with someone
f) Say kind things to yourself
22. What are some of the things ‘I have a right to be safe’ could mean for you?
(Mark: yes/no/don’t know)
a) Its not OK to bully or threaten others
b) No-one should ever make me feel scared
c) All kids should be safe all the time and never do anything risky
d) All children should be taught self-defence
e) People should look after me when I am scared
f) I need to be the best at everything
23. Rate how you think people would feel if these things happened to them.
(not upset/could be upset/upset/very upset/extremely upset)
a) Being teased for how you look
b) Being put down or shamed
c) Being beaten in a game or competition
d) Someone being unkind to you
e) Being threatened with text messages
f) Having a spiteful joke made about them
g) Someone making you cry
h) Being left out of games or activities
i) Being criticised for what you do
j) Being punched for what you do
k) Having mean lies told about you
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24. How are you doing? How are things going in your life. Please click on one of the circles to let us
know. The closer the smiley face, the better things are. The closer the frowny face, things are not so
good.

25. Since doing the Jade Speaks Up programme how often have you used any of these actions?
(not at all/not sure/a little bit/some/a lot)
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)

Made good choices about who your friends are
Asked for help from a friend
Asked for help from an adult you trust
Told someone about your feelings using ‘I feel’
Talked with a friend about your worries
Supported a friend who has a problem
Kept calm in a time when you could have been angry
Made a safety plan and remembered the messages
Kept yourself safe in a frightening situation
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26. If you were scared of someone what would you do?
(Mark: not at all/not sure/a little bit/some/a lot)
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)

Walk away when they were there
Ask for a friend to help sort things out
Go to a safe place
Call for help
Talk to an adult about what happened when you could
Just breathe and keep calm
Talk to the person you are scared of

27. What do you think would happen next?
28. While you have been doing the Jade Speaks Up programme.
(Mark: not at all/not sure/a little bit/some/a lot)
a) How interesting was it?
b) How much fun was it?
c) How helpful was it?
29. Tell us what was not so good about Jade Speaks Up
30. Tell us what was helpful, interesting or fun about Jade Speaks Up
31. Would you recommend this course to a friend? (yes/maybe/no)

128

Jade Speaks Up child follow-up test
1. What is your name?
2. What school year are you in?
3. How old are you?
4. What classroom are you in?
5. Are you a girl or boy?
6. Which of these groups do you belong to? (You can tick more than one box or write it in below)
7a. Below is a list of the ways you might have felt or acted. Please tick how much you have felt this way
DURING THE PAST WEEK. (Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
a) Was bothered by things that usually don’t bother me
b) I did not feel like eating, I wasn’t very hungry
c) I wasn’t able to feel happy, even when my family or friends tried to help me feel better)
d) I felt like I was just as good as other kids
e) I felt like I couldn’t pay attention to what I was doing
7b. Please tick how much you have felt this way DURING THE PAST WEEK.
(Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
f) I felt down and unhappy
g) I felt like I was too tired to do things
h) I felt like something good was going to happen
i) I felt like things I did before didn’t work out right
j) I felt scared
7c. Please tick how much you have felt this way DURING THE PAST WEEK.
(Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
f) I didn’t sleep as well as I usually sleep
g) I was happy
h) I was more quiet than usual
i) I felt lonely like I didn’t have any friends
j) I felt like kids I know were not friendly or that they didn’t want to be with me
7d. Please tick how much you have felt this way DURING THE PAST WEEK.
(Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
f) I had a good time
g) I felt like crying
h) I felt sad
i) I felt people didn’t like me
j) It was hard to get started doing things
8. Name up to 4 friends who you could trust to ask for help if you needed it?
9.Name up to 4 family members you could trust to ask for help if you needed it? (Please say they are
your mum, dad, aunt or other relation to you.)
10. Name up to 4 adults (not family members) you could trust to ask for help if you needed it? (Please
say what role they have such as teacher, coach, friend’s parents)
11. Do you know the phone numbers of the friends or adults (not family members) that you can trust if
you need help? None of them/some of them/all of them.
12. Do you know somewhere you can go that is safe? Where is this?
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13. How are you doing? How are things going in your life. Please click on one of the circles to let us
know. The closer the smiley face, the better things are. The closer the frowny face, things are not so
good.

14. If you were scared of someone what would you do?
(Mark: not at all/not sure/a little bit/some/a lot)
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)

Walk away when they were there
Ask for a friend to help sort things out
Go to a safe place
Call for help
Talk to an adult about what happened when you could
Just breathe and keep calm
Talk to the person you are scared of

15. What do you think would happen next?
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Jade Speaks Up child post-test class as usual
1. What is your name?
2. What school year are you in?
3. How old are you?
4. What classroom are you in?
5. Are you a girl or boy?
6. Which of these groups do you belong to? (You can tick more than one box or write it in below)
7. Match the seven pictures to the emotions they are closest to. Angry, Happy, Disgusted, Surprised,
Frightened, Loving, Sad.

8a. Below is a list of the ways you might have felt or acted. Please tick how much you have felt this way
DURING THE PAST WEEK. (Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
a) Was bothered by things that usually don’t bother me
b) I did not feel like eating, I wasn’t very hungry
c) I wasn’t able to feel happy, even when my family or friends tried to help me feel better)
d) I felt like I was just as good as other kids
e) I felt like I couldn’t pay attention to what I was doing
8b. Please tick how much you have felt this way DURING THE PAST WEEK.
(Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
a) I felt down and unhappy
b) I felt like I was too tired to do things
c) I felt like something good was going to happen
d) I felt like things I did before didn’t work out right
e) I felt scared
8c. Please tick how much you have felt this way DURING THE PAST WEEK.
(Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
a) I didn’t sleep as well as I usually sleep
b) I was happy
c) I was more quiet than usual
d) I felt lonely like I didn’t have any friends
e) I felt like kids I know were not friendly or that they didn’t want to be with me
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8d. Please tick how much you have felt this way DURING THE PAST WEEK.
(Mark: not at all, a little bit, some, a lot)
a) I had a good time
b) I felt like crying
c) I felt sad
d) I felt people didn’t like me
e) It was hard to get started doing things
9. Name up to 4 friends who you could trust to ask for help if you needed it?
10. Name up to 4 family members you could trust to ask for help if you needed it? (Please say they are
your mum, dad, aunt or other relation to you.)
11. Name up to 4 adults (not family members) you could trust to ask for help if you needed it? (Please
say what role they have such as teacher, coach, friend’s parents)
12. Do you know the phone numbers of the friends or adults (not family members) that you can trust if
you need help? None of them/some of them/all of them.
13. Do you know somewhere you can go that is safe? Where is this?
14. What things are true about your best friend/s?
(Mark: mostly not true, not sure/don’t know, mostly true)
j) They are reliable and consistent
k) They are popular with others
l) They care how you feel
m) They are good listeners
n) They can’t keep a secret
o) They look attractive
p) They get help for you if you are scared
q) They say something truthful about you that might be a bit uncomfortable to hear
r) They don’t do what they say they would
15. What things are true about people you can really trust?
(Mark: mostly not true, not sure/don’t know, mostly true)
a) They look attractive
b) They say something truthful about you that might be a bit uncomfortable to hear
c) They are good listeners
d) They enjoy your jokes
e) They don’t do what they say they would
f) They are reliable and consistent
g) They are popular with others
h) They care how you feel
i) They get help for you if you are scared
j) They can’t keep a secret
16. How can you tell if someone is angry?
17. How can you tell if someone is sad?
18. How can you tell if someone is frightened?
19. How can you tell if someone is happy?
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20. Match the five pictures to the stories they are closest to:

a) They have just had some good news
b) Something really sad has happened
c) They are annoyed and fed up
d) They want to upset or bully you
e) They have done something stupid
21. What are some ways that you can help yourself feel OK, when you’re feeling down or scared?
(Mark: yes/no)
a) Talk to someone you trust
b) Stop and breathe slowly
c) Get ‘out of it’ on drugs or alcohol
d) Play a game on your phone/computer
e) Pick a fight or start an argument with someone
f) Say kind things to yourself
22. What are some of the things ‘I have a right to be safe’ could mean for you?
(Mark: yes/no/don’t know)
a) Its not OK to bully or threaten others
b) No-one should ever make me feel scared
c) All kids should be safe all the time and never do anything risky
d) All children should be taught self-defence
e) People should look after me when I am scared
f) I need to be the best at everything
23. Rate how you think people would feel if these things happened to them.
(not upset/could be upset/upset/very upset/extremely upset)
a) Being teased for how you look
b) Being put down or shamed
c) Being beaten in a game or competition
d) Someone being unkind to you
e) Being threatened with text messages
f) Having a spiteful joke made about them
g) Someone making you cry
h) Being left out of games or activities
i) Being criticised for what you do
j) Being punched for what you do
k) Having mean lies told about you

133

24. How are you doing? How are things going in your life. Please click on one of the circles to let us
know. The closer the smiley face, the better things are. The closer the frowny face, things are not so
good.

25. Over the past two months how often have you used any of these actions?
(not at all/not sure/a little bit/some/a lot)
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)

Made good choices about who your friends are
Asked for help from a friend
Asked for help from an adult you trust
Told someone about your feelings using ‘I feel’
Talked with a friend about your worries
Supported a friend who has a problem
Kept calm in a time when you could have been angry
Made a safety plan and remembered the messages
Kept yourself safe in a frightening situation
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26. If you were scared of someone what would you do?
(Mark: not at all/not sure/a little bit/some/a lot)
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)

Walk away when they were there
Ask for a friend to help sort things out
Go to a safe place
Call for help
Talk to an adult about what happened when you could
Just breathe and keep calm
Talk to the person you are scared of

27. What do you think would happen next?
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Jade Speaks Up teacher pre-programme response form
1. Name
2. School and Classroom
3. What programmes this year and last year have students in your class used or attended that build
student confidence around keeping safe?
Keeping ourselves safe
Cool schools
DARE/Life education
Other (please name)
4. Tell us about your class. How many children
[minimal (0-5%)/some (6-25%)/around half (26-75%)/many-most (76-95%)/nearly all-all (96-100%)]
a) Have frequent anger issues?
b) Are supportive of children who are struggling to keep up?
c) Have indicated non-school issues of concern?
d) Know how to keep themselves safe?
e) Are regularly disruptive in class?
f) Are often bullied?
g) Are often sick?
h) Have supportive parents/caregivers?
i) Able to ask for help have a low level of literacy for their age?
k) Are able to talk about their feelings?
5. What other things apart from the above are special features of your class?
6. How helpful were the following features of the Jade Speaks Up training session?
(not at all/not sure/slightly helpful/helpful/very helpful)
a) How to respond to disclosures of abuse/issues
b) Understanding of family violence
c) Clarity about how the JSU programme is delivered
d) Clarity about involvement with evaluation
e) The training session overall
7. Please comment on the things you found helpful/not helpful about the training session.
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8. You have been assigned two students (student 1 and student 2) to monitor closely. Looking back over
the last week, including today, please give your observation of how these two students have been by
rating how well they have been doing in the following areas of life, where marks to the left represent low
levels and marks to the right indicate high level.

8e. Does student 1 have:
(no/not sure/one person/two people/more than two people)
a) Family members who they can trust to ask for help if needed it? (e.g. dad, aunt or other
relations)
b) Friends who they can trust to ask for help if needed it?
c) Adults (not family members) they can trust to ask for help if you needed it? (e.g. teacher,
coach, friend’s parents?)
8f. Does student 1 know somewhere they can go that is safe? Where is this?
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9. Student 2

9e. Does student 2 have:
(no/not sure/one person/two people/more than two people)
a) Family members who they can trust to ask for help if needed it? (e.g. dad, aunt or other
relations)
b) Friends who they can trust to ask for help if needed it?
c) Adults (not family members) they can trust to ask for help if you needed it? (e.g. teacher,
coach, friend’s parents?)
9f. Does student 2 know somewhere they can go that is safe? Where is this?
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Jade Speaks Up teacher post-programme response form
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.

7.
8.

Name
School and Classroom
What things are special features of your class?
How helpful were the following features of the Jade Speaks Up programme?
(not at all/not sure/slightly helpful/helpful/very helpful)
a) The training sessions
b) The weekly classroom teaching session
c) The feedback form the CORS assessment
d) The Jade Speaks Up video
e) The module on keeping myself safe
f) The module on safely planning for home and school
g) The module on choices to keep myself and others safe
h) The session on review and evaluation
i) External support person researcher/trainer support
j) Student journals
k) Extension activities
l) Hand out materials e.g. bookmark, safety plan, stickers
Please comment on the things that you found helpful/not helpful (in above question) about the Jade
Speaks Up programme.
What things have changed over the period of the Jade Speaks Up programme. What change overall
has there been with regard to children.
(much worse/a bit worse/about the same/a bit better/much better)
a) Having frequent anger issues?
b) Being often sick?
c) Being often bullied?
d) Having supportive parents/caregivers?
e) Being supportive of children who are struggling to keep up?
f) Being able to talk about their feelings?
g) Being able to ask for help?
h) Having a low level of literacy for their age?
i) Knowing how to keep themselves safe?
j) Being regularly disruptive in class?
k) Having indicated non-school issues of concern?
What changes have you noticed in your class as a whole over the period of Jade Speaks Up
programme, that might be due to the programme?
You have been assigned two students (student 1 and student 2) to monitor closely. Looking back over
the last week, including today, please give your observation of how these two students have been by
rating how well they have been doing in the following areas of life, where marks to the left represent
low levels and marks to the right indicate high level.
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8e. Does student 1 have:
(no/not sure/one person/two people/more than two people)
a) Family members who they can trust to ask for help if needed it? (e.g. dad, aunt or other
relations)
b) Friends who they can trust to ask for help if needed it?
c) Adults (not family members) they can trust to ask for help if you needed it? (e.g. teacher,
coach, friend’s parents?)
8f. Does student 1 know somewhere they can go that is safe? Where is this?
8g. What is your impression of the change (if any) in student 1’s ability to keep themselves safe?
8h. Any other comment or observation about change that has occurred for student 1.
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9. Student 2

9e. Does student 2 have:
(no/not sure/one person/two people/more than two people)
a) Family members who they can trust to ask for help if needed it? (e.g. dad, aunt or other
relations)
b) Friends who they can trust to ask for help if needed it?
c) Adults (not family members) they can trust to ask for help if you needed it? (e.g. teacher,
coach, friend’s parents?)
9f. Does student 2 know somewhere they can go that is safe? Where is this?
9g. What is your impression of the change (if any) in student 2’s ability to keep themselves safe?
9h. Any other comment or observation about change that has occurred for student 2?
10. Overall, how practical was the programme to implement?
(not practical/quite difficult/practical with extra resources/practical with existing resources/no
problem)
11. Overall, what is your view of the value of Jade Speaks Up Programme?
(no value, some/ value for a small number of children/some value for a minority of
children/considerable value for a minority of children/some value for a majority of
children/considerable value for a majority of children)
12. Please comment on your reasons for your ratings in the last two questions and suggestion for
changes to improve the delivery of the programme.
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Jade Speaks Up teacher follow-up programme response
form
1. Name
2. School and Classroom
3. Tell us about your class. Over the last month how many children:
[minimal (0-5%)/some (6-25%)/around half (26-75%)/many-most (76-95%)/nearly all-all (96-100%)]
a) Able to ask for help?
b) Have a low level of literacy?
c) Are able to talk about their feelings?
d) Are supportive of children who are struggling to keep up?
e) Are often sick?
f) Are often bullied?
g) Are regularly disruptive in class?
h) Know how to keep themselves safe?
i) Have frequent anger issues?
j) Have indicated non-school issues of concern?
k) Have supportive parents/caregivers?
5. What things have changed over the last six months? What change overall
has there been with regard to children.
(much worse/a bit worse/about the same/a bit better/much better)
a) Having frequent anger issues?
b) Being often sick?
c) Being often bullied?
d) Having supportive parents/caregivers?
e) Being supportive of children who are struggling to keep up?
f) Being able to talk about their feelings?
g) Being able to ask for help?
h) Having a low level of literacy for their age?
i) Knowing how to keep themselves safe?
j) Being regularly disruptive in class?
k) Having indicated non-school issues of concern?
6. What changes have you noticed in your class as a whole over the last six months that might be due to
the Jade Speaks Up programme?
7. Overall, what is your view of the value of Jade Speaks Up Programme?
(no value, some/ value for a small number of children/some value for a minority of
children/considerable value for a minority of children/some value for a majority of
children/considerable value for a majority of children)
8. Please comment on your reasons for your ratings in the last two questions and suggestion for changes
to improve the delivery of the programme.
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Jade Speaks Up Interview Questions
First supervision outline:
●
●
●
●
●

Narrative and what’s working well
Challenges
Solutions
Looking forward
Research discussion

Second supervision outline:
●
●
●
●
●

Where are you and your students now?
Popular parts of programme
Observation Students
Overall teachers comment
Modifications

Outline of questions for teachers post programme interviews May 2017

1. What was like running the JSU programme?
(prompts: the training, setting it up, first day, doing the CORS assessment, feedback from
the CORS, supervision sessions, the two children selected for close attention, the last
session, connection with children in your class)
● Did the JSU training and supervision help you in your delivery of the
programme? How? Eg debriefing with other teachers?
● Were there any skills or tools that you have picked up through JSU that you
have found useful in engaging your students?
● How helpful was it for you to see the CORS data on your students?
● In what ways were you able to use this information? What were your beliefs
about the wellbeing of the students in your class prior to doing the JSU
programme? What are your beliefs about the wellbeing of the students as a
result of seeing the CORS data?
● Has your participation in JSU contributed to the way you are relating with the
children in your classroom since? If yes, how?
● Has your participation in JSU contributed to the ways you relate to other
students in the school now?

2. How did the children in your class respond to JSU programme?
(Prompts: doing the questionnaires at beginning and the end, doing the CORS assessments,
doing the JSU activities, using the JSU skills outside the JSU sessions or outside the classroom,
disclosures around unsafe situations, specific instances of change connected to the
programme, general well-being of the class)
● Overall how would you rate the student’s engagement with the programme
out of 10. Tell us more… what did you see or hear that demonstrated their
engagement
● What did you see or hear that demonstrated lack of engagement?
● Has your participation in JSU contributed to the ways the students are
relating to you? Each other? If yes, how?
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3. What were the major challenges in implementing the JSU programme?
(Prompts: training, uncooperative children, communication issues, timing, timetables and
having to make modifications (which were?), sickness/relievers, coping with disclosures)?
● What can you remember from your initial teacher training or any PLD since that
prepared you to deal with FV, disclosures, vulnerable children
● What changes if any did you make to the programme as you taught it?
● How many and of what type of disclosures and what happened as a result. Has
the level of disclosures changed as a result of JSU?
4. What, if anything, would help the programme run better?
prompts: training around FV and vulnerable children,
● timing, synchrony with other part of the curriculum,
● wider recognition of the importance of contribution of JSU content to children’s
learning in general, more resources (which are?)
● Was anything not helpful about the JSU training and supervision? Was there anything
else that would have been helpful for you to know?
● Has your participation in the JSU programme contributed to ways you teach other
parts of the school curriculum? If yes, how?
What changes would you suggest to the programme or its training for future roll-out?

6 Month Follow up teacher interview questionnaire
Impacts on class culture in the last 6 months: E.g. Student empathy, problem solving, resiliency, use of emotional vocabulary, willingness to talk about
personal issues with an adult
● Do they think that the older children are more vulnerable, and if so why?
● What is the impact of the JSU animation and the video stories on the children?
● What stories resonated and what ones didn’t?
Impact on teaching pedagogy in the last 6 months - changes to your teaching style and relationship relating with students - as individuals? As a class? Interacting with other students from other classes?
Evidence of student application of strategies
Disclosures since the end of the programme:
● How many and of what type?
● Has the level of disclosures changed as a result of JSU.
● What feedback from Management/ outside agencies did you receive since the disclosure?
● To what extent did the CORS feedback, prompt a discussion with a child, did the child recognise
the connection between doing CORS and the conversation?

In retrospect are there any changes you would make to JSU programme
○ Training day - was one day enough? Would a second day half way through be possible
and valuable?
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○
○

○
○

Manual content - 5 modules, relevance to your students. Missing topics?
Extension activities - which of these were significant and led to deeper conversations or
higher order thinking? Can you give examples of the conversations or comments/ further
questions the students came up with?
Curriculum alignment or links made to other curricula threads where could /would you
take the students in their learning after completing JSU?
Classroom facilitation- comment on opportunities for working in small groups vs full class.
Team teaching. Fitting with school timetables. Relievers/teacher aides.

Supervision sessions and collegial support:
● How could the Supervision Sessions (Skype) be made most relevant and useful for you as
teachers?
● What other support was offered to you within your school eg staff meetings specifically around at
risk children, peer support/ suggestions on programme
Impact of JSU on you personally both positive and negative?
● Feelings of overwhelm, sleeplessness, feeling a need for more support, or knowing this has made
a change to your relationship with students - how?
● Seeing or hearing a change in collegial support or conversations?
● Increased trust environment in classroom?
●

Any changes you would make in respect to the research?
parental consent/ opt out
Informing teachers initially
Gaining Student consent
Frequency and length of questionnaires
Use of CORS

Schools interest in 2018 roll out
Other schools you are aware of who might be interested in JSU
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Appendix 2: Consent forms
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Consent Form - Children
How effective is the Jade Speaks Up school’s programme in helping keep children safe?
I have had the research project explained to me and I have read and understand the information sheet
that has been given to me.
I understand that I don’t have to be part of this research if I don't want to.
I understand that if I give consent I can withdraw from the research at any time and that I do not need to
give a reason for my decision. I understand that any data collected before consent is withdrawn may be
used in the study.
I understand that everything I say is confidential to the researchers and that nothing in the reports will
identify me or my family. A final report will be written, which will totally protect my anonymity and that
of my parents
I understand that I can will be able to access summary or the full report through the Violence Free
Communities Jade Speaks Up website.
I am aware that I may contact the Research Leader, Dr Geoff Bridgman, at Unitec, (09) 815-4321 ext 5071
if I have any queries about the project or send an email to jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org
I have had time to consider everything and I give my consent to be a part of this.
Participant’s Name……………………………………………………………………….
Signature: ………………………….………………….

Date: ……………………………

Project Researcher: ……………………………. Date: ……………………………
This study has been approved by the Accident Compensation Corporation Ethics Committee from
10/10/2016 to 31/12/2017. If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this
research, you may contact the Committee through the ACC Ethics Committee Secretary Dr Neonila Panko
(Tel (04) 816 6743). Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated fully, and you will
be informed of the outcome.
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Consent Form – Teachers
How effective is the Jade Speaks Up school’s programme in helping keep children safe?
I have had the research project explained to me and I have read and understand the information sheet
that has been given to me.
I understand that I don’t have to be part of this research if I don't want to.
I understand that if I give consent I can withdraw from the research at any time and that I do not need to
give a reason for my decision. I understand that any data collected before consent is withdrawn may be
used in the study.
I understand that everything I say or write is confidential to the researchers and that nothing in the
reports will identify me or people connected to me. A final report will be written, which will totally
protect my anonymity and that of students and their parents or guardians.
I understand that only reason for breaking confidentiality is under the Vulnerable Children’s Act (2014)
where the researchers have to release information to school authorities because a significant act of
violence or potential violence has been reported to them. I understand that none of the questions in the
research ask children to report on this, so it is very unlikely that that the Vulnerable Children’s Act will be
invoked.
I understand that I can will be able to access summary or the full report through the Violence Free
Communities Jade Speaks Up website.
I am aware that I may contact the Research Leader, Dr Geoff Bridgman, at Unitec, (09) 815-4321 ext 5071
if I have any queries about the project or send an email to jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org
I have had time to consider everything and I give my consent to be a part of this.
Teacher’s Name……………………………………………………………………….
School………………………………………… class…………………………..
Teacher’s Signature: …………………………..

Date: ……………………………

Project Researcher: ……………………………. Date: ……………………………
This study has been approved by the Accident Compensation Corporation Ethics Committee from
10/10/2016 to 31/12/2017. If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this
research, you may contact the Committee through the ACC Ethics Committee Secretary Dr Neonila Panko
(Tel (04) 816 6743). Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated fully, and you will
be informed of the outcome.
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Memorandum of Understanding Schools Agreement

PO Box 21920
Henderson
Waitakere 0650
Ph 8374849
www.violencefreecommunities.org
Letter of agreement between and Violence Free Communities regarding the introduction and evaluation
of “Jade Speaks Up”.
1) “Jade Speaks Up” Schools Programme
Background:
“Jade Speaks Up (JSU) is a 5 week programme designed for students in Years 7-8 to teach transferable
pro-social skills and attitudes to young people about responding to the violence and potential violence in
their worlds.
With support from ACC, the JSU programme is in its pilot stage and subsequent to the results of the
evaluations, is anticipated to be rolled out nationally in 2018.
Project Outline
Aims. The aim of the project is to evaluate change in emotional literacy, safety skills, global distress and
access to protection resources resulting from the introduction of the JSU programme
Methods and Design:
Participants: For the full project we aim recruit 1066 10-12-year-old children attending years 6-8 classes
in New Zealand schools (40 classrooms and teachers). These children will be drawn from at least four
schools in the Northern half of the North Island including at least one rural/small town school. Ideally only
schools already engaged with the Ministry of Education’s Positive Behaviour for Learning (PB4L) will be
approached. School selection will also be determined (using 2015 Education Counts data), where there
are options, by the degree to which the sample matches the demographic of New Zealand 10-12 year
olds in age, gender and culture.
Participants will be divided in each school into two equal class groups, one class as usual (the control
group) and one receiving the JSU programme (the experimental group). Selection of who would be in
each group would be the responsibility of the school. We expect an attrition rate of 25%, between
selection and post-test leaving some 400 children in both groups. If the JSU programme group is
successful at post-test, the programme would then be offered to the control group (class as usual)
participants.
Method. The full project uses pre- and post- programme and follow-up (6-months later) student and
teacher questionnaires and qualitative data drawn from training and support conversations with
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teachers. The questionnaires (tick box and open-ended questions) are designed to assess the change in
students exposed to the Jade Speaks Up programme.
The student questionnaires (pre-, post- and follow-up) will be conducted as an online questionnaire, and
have the components shown in table 1.
TABLE 1: Questionnaire components

JSU programme

Demographic questions: school, decile, class, age, gender,
culture.
Emotional literacy questions: two picture based and a four
short answer questions.
Protection resources: five short answer questions.
Safety skills questions: five tick box questions
Measures of global distress: the 20-item Center for
Epidemiologic Studies’ Depression Scale for Children (CES-DC;
Weissman, Orvaschel, & Padian, 1980) and the Child Outcomes
Rating Scale (Duncan, Sparks et al, 2006).
Outcome scenario
Rating and comment questions on the overall value of JSU

pretest

posttest

followup

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓
✓
✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓
✓

✓

✓
✓

Class as usual
pretest

posttest

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓
✓

✓
✓

✓

Teacher questionnaires. Only the 20 JSU programme teachers (possibly augmented by support staff programme facilitators) will be part of the research. On the basis of the pre-test 40 JSU programme
children will be randomly chosen (2 children per class) for closer attention from the teacher. We seek,
through a questionnaire, a teacher’s view of the progress these two children have made. The preprogramme teacher questionnaire assesses the following using a mix of tick box and comment questions:
● Pre-existing conditions that might affect the value and uptake of the programme such as previous
keeping ourselves safe programmes and the atmosphere of the class.
● Perceived value of the training
● Knowledge of protective resources and teacher CORS wellbeing assessment for two selected
students.
The post-programme teacher questionnaire assesses the following using a mix of tick box and comment
questions:
● Perceived value of the training and implementation of the programme
● Knowledge of protective resources and teacher CORS wellbeing assessment for two selected students
- repeat of pre-test, plus descriptions of change that may have occurred.
The follow-up questionnaire to teachers will be a reduced form of the post-test covering
● Classroom conditions (repeat of the pre-test) that may have changed as a function of Jade Speaks Up
● Global assessment of programme effectiveness.
In addition, the researchers will have conversations with teachers and programme facilitators (email,
skype, face-to-face) at the training, two and four weeks into the programme and at the end of the
programme. These conversations are aimed at answering the “how’s it going” question, as well as
identifying any issues of concern for children. However, this contact won’t be structured as narrative
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interviews as the aim is to give advice and support as well as answering the above question. The
development of an online webinar process to allow several teachers and programme facilitators who
are participating in the programme to share notes and review progress is part of our planning.
This project outline and the Information sheet for Teachers, Programme Facilitators and School
Administrators (attached), provide the background information necessary for this agreement.
2) Time-line
● All teachers involved with the first run through of the pilot (Not the Class as Usual group) and
relevant support staff (eg Guidance, health, SENCOs, SWiS and Deans) will participate in a one-day
PLD orientation to the programme to be held in Term One, 2017. This is being held with participating
schools on both 21st or 23rd February in Henderson, 9:30-4:00.
● … classes will commence JSU from Week 6, Term One, 2017 and conduct the programme with their
students over the following five weeks.
● The school agrees to supporting all participating students and teachers to complete the evaluation
processes identified in the project outline above and the time-line detailed in Process of engagement
with schools re JSU Pilot.
● ………classes in Year ……..(approximately ……students) will be involved in the overall Jade Speaks Up
Programme. ………composite classes (approximately …… students) will be involved in working through
the programme in Term One, with a similar control group (Class as Usual) for first iteration. The
second iteration will commence at the beginning of Term Two in 2017.
● The training team will meet either in person or via skype with the participating teachers and
programme facilitators two times during the programme roll out for supervision and debriefing as per
the information sheet for teachers, programme facilitators and school administrators.
● For key dates and times for the programme roll out refer to separate page Process of engagement
with schools re JSU Pilot.
● The same sequence of PLD and conducting the programme over 5 weeks will be repeated for the
Class as Usual group at either the beginning of term 2 (May).
3) Publication
In consultation with ………………………, Violence Free Communities retains the right to the use and
publication data generated by this research.
4. Costs:
Are covered for this iteration by Violence Free Communities’ contract with ACC. If additional sessions are
required with parents or staff, which are outside the ACC contract, a fee will be negotiated with the
school. VFC will contribute $100 release costs for each teacher involved in the PLD course.
5. Tasks :
Teachers, programme facilitators and school administrators:
These are set out above and in the Information sheet for Teachers, Programme Facilitators and School
Administrators At the beginning of Term One 2017 an information letter will be sent home to the parents
of children who will be partaking in JSU. This will include:
● Information about JSU (this must include the parents / guardian information sheets provided by the
project).
●
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A parent consent/opt out form for their child to be involved in the evaluation research. Both these above
will also be promoted through school’s social media channels with opportunities for parents to opt out
on-line or by telephone
If requested, an additional session led by Violence Free Communities on “Meet The Parents” evening
could be arranged and also If requested by the Board, Violence Free Communities will attend the BOT
meeting.
Children
● As set out above, evaluation will involve an online pre- and post-programme online questionnaires for
both the JSU group and the class as usual group as well as 6 months follow-up online questionnaire
for the JSU group.
● All children involved in the programme evaluation will sign the children’s consent forms.
Participation in the programme itself is not subject to consent.
6. Contacts for the project
In the first instance contact Project Manager, Elaine Dyer 4168774 or by email to
jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org Also you can contact Research Leader, Geoff Bridgman
gbridgman@unitec.ac.nz 8154321 extn 7464.
Signed
_________________________________________Date: ________________
…………………… Principal
_________________________________________Date:________________
Project Manager, Jade Speaks Up, Violence Free Communities
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Information for children
Evaluation of the Jade Speaks Up school’s programme
in helping to keep children safe

Tena Koe, Talofa Lava, Malo e Lelei, Fakalofa Lahi Aatu, Kia Orana, Namaste, Ni hao, Hello!
A new programme has come to your school!
Your class is going to do a 6-week programme called "Jade Speaks Up”. This about helping kids
in New Zealand be even safer! We want to know what you think about this programme.
What sorts of things will I be learning?
You will learn more about how to keep yourself safe at school, in the community and at home.
You will create a personal safety plan. There are some great things to do, watch, listen to and
work together on. There is a short film to watch, and we have book marks and stickers for you
to keep.
What do I have to do?





You will fill in three easy questionnaires on a computer.
one before you start on the programme
one at the end of the programme
one 6-months later.
twice during the course, you will also fill out a quick scale to check out how you are going.
What difference will this programme make?
We know that if you feel safe many worries are pretty much gone. When you are feeling good
about yourself and good about other people, most kids are happier and more ready to build
friendships, learn better and enjoy being at school.
Your class is one of the first classes in New Zealand to assess this programme. The answers you
provide in the questionnaires will help us decide what to do next.

Who will know about this?
When we finish the study we will write up what was learned. This will be shared with the
school, the parents and other schools. No names will be in the reports. There will be nothing
that could identify you or your family. Only the researchers will know you have written.
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Do I have to do the questionnaires?
No. You don’t have to do the questionnaires if you don’t want to. You can also stop doing the
questionnaires, even if you had already agreed to do them.

Further information
You can find out more about this programme by looking at:
 Our face-book page (https://www.facebook.com/Jade-Speaks-Up-697406863651179/ )
 The Violence Free Communities website (http://www.violencefreecommunities.org/jadespeaks-up/).
 The special website just for Jade Speaks Up http://www.jadespeaksup.co.nz
 The film about the evaluation and programme https://youtu.be/ZSGsUmGxLYg
You can contact me, Elaine Dyer, at jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org for more
information about the project.
If you have concerns about our evaluation project contact the research leader: Dr Geoff
Bridgman, by telephone 09 815 4321 ext. #7464 or by email at gbridgman@unitec.ac.nz

Thank you!
This study has been approved by the Accident Compensation Corporation Ethics Committee
from 10/10/2016 to 31/12/2017. If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical
conduct of this research, you may contact the Committee through the ACC Ethics Committee
Secretary Dr Neonila Panko (Tel (04) 816 6743). Any issues you raise will be treated in
confidence and investigated fully, and you will be informed of the outcome.
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Information for parents and guardians
“Jade Speaks Up” is an educational programme about domestic violence and helping our students deal
with dangerous situations confidently.
The programme will be delivered by class teachers during class time in Term 1 and 2.
Your child’s class will be part of one module per week for five weeks. The students will be surveyed four
times during this time.
All the survey data will be held confidentially by UNITEC Auckland and none of the information given will
identify anyone personally.
For more information read the detailed information to parents that is attached to this email/leaflet
You can also go to www.jadespeaksup.co.nz or look at their programme trailer
on https://youtube/5G3EuI7txvY or the clip regarding the evaluation on
https://youtu.be/ZSGsUmGxLYg
If you do not wish your child to participate, please return this email or letter with “nonparticipant” in the title line. If you do not reply by 15th March, we assume you consent to your
child participating in the research.
You can also phone the school at ……………or send a text to ……………….. giving your child’s name and class
If you have the leaflet form of the information you can return the form below to the school.

Refusal of Consent Form – Parent Jade Speaks Up
How effective is the Jade Speaks Up school’s programme in helping keep children safe?
I have had the research project explained to me and I have read and understand the information
sheet given to me.
I do not give my consent for my child to be a part of this evaluation
Participant (Child’s) Name……………………………………………………………………….
Child’s class…………………………………………
Parent’s Signature: ………………………….. Date: ……………………………
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Evaluation of effectiveness of the Jade Speaks Up school’s programme
in helping to keep children safe
Tena Koe, Talofa Lava, Malo e Lelei, Fakalofa Lahi Aatu, Kia Orana, Namaste, Ni hao, Hello!
Violence Free Communities is a non-profit organisation working to make safer communities. During
Term One and Two of 2017 we have partnered with your child’s school for the final development phase
of an exciting new ACC funded programme called Jade Speaks Up. Our focus is on children aged
between 9 and 12 years of age. The lessons will be taught by your child’s regular teacher using material
that has been carefully developed in West Auckland schools over the past ten years by a team led by
Elaine Dyer, former CEO of Violence Free Communities and the coordinator of this project.
The focus of this programme is building self-esteem, feeling confident and empathic towards others,
making personal safety plans, and further developing communication skills to strengthen children’s
ability to keep themselves safe. The programme also helps students develop personal tools to apply in
times of difficulty.
The programme aligns with to the English, Health, Physical Education, Technology and Social Studies
curricula. It will enable teachers to fulfil many of the learning goals required by the Ministry of
Education in these areas. ACC has funded this pilot project to run several schools at the beginning of
2017 with the intention of making it nationally available the following year if it is successful.
Two groups – the Jade Speaks Up group and the Class as Usual group
To get the best view on whether a programme is working we need to compare what happens to the
children who get the programme compared with children who are just having their class as usual.
Your child may be class where it is Class as Usual for the first semester. However, if we get positive
results from the Jade Speaks Up group then we’ll introduce that programme in the next semester for
the Class as Usual children
What it will mean for your child
As part of the classroom curriculum the Jade Speaks Up programme will be introduced over six weeks in
either early Term One or Term Two. Both the Jade Speaks Up and Class as Usual Children will be asked
to complete questionnaires before and after the programme about how they are, what they know about
keeping themselves safe, and what resources they have for keeping safe.
Jade Speaks Up children will also be asked what they think about the programme. They will be asked to
do a follow-up questionnaire 6 months later to see to what learning has been retained and whether
their well-being improved as a result. The questionnaires will be on-line. Children will answer them at
school, taking about 15 minutes to complete the questionnaires.
In addition, Jade Speaks Up children will be asked, in weeks two and four, to complete a 30 second “how
are you” questionnaire where children put mark on four lines anchored by happy and sad faces. This is
to ensure that teachers are getting feedback from the children and can support children who might be
struggling.
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Confidentiality:
All information collected from your child will be stored on a password protected file without their name
and the only people who have access to the identity of your child are the researchers. All identifying
data will be removed from storage within 5 years. All data will be aggregated and analysed anonymously
to show whether or not the programme works. Nothing in the reports will identify you or your family. A
final report will be written, which will totally protect your anonymity and that of your child or children.
The only exception to this is under the Vulnerable Children’s Act (2014) where we have to release
information to school authorities because a significant act of violence or potential violence has been
reported to us. None of our questions ask children to report on this, so it is very unlikely that that the
Vulnerable Children’s Act will be invoked.
What will we do with this
We will be presenting draft reports to the school and parents and guardians. These will focus on the
successes achieved and on any changes that programme developers need to explore to improve the
outcome for children. The final report will be available to all parents and guardians in December 2017.
Consent
If you are happy for your child to participate in this research you do not have to do anything.
If you wish to refuse consent for your child to participate you can contact your child’s school and tell
them that you do not consent (give their name and class) by
 phone ………………………….
 email………………………….
 text ,…………………………..
You can withdraw consent at any time right up to the 6-months follow-up questionnaire simply by
emailing us at jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org or send a text to 0210032115906 . Any data
collected before consent is withdrawn may be used in the study.
Please note that the consent is for your child to be included in the evaluation research for both the Class
as Usual and the Jade Speaks Up groups if the programme is successful. You are not asked to consent for
the class sessions where the Jade Speaks Up programme is being used as the means of teaching some of
the social and emotional components of the standard Health Curriculum.
Your child’s consent
Even if you consent, your child may choose not to be part of the evaluation, while still being part of the
programme. Your child will be shown a child friendly video, showing some of the elements of the Jade
Speaks Up programme. The video also explains what we hope to achieve with it, making it clear that
your child does not have to do the questionnaires and can opt out or in for doing the questionnaires at
any time during the evaluation If you refuse consent your child’s data cannot be collected for the
evaluation.
Further information
You can find out more about this programme by looking at our face-book page
(https://www.facebook.com/Jade-Speaks-Up-697406863651179/ ) or at the Violence Free Communities
website (http://www.violencefreecommunities.org/jade-speaks-up/). There is also a special website just
for Jade Speaks Up http://www.jadespeaksup.co.nz
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You can contact me, Elaine Dyer, at jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org for more information
about the project.
If you have concerns about our evaluation project contact the research leader: Dr Geoff Bridgman, by
telephone 09 815 4321 ext. 5071 or by email at gbridgman@unitec.ac.nz
Thank you!
This study has been approved by the Accident Compensation Corporation Ethics Committee from
10/10/2016 to 31/12/2017. If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this
research, you may contact the Committee through the ACC Ethics Committee Secretary Dr Neonila Panko
(Tel (04) 816 6743). Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated fully, and you will
be informed of the outcome.
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Information sheet for Teachers and School Administrators
Evaluation of effectiveness of the Jade Speaks Up school’s programme
in helping to keep children safe
Jade Speaks Up is a learning programme designed to develop the personal resiliency of students. Based
on overseas research and our feedback from early adopters, this can be transformative in schools. When
your school undertakes the Jade Speaks Up programme, each teacher is effectively contracting to be
part of a school wide initiative to support respectful relationships in the culture of the school.
The lessons in the programme are to be taught by regular teachers. The teaching plans and resources
have been carefully refined in Auckland schools over the past ten years by a team led by Elaine Dyer,
former CEO of Violence Free Communities and the coordinator of this project. The focus of this
programme is building self-esteem, feeling confident and empathic towards others. Additional activities
of making personal safety plans, and further developing communication skills strengthen children’s
ability to keep themselves safe. The programme helps students develop personal strategies to apply in
times of difficulty.
The programme aligns to the English, Health, Physical Education, Technology and Social Studies
curricula. It will enable teachers to fulfil many of the learning goals required by the Ministry of
Education in these areas.
We are piloting this project in several schools at the beginning of 2017 with the intention of making it
nationally available in 2018. Significant interest has been expressed by ACC, Ministry of Social
Development, Ministry of Education, and other education and community agencies.
Children will be asked to complete questionnaires before and after the programme about how they
are, what they know about keeping themselves safe, what resources they have for keeping safe and
what they think about the programme. There will also be a follow-up questionnaire 6 months later to
see to what extent their learning has been retained and whether their well-being improved as a result.
The questionnaires will be on-line with the children answering them at school and take about 20
minutes to complete.
In addition, in weeks two and four, children complete a two minute “how are you” questionnaire
where children put a mark on four lines anchored by happy and sad faces. This ensures that teachers are
getting feedback from the children and can support children who might be struggling.
A big thanks for giving consideration to agree to participate in the Jade Speaks Up programme. The
following points are important for the success of the programme. It will help if you can take the time to
read these at the outset as we negotiate a collaborative relationship with you.
What it means for the school. The school will:
 Have in place a clear policy on the handling of disclosures


Allocate a day prior to implementation of programme for teacher training. This could be
towards the end of the prior year, or a call-back day before the commencement of Term One.
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Allocate two feedback-feed-forward support sessions of 1.5 hours during the implementation of
the programme for all teachers involved in the programme. After school once a fortnight works
well and could be included in the syndicate meetings you may have at this time.



If requested, give the research team access to any system of tracking the impact on behaviours
relevant to the programme e.g. numerical record of types of behaviour and the number of
incidents needing disciplinary intervention by staff. If your school is a PB4L school, we may be
able to utilise the tracking system of incidents and actions already in place.
Agree to student and teacher participation in the pre-, post- and follow-up programme
evaluation questionnaires and evaluation processes as negotiated with independent evaluators
and Violence Free Communities.





Be aware that permission is given only to schools who have contracted with us for the
programme to copy the master materials for use in the classrooms. Please recommend to other
interested schools that they approach us directly. A piece-meal approach to any change process
means that it becomes very difficult to track outcomes reliably.



Promote the work of the programme and the evaluation to parents, eg include an overview of it
into Parent/Teacher evenings, include it in your school newsletters. You can refer them to our
webpage www.jadespeaksup.co.nz , they can email us at
jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org or look at / join our facebook page
(https://www.facebook.com/Jade-Speaks-Up-697406863651179/ ).



Send home information to the parents and receive any consent or opt out request forms which
the children bring back to school.

What it means for teachers. Selected teachers will:
 Implement the programme as it is outlined in the manual and addressed in the training. The
sequence of sessions has been designed to skilfully build safe and trusting relationships within
the class setting. Each exercise is a necessary building block in consolidating the skills and
enabling attitudes of students to change. Please ensure you cover ALL of the core exercises.


Apply the exercises as directed, and feel free to use suggested optional expansion activities
when the class is ready for it… also, invent extras and share these with your colleagues and us in
the two feedback/feed-forward session

Participation in the evaluation of the programme for our research is important
to support wider roll out of the material.
The Research Process - on behalf of your students involves:


Sending a parent information letter home with an opt out clause for students from the
research (all students in your class will undertake the programme under your health
curricula).



Complete the pre-programme questionnaire yourselves.
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Get all students to complete the on-line pre-programme questionnaire (you may need
to be on hand to answer any questions).



Following the online pre-programme questionnaire you will be allocated two students
selected by the researchers to observe closely during the programme. Please
unobtrusively take particular note of them and their participation and changes in
behaviour over the course of the programme.



During delivery of Jade Speaks Up, conduct a CORS assessment with your class early in
weeks 2 and 4. This pencil and paper graded chart will only take students 3-5 minutes
to complete.



Processing the CORS results can take almost a week. Assessments will need to be
completed the morning after delivery of sessions 2 and 4. These forms are to be
couriered to the research team on the day they are completed. Results will be
conveyed to you and discussed in the feedback/forward sessions which ideally occur the
day before sessions 3 and 5.



Two weeks after you have finished delivery of the programme, the students will
complete an online post programme evaluation to give us a comparative read-out on
changes that might have been made.



In this same week, we ask you to complete the online teacher’s post programme
evaluation also.



Your students will also participate in a 6 month review online questionnaire to sample
longer term effects of this work.



If your class is selected as a class as usual (control group) class, apart from the pre and
post programme evaluations there is no further work for you to do this term. However
we will offer your class the opportunity to participate in the course should the results of
the other classes show significant positives.

Additional important points: 



Be clear on how you will respond to disclosures and who in the school to refer to if a student discloses.
Increase your awareness and the awareness of your students of the community agencies who can support
you and your students.
Contact us if you need any extra support… we are on the same team as you in nurturing a culture of peace
within communities.

Confidentiality:
All information collected from children or teachers will be stored on a password protected file without
names and the only people who have access to the identity of participants are the researchers. All links
to identifying data will be removed after 5 years. All data will be aggregated and analysed anonymously
to show whether or not the programme works.
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Nothing in the reports will identify any participant or their family or friends. A final report will be
written, which will totally protect your anonymity and that of your child or children. The only exception
to this is under the Vulnerable Children’s Act (2014) where we have to release information to school
authorities because a significant act of violence or potential violence has been reported to us. None of
our questions ask children to report on this, so it is very unlikely that that the Vulnerable Children’s Act
will be invoked.
What will we do with this
We will be presenting draft reports to the school, teachers and parents and guardians. These will focus
on the successes achieved and on the changes that programme developers need to explore to improve
the outcome for children. The final report will be available to all parents and guardians in December.
Consent
If you agree to participate in the research as a teacher, you must sign a consent form. You can withdraw
consent at any time right up to the 6-months follow-up questionnaire simply by emailing us at
jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org
Any data collected before consent is withdrawn may be used in the study.
Parental and child consent
Parents and guardians or a child may refuse consent to be part of the evaluation, but will continue to be
part of the programme. Children will be shown a child friendly video, showing some of the elements of
the Jade Speaks Up programme, explaining what we hope to achieve with it, but making it clear that
they do not have to do the questionnaires and that they can opt out or in for doing the questionnaires at
any time during the evaluation. If parents or guardians don’t give consent their child’s data cannot be
collected for the evaluation.
Further information
At any time you can find out more about this programme and download reports by looking at our
facebook page (https://www.facebook.com/Jade-Speaks-Up-697406863651179/ ) or at the Violence
Free Communities website (http://www.violencefreecommunities.org/jade-speaks-up/) or the
designated website www.jadespeaksup.co.nz
Please contact me, Elaine Dyer, at jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org Ph 4168774 if you need
more information about the project:
At any time if you have any concerns about our evaluation project you can contact the research leader:
Dr Geoff Bridgman, 09 815 4321 ext 7464 or at gbridgman@unitec.ac.nz
Thank you!

This study has been approved by the Accident Compensation Corporation Ethics Committee
from 10/10/2016 to 31/12/2017. If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical
conduct of this research, you may contact the Committee through the ACC Ethics Committee
Secretary Dr Neonila Panko (Tel (04) 816 6743). Any issues you raise will be treated in
confidence and investigated fully, and you will be informed of the outcome.
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9 September 2016

Dr Geoff Bridgman
Violence Free Communities
gbridgman@unitec.ac.nz
Dear Geoff

ACC Ethics Committee application #317 Evaluation of effectiveness of the Jade Speaks up school’s programme
Thank you for your ethics application, which was considered by the ACC Research Ethics Committee at its
meeting on 7 September 2016. Thank you also for calling to speak to your research proposal. Committee
members considered the application to be well thought through and appreciated all the supporting
information you provided regarding your study.

Please note that the Committee is not presently in a position to give any approval for the study until:
•
it receives confirmation of internal validation of the programme as well as strategic alignment of the
programme by the ACC business owner/ Family Violence Portfolio Manager;
•
a decision has been made regarding the ACC internal contractual arrangements;
•
your organisation has been assessed as meeting the ACC research supplier guidelines.
We understand that these matters can only be addressed once ACC funding is confirmed.

Mindful of that, the ACC Ethics Committee thoroughly considered the application and wishes to provide the
following feedback:
•
Simplify the consent form and information sheet for children. Please follow this link to the best
practice recommendations of the Children’s Commissioner Office http://www.occ.org.nz/our-work/
•
Delete the sentence “A lot depends on you” from the “Information For Children — Jade Speak Up “
•
Given the ‘opt-out’ nature of the consent, the Committee suggests you consider asking the schools to
use a greater variety of ways to advise parents of the study, including social media and the schools websites.
•
The Committee commends your suggestion to provide parents with a greater variety of ways to opt
out of the study by using text, Facebook, schools websites and other social media resources
•
Please advise that you will destroy the codes/keys/links to the de-identified data once the need to
link participants to their results no longer exists.

No other issues were raised by the Committee in respect of your study. Please do not hesitate to contact me if
you have any queries.
Yours sincerely

Neonila Panko
Secretary, ACC Ethics Committee
pp John Kleinsman, Co-Chair
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2 November 2016

Dr Geoff Bridgman
Violence Free Communities
gbridgman@unitec.ac.nz
Dear Geoff

ACC Ethics Committee Application #317 Evaluation of effectiveness of the Jade Speaks up school’s
programme
Thank you for addressing the matters we raised about the evaluation in our letter to you dated 9th
September. The resubmission of the forms and other changes mean that we are now able to approve your
ethics application.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries. We wish you all the best with your research.
Yours sincerely

Melanie Martin
Secretary, ACC Ethics Committee
pp John Kleinsman, Co-Chair
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15 December 2016
Dr Geoff Bridgman
Violence Free Communities
gbridgman@unitec.ac.nz
Dear Geoff
ACC Ethics Committee Application #317 Evaluation of effectiveness of the Jade Speaks up school’s
programme
Thank you for advising us about the need to extend the year and age of pupils for your sample, due to the
combined years 5 and 6 classes.

You do not need to go through a formal extension process, and approval for the project is broadened to now
allow inclusion of year 5 students.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries. We wish you all the best with your evaluation.
Yours sincerely
Melanie Martin

Secretary, ACC Ethics Committee
pp John Kleinsman, Co-Chair
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