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Impact of Jade Speaks Up 2-year pilot - key statistics 2017 and 2018
Jade Speaks Up (JSU) is a teacher-led programme that gives Year 4 to 8 school children practical and
relational strategies, emotional literacy and self-agency tools to develop trusting relationships, build
resilience and keep themselves safe from bullying and family violence.
JSU addresses a key component of the Ministry of Education’s Health Curriculum designed to improve
future New Zealand’s very negative statistics on bullying, youth suicide and domestic violence.

15 schools
primary, fullprimary,
intermediate
and
integrated,
decile1-9
(average
decile = 3.2)
Auckland,
Bay of Plenty
and Dunedin

85 teachers (plus a
number of ancillary staff)
completed questionnaires
on the value of training,
the resources and overall
quality of the programme,
classroom challenges and
changes in student
attitudes and behaviour,
short and long-term

2238

4416

children,
aged from 8
to 13

questionnaires
were completed
covering emotional
literacy, people
connections,
relational and
safety skills,
wellbeing and
satisfaction with
and benefits of the
programme

15% Asian/
African, 29%
Māori, 26%
Pacific
Island,
19% Pākehā
/European

41.2% of children
have at-risk
wellbeing (Child
Outcome Rating
Scale) at pre-test

Children
feel
safer!

This
drops to
37.0%
at posttest

91 children in
the cohort
move from atrisk to good
wellbeing

This is
sustained
at followup.

Children most
at-risk made
the greatest
gains in
wellbeing.

Less school bullying (2018). At follow-up, 8 months after pre-test:
A 29% drop in teacher observations of bullying Teachers say “most
students will speak up if they see … bullying”; “bullying issues are
dealt with early before they escalate”
✓ A 12% drop in children worried about being teased or hurt by other
children, and a 19% increase in children both knowing phone
numbers of people that they can trust and knowing trusted family
friends, neighbours and relatives who can provide places of safety.
✓

✓
Children use their new safety and
relationship skills
74% of children on average said they
used one or more of the 16 safety and
relationship skills in 2018, ranging
from talking with a friend about their
worries (86% did this) and going to a
safe place (81%) to making a safety
plan and remembered the messages
(56%)

Children cope with scary situations
Children overwhelmingly comment
that using Jade Speaks Up skills in a
scary situation has positive
outcomes (they will walk away, stay
safe, stay calm, get help, solve the
problem, or even become friends
with, the person they are scared of).
Children find JSU helpful
✓

✓
and talking to someone you are
scared of (42%). Only 1.8% children
did not indicate the use of a safety
and relationship skill. This was a 19%
average improvement on 2017.
These skills are sustained in follow-up
assessments.

✓

✓

68% say using these skills would
have a positive outcome – they
are 10% more positive at followup
3% suggest a negative outcome
(they will get hurt, lose
friendship)
29% not sure of the outcome.
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81% of the children rated the
programme as helpful
✓ 76% and 74% rated the
programme as “interesting” and
“fun”
✓ 9% felt that they got “no help”
from the programme
All ages, cultures and genders liked
Jade Speaks Up. An 11-year-old Māori
girl liked JSU because it was about

“learning emotions and how to
take care of my Hinengaro”.

The least satisfied children improve most at follow-up
73 children made no positive ratings at post-test (JSU
was not helpful, not interesting and not fun - they
wouldn’t recommend it) and were more vulnerable at
pre-test (much lower wellbeing scores, fewer trusted
support people) and made less use of safety and
relationship skills at post-test – than other children.
At follow-up these children had a 15% jump in the use
of safety and relationship skills and a 30% jump (a
doubling) in stated positive outcomes. These children
were learning JSU skills which were now embedded
in the practice of their classmates.
Trust: disclosing bad stuff –
children tell it how it is

Students can start “BEING HONEST”. “Its
really helpful … because you let those things
off your chest”, “because i can tell you how
my family is going and school and who i
trust”. Also “telling the truth [is]… getting to
show how i feel in the inside”. There is
more to being truthful than just letting off
steam. “Being open about feelings and
interacting with others” means that when
“we are in a tuff situation we can talk to
somebody we trust” or “call a family
member”. They move from “expressing my
feelings to finding solutions”, arrive at the
“very good and interesting question” that
comes up when they “get to work with other
people” and this makes them “think about
life”.

Teachers identified major improvements in classroom behaviours
✓ 94% of teachers reported that children had made progress between and
pre-test and post-test.
✓ Improvement was noted in all areas with the top four areas of concern
at pre-test dropping by 12% to 54%, with 80% knowing how to keep
themselves safe at follow-up (up from 56% at pre-test}.
✓ The number of children in the three areas that are very challenging being often bullied, frequent anger issues and being regularly disruptive
in class - dropped between 29% and 42%. This is equivalent to 141 fewer
disruptive children in the cohort.

JSU builds culture change that continues long after
the programme has finished
✓ 55% of all areas of concern have improved at
post-test – 6/11 areas for each teacher
✓ 54% have further improved from post-test to
follow-up
✓ Areas of greatest concern to teachers make the
biggest improvement (70%-95% of classes)
✓ 39% of teachers note literacy has improved in
their classroom at follow-up
✓ 48% of teachers at post-test note non-school
issues of concern are more likely to be
disclosed, with 40% noting further improvement
at follow-up

One teacher’s final summative comment
The rate of violence in New Zealand as a country is shockingly
increasing. This programme lays the foundation for young people and maybe taking it to the families is the next step - all families will
benefit from this great programme.
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For more information contact:
jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org

Executive summary

Executive Summary
1.1 Introduction
This report covers the implementation and impacts of the second year of the three-year pilot of Jade
Speaks Up, a teacher-led programme that gives Year 4 to 8 school children practical and relational
strategies, emotional literacy and self-agency tools to develop trusting relationships, build resilience
and keep themselves safe from bullying and family violence.
In 2018 we quadrupled engagement of students in school years 4 to 6 to 41.5%, reducing the
average age to 10.5 years, 9 months younger than the 2017 cohort. . There were also 17% more
Māori participants (now 39%) and 14% fewer Pacific Island participants (now 27%) along with 15%
Asian/African and 19% Pākehā/European. The 2018 data set had the same number of schools as in
2017, but they were smaller schools with less classrooms (33 vs 50), less students (863 at pre-test vs
1106; 813 at post-test vs 666); and less attrition (496 at follow-up vs 482)
The 2018 pilot shortened the three online student evaluation questionnaires and had only one
control group (class as usual). A new short evaluation measure drawn from ClassMAP (Doll, Spies,
Leclair, Kurien & Foley, 2010) was included to enquire about children’s perspectives of the class
environment. We also asked teachers about their values underpinning their work. There were also
several modifications to the manual and teacher resources.

1.2 Comparison of 2017 and 2018 with parallel online measures.
Children’s data
In 2017 there was a small but significant difference between pre- and post-test measures of wellbeing using the Centre for Epidemiological Studies Childhood Depression test (CES-DC - Weissman,
Orvaschel, & Padian, 1980) and Child Outcomes Rating Scale (Duncan, Sparks Miller, Bohanske &
Claud, 2006). This did not occur in 2018, but the average scores on both tests were very similar to
the 2017 scores, with the main difference being between the CES-DC scores which in 2018 came
from a 4-item short version of the assessment (Houghton, Cowley, Meehan, Houghton & Kelleher,
2007). While this was highly correlated with the 20-item CES-DC, it had a higher variance and was
less sensitive. The combined 2017 and 2018 data still showed a significant improvement across the
two wellbeing measures. Whereas the 2017 data had a small but significant fall in well-being
between post-test and follow-up, the 2018 data did not, suggesting the strength of the follow-up
period as a period of consolidation.
The well-being data is important, particularly for those children who show as being at risk, which is
defined as below 81 on the combined CES-DC/CORS scale. This group of 130 children makes a 6.1point mean improvement from 64.5 (pre-test) to 70.6 (post-test) and sustained this at follow-up
(70.5). This pattern of improvement for the most at-risk children is repeated when we look at those
children who are least satisfied with and least likely to recommend the programme. The least
satisfied children at post-test improve most at follow-up. These were 73 children in four categories
who had made no positive ratings at post-test and were more vulnerable – low pre-test wellbeing
scores, fewer trusted support people, limited use of safety and relationship skills – than other
children. At follow-up these children had a 15% jump in their use of safety and relationship skills and
a 30% jump in stated positive outcomes, much more than their “more satisfied” peers. These
children continued learning to use the JSU skills embedded in the practice of their classrooms.
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The consolidation of the learnings made by follow-up were also reflected in the increased number of
students who knew the phone numbers of trusted adults (63% vs 53% pre-test), a 7% increase in size
of circle of trusted people (43%) and 11% fewer children worrying about being bullied.
Children were assessed on a number of safety and relationship strategies, skills and beliefs around
how to feel better if you're feeling down or scared, what does the right to be safe mean,
communication and action strategies keep yourself safe and strategies when you're confronted by a
scary person. The responses to this set of assessments were very similar in 2018 to those in 2017 and
showed that most children had a good understanding of the beliefs and strategies needed. For some
questions there were small significant improvements between pre- and post-test and between posttest and follow-up. There were also smaller number of reversals.
In 2018, the percent of yes responses for the communication and action strategies was 4% lower at
post-test than in 2017 but improved by 5% at follow-up to 57% overall. The yes response for the
option of going to a safe place and talking to an adult about what happened when you could had
significant 12% and 13% increases to 64% and 69% yes respectively.
In 2018 74% of children on average said they had used the 16 safety and relationship skills, ranging
from talking with a friend about their worries (86% did this) and going to a safe place (81%), to
making a safety plan and remembered the messages (56%) and talking to someone you are scared of
(42%). Only 1.8% children did not indicate the use of a safety or relationship skill. This was a 19%
average improvement on 2017.
Student’s ratings showed that around 80% found the programme was interesting, fun and helpful,
and 40% felt it helped a lot - again almost identical to the 2017 data. The most powerful correlates
with satisfaction ratings and possibly the most useful JSU strategies are keep calm in a time when
you could have been angry and just breathe and keep calm.
The student comment answers to the questions about what was good and not so good about the
Jade Speaks Up programme and what would happen if they used their named strategies in coping
with a scary situation, also showed a very similar pattern of responding to the 2017 data. Between
post-test and follow-up, negative or neutral outcomes (no comment, don’t know) using named
strategies in a scary situation decreased by 10% while positive outcomes increased by the same
amount to 65%. When asked what was not so good, children made more positive comments (42%)
than negative ones (37%), half (18.7%) of which were about being challenged by some aspect of the
content (e.g. learning about scary situations). When asked what was good, 74% of the responses
were positive and all but 0.1% of the rest, neutral (don’t know, no comment). 2017 had slightly more
positive outcomes than 2018, but also more negative ones for the what was good question.
The children’s comments contained rich narratives showing that they were often intensely engaged
in the programme. Students commented that the Jade Speaks Up aim is to “teach us about friends,
family, trusting” and one of the benefits is “talking about violence”. “It can help me when im in
danger”, says one child, thinking of the future and others repeat this theme: “we can learn how to
defend ourself and not to bully people or anyone”. It helped children take the long view that is so
important for resilience and well-being. "It kinda reflected upon my life" thought one child, while
another concluded "that the thing that was interesting about it was it made me think how my life is
going on". Alongside getting opportunities to develop skills and perspectives for their own lives,
students realised that it is about supporting friends. One child learnt “I could help a friend if they are
having a hard time and how I could help them out” and a second reports “it helped me understand
that friends have ur [your] back”.
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Age, gender, culture issues
The 2018 cohort was 9 months younger than 2017 with a much larger cohort of years 4-6 children.
There was no overall impact of age on well-being, class environment and satisfaction scores or
generally on the use of skills and strategies. Younger narratives were just as positive as older ones.
The ClassMAP data showed that younger children were more positive about their teachers than
older children, but also more concerned about bullying and reported more bad outcomes in the use
of JSU strategies. Older children were better at remembering the phone numbers of key trusted
adults and identifying ways that children can help themselves feel OK, but younger children have a
better understanding of the meaning of I have a right to be safe.
The gender differences that were noticed in 2017 were largely present in 2018 although the
advantages that boys have in well-being and that girls had in satisfaction scores were not present in
the 2018 data. Girls were more likely to have bullying concerns, but also to feel that they have
friends who will stick up for me and care about me a lot. Girls have better strategies to help
themselves feel OK, are more able to describe emotions and respond actively to the comment
questions, but were apparently more uncomfortable in talking about personal issues.
As in 2017 there were clear cultural differences. These tended to show Asian/African and the Pacific
Island students finding the programme most helpful, interesting and fun and the Pākehā/European
group found it the least helpful. They also have a much higher percentage of positive outcomes in
follow-up implementing JSU strategies than Māori and Pākehā/Europeans. Asian/Africans were the
least likely to pick a fight or start an argument with someone as a solution to being scared when
compared with Māori. Pacific Island children do significantly better in the describing emotions task
than other cultures. Across most measures of the programme including changes in well-being and
class environment scores there were no significant differences between the cultural groups.

Teacher data
The issues of greatest concern for teachers at pre-test were that roughly half the children were
unable to ask for help, don’t know how to keep themselves safe, are unsupportive of children who are
struggling to keep up and are unable to talk about their feelings. About a third of children are
regarded as not having supportive parents/caregivers or having poor literacy levels for their age and
a quarter are regularly disruptive in class. At post-test there were improvements on almost every
issue, with the key issues dropping 12% to 54%. 70% - 95% of classes made improvement in these
areas, with more children knowing how to keep themselves safe being the biggest change. There was
also a big percentage (29%-42%) drop in the highly disruptive but low frequency issues of bullying,
frequent anger issues and being regularly disruptive in class. Low literacy levels identified pre-test
significantly improved by follow-up with 39% of teachers noting improvement in this area. Once
again these results are closely aligned with the results for 2017.
Teachers rated the changes in each area of concern. Of the 1056 ratings the 44 teachers had made in
2017 and 2018 combined for post-test and follow-up matched assessments, only 12 or 1. 6% were
ratings of “a bit worse”. Fifty-five percent of all areas of concern have improved (are a bit better or
a lot better) at post-test – an average of six out of 11 areas for each teacher.
Teachers were asked to comment on what they found helpful/not helpful about the programme. The
average of 4.1 (3=slightly helpful, 4=helpful, 5=very helpful) was slightly better than the average of
3.8 achieved in 2017. Teachers comments indicated that children were using more safety strategies
and have become more emotionally competent, more tolerant, accepting and confident. In the
teachers review of the elements of the program, all were seen as helpful with the manual being seen
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as very helpful by most teachers (4.5 rating). These results are very similar to those of 2017 with the
higher rating for the manual being the most notable change.
In two questions evaluating the overall quality of the programme at post-test, teachers felt that
delivery of the programme was practical largely within existing resources, and that the majority of
children had had value from the programme with some having considerable value - an improvement
on 2017. At follow-up 47% felt the programme had some value for a majority of children and 42%
said that it had considerable value for a majority of children with younger teachers being slightly
more appreciative.
Teachers gave four short, value statements that reflected their approach to teaching. Given that
Jade Speaks Up focuses on relationship and safety, it is highly congruent that three of the four most
used categories of values are to do with safety, relationships and cooperation. However, only three
teachers included building positive relationships with whānau as key value, which may be an issue
that the JSU programme needs to address.
These results were achieved despite inclusion of data from one school where the video resources
including the Jade animation were not used until teachers were about two-thirds of the way through
the programme; a second school where the post test evaluation was done mistakenly several weeks
before the programme was finished; and a third school where the teacher in charge of delivering the
programme to two-thirds of the participants in that school wanted to deliver an alternative
programme.

1.2 Evaluation of the difference between the control and experimental period in the one
school where this design was used?
The use of control groups in the 2017 pilot was inconclusive mainly because of the difficulty of
schools managing control and experimental programmes at the same time and student frustrations
resulting from having to do too many long questionnaires. In 2018 we again ran into delivery
problems with the control group, which meant that the results became difficult to interpret.

1.3 The impact of using the 4-item CES-DC in 2018 compared with the 20-item version
used in 2017?
The introduction of the four item CES-DC assessment was driven primarily by the need to keep the
evaluative questionnaires short as this had proved a major irritation to both students and teachers in
2017. While the shorter version correlated well with the 20-item version, with the CORS and
ClassMAP assessments, and with measures of change and satisfaction, it was not sufficiently stable
or sensitive.

1.4 What did the new assessment of the classroom environment in 2018 show?
The measure of the classroom environment using ClassMAP questions was useful and valid both as
an overall measurement of children’s comfort in the classroom, and as a measure of bullying,
teacher connection, and positive relations with other children. Children’s answers to two bullying
questions show at pre-test that 65% worry that other kids will say mean things about me and
56% worry that other kids will hurt me on purpose. By follow-up there was a 10.1% drop in the of
cohort worried about being teased and a 13.8% drop worried about being hurt by other children. The
data showed how these sub-areas can track in different directions with younger children more
confident in their connections with teachers, but more worried about bullying than older
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children. There is a close relationship between teacher connection, ClassMAP questions and
children's satisfaction with the JSU programme.

1.5

How did the programme work for the repeat schools?

In 2018 there were two schools who were repeating the programme for the first time. In one
intermediate this entailed again offering the programme just to all Year 7 students. This school
mistakenly ran the post-test evaluation well before the programme had been completed and while
the satisfaction and well-being scores were almost identical to 2017 and the students generally
performed well in the tasks, their recommendation score was much lower than in 2017.
The second school included the previous year 7s as the staff offered the course to all Years 7 and 8
classes. This created a problem in that the Year 8 children were covering the same material as they
had in 2017. They had a 20% drop from post-test to follow-up in positive outcomes from using JSU
strategies. The Year 7 students, doing the programme for the first time, had a 28% increase in
positive outcomes and the other classes with only year 8 students had a 9% increase in positive
outcomes. The other repeating school does not repeat the programme for its Year 8 students and its
Year 7 students had a 16% increase in good outcomes. This negative outcome for the school and the
year 8 group did not flow into well-being, satisfaction, class environment or skill and strategy data
which were at least as positive as in 2017. For example, 56% would ask for help from an adult they
trusted in 2017, and this has gone up to 69% in 2018; 38% were prepared to talk to a friend about
their worries in 2017, but in 2018, 56% are. In 2017 only a third had a safety plan, now nearly half
do.
Teachers commented on their increased confidence, ease and value in running the programme a
second time. Many student responses indicated that they had gained a deeper level of appreciation
for the material by repeating the programme.

1.6 What were the outcomes for the Dunedin cohort which was recruited and supported
by local SWiS staff and the other schools in the programme?
One consequence of promoting the programme in various fora was two Social Workers in Schools
(SWiS) recruited and supported a cluster of four schools in Dunedin who made up 31% of the 2018
cohort. They brought extra layer of community support for schools and families and encouraged us
to consider how such roles can support a wider community-based roll out of the programme. They
organized the training day for the teachers, supported them during training and remained connected
with the schools during the delivery and in the final evaluation where they contributed to feedback.
Teachers knew that the increasing number of vulnerable children disclosing matters of concern and
their families would have good access to services if needed.
One of the challenges of distance is that it sometimes prevents us from picking up early when things
are not working properly, and this seemed to be the case for one of the Dunedin schools where the
use of the supporting video resources including the Jade's Speaks Up animation did not happen until
late in the delivery of the programme. Although many of the students rated JSU as helpful and
commented positively, overall the outcomes for the programme were poor and the school withdrew
after post-test.
Dunedin additionally had two very small schools (both under 25 students) with some of the
youngest students. One of the schools was very positive about the programme and had gains in
wellbeing that were sustained into follow-up and had the highest scores in some tasks such as

7

Executive summary
describing emotions. The other small school is much less positive and its well-being scores were
static, but it had also scored well in some tasks such as naming no-one should ever make me feel
scared and people should look after me when I am scared as examples of what the right to be safe
means. The third school, a much larger full primary, is in the bottom half of schools being close to
the average on satisfaction, showing small gains in well-being that are sustained into follow-up and
scoring well on some tasks (remembering phone numbers and having more places of safety outside
the home) and not so well on others (emotional descriptions, bad outcomes when using JSU
strategies). Overall the performance of Dunedin schools is similar to the weaker group of schools in
the 2017 cohort, but overall not significantly different from the rest of the cohort on the key
measures of well-being and satisfaction.

1.7 What did the data from the supervision and debriefing conversations tell us about
the overall value of the programme and the impact of the changes in delivery and in
content?
The value of the programme
Teachers tell many stories of how the JSU programme builds class culture, trust between teachers
and students as well as between student, creates greater empathy, tolerance and the regular use of
good communication skills and strategies. A couple of examples are given. Because of JSU one
teacher focuses strongly on building trust and over period time his students
have softened and become more tolerant. The class generally is much closer-knit
and more tolerant of each other. Two of the boys were having trouble making
friends and over the past couple of months they have really grown and are better at
keeping themselves safe.
The SWiS was “blown away” by the student responses when she was observing the students
speaking to the Empty Chair, for example, when a child said “I wish I could take the pain away from
you”. One boy whose family situation is very safe exclaimed “I’m really glad I live where I live”, as he
realised what life is like for some other children.
Teachers commented that the programme wasn’t just for at risk students but that well-adjusted
children do benefit from JSU:
I think all my students were able to take something positive away from JSU, even
those who have a strong support system at home and are lucky enough to not have
experienced any of the themes explored before. It gives them tools for the future.
They also affirmed how well JSU worked with other parts of the curriculum and with other
programmes. Many noted that JSU had demonstrated a culture change within the classroom and the
school.

The impact of changes in the manual and resources
Teachers appreciated the manual upgrade which brought the descriptions of the exercises alongside
the lesson plans (rather than as a separate appendix) and identified additional extension activities
for classes keen to further explore material. This was important for repeating schools. These were
complemented by additional videos and interactive resources to support the classroom work of the
teachers. Teachers appreciated the greater flexibility offered by the new layout and additional
resources. They liked the new activities such as the Role on the Wall activity, where the members of
a “typical” family were created as gingerbread outlines by the children and included issues such as
divorce, diabetes and foster children. A teacher commented: “it was realistic, you could see it really
happening in their families. We have some very poor families here. We’re a Kids Can school. I
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thought gosh, this is why you do this imaginary family (activity)”. Teachers also appreciated three
additional videos (Through My Eyes, Bullied Apple, a short film JSU created of Breathe Think Do in Te
Reo Māori) and the Breathe Think Do posters in a variety of languages including Arabic, ones which
were especially appreciated where there were refugee families.

Disclosures
In 2018, we shared from one of the participating schools a well-thought out template of policies,
procedures and appropriate actions to take in relation to disclosures. In supervision and debriefing
sessions teachers tell stories of bullying, hardship, separation, criminal behaviour, physical abuse,
domestic violence, self-harming and suicide both witnessed and experienced in New Zealand and
overseas, both current and historic. A teacher says “there are lots of disclosures such as [a student
telling us] ‘we were down at the police station with my sister’. She comes from a “high problem
area” where “ high numbers of kids are not speaking up”. Another teacher is concerned that she is
“seeing a deep level of pain for this age group” and one school had 22 disclosures relating to issues
of self-harm, suicide, pornography, and the Fortnight online game, and also had disclosures of
horrific historic incidents experienced by refugee children.
Teachers report that they are able to support children with many of these disclosures without
further referral and a repeat school teacher said “we haven’t had so many [disclosures] this time
[less than last year]. This second time we knew more what to expect. We have a good team and can
deal with most things as a team”. The counsellor felt that activities such as The Empty Chair, where
students were given the opportunity to bear “witness” to other students” hurts and wisdoms
provide witnessing and deep listening and could lessen the numbers of children who feel the need to
see a counsellor. “Breathe, Think, Do is [another activity] now entwined into the senior class
curriculum as a life and school strategy” in one school.
Teachers found some of the disclosures “a bit of a shock - I wasn’t exposed to it when I was at
school. I am sadly getting used to it” and a teaching principal said that dealing with disclosures
would be “tough for any teacher”. Teachers own experience of domestic violence and sexual abuse
sensitises and may traumatise them. There is little doubt that teachers were initially challenged to
address the areas of violence, and that the support and accessibility of the JSU team was an
important part of keeping this process safe for all involved. There is still concerns that school policies
dealing with disclosures were not backed up by clear procedures that detailed the process to follow
should disclosures occur.
The ability of the Jade Speaks Up to deliver in challenging communities, with trauma affected
students, and, sometimes, reluctant teachers demonstrates that it is a robust and flexible
programme that can deliver positive results even in situations that are less than ideal. The follow-up
measures show that the essential themes of the programme carry on well beyond the period of
formal teaching, engaging the most vulnerable children through the ongoing demonstration of Jade
principles in action.

1.8. What measures do we need in 2019 to take based on the findings in this report to
move from pilot into roll-out in 2020?
•

Delivery of programme. Recommendations for more repeat schools and a division of manual to
ensure new material for repeating students, longer and more flexible, school and teacher
aligned delivery periods and a 2020-2025 roll-out plan.
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•

•

•
•
•
•
•

Research. Recommendations for improved school data management systems, more
independent use of the CORS measure, a greater focus on longitudinal data analysis, and a costeffective evaluation framework for roll-out.
Quality control and support for schools. Recommendations for creation of a Mentor Teacher
coordination and support roles and a process for better outcomes with teachers reluctant to
engage with the programme.
Training of teachers. Recommendations for more senior management and pastoral staff in the
2019 teacher training days and support for teachers to learn about Trauma Informed Practice
Programme material. Recommendations for a script for teachers that will reduce anxiety prior
to watching the Jade video and the development of an extra module on self-calming.
Community development and Jade Speaks Up. Recommendations for delivery of JSU across
school clusters and community networks
Cultural adaptation. Recommendations for the creation Te Reo Māori other cultural adaptations
of JSU resources and manuals
Promotion: Recommendations for the development of a film, a presentation and pamphlets as
key web resource, presentation, marketing and fund-raising tools for the JSU programme:
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The 2018 report on the Jade Speaks Up (JSU) relationship and safety programme for children age
between 8 years and 12 years covers the second year of a three-year pilot programme funded by the
New Zealand Accident Compensation Commission (ACC) Involving 17 schools, over 100 teachers and
over 3000 children. JSU is a teacher-led programme that gives Year 4 to 8 school children practical
and relational strategies, emotional literacy and self-agency tools to develop trusting relationships,
build resilience and keep themselves safe from bullying and family violence. JSU addresses a key
component of the Ministry of Education’s Health Curriculum designed to improve future New
Zealand’s very negative statistics on bullying, youth suicide and domestic violence.
The report on the first year of the pilot (Bridgman, Dyer & O’Hagan 2018) provides a full description
of the literature justifying the pilot, elements of the programme and the design of the evaluation and
measures used, and its appendices contain the details of these measures along with information
sheets, consent forms and other background documents. We ask interested readers who want
access to that detail to click on the first-year report hyperlink in reference section of this report. A
summary of this report is in appendix 1.
Jade Speaks Up is a programme for safe classroom exploration of being violence-free. It helps
• children and young teens to learn about:
• feelings and safe ways to express them
• trust and the importance of having trusting relationships in our lives
• the fundamentals of respectful relationships
• how to keep ourselves safe from violence
The detailed exploration in the Jade Speaks Up programme of the skills connected with “feelings”,
“trust”, “respect” and being ”safe” are core to the essential “4th R” of the school curriculum Reading, ‘Riting. ‘Rithmetic and Relating.
The teaching materials include a “Jade Speaks Up” DVD, this teaching manual, and wide range of
supplementary resources. The Jade Speaks Up DVD focuses on a girl dealing with family violence. It
also includes peer relationships, natural disasters and scary feelings to help children think about
other times when they feel unsafe. The issues the story raises and skills it teaches apply to other
types of violent and scary situations, including school bullying and emergencies.
Teachers are trained (in a one-day session) to teach in weekly or fortnightly sessions over periods of
a school term and up to school year six modules covering Feelings and Friendship, Trust, Keeping
Ourselves Safe, Personal Safety Plan, Choices to Keep Myself and Others Safe and Reflecting on our
Learning. The contents, introduction and module 1 of the programme are provided as a taster of the
programme in appendix 2
A key objective of the programme Is to ensure that children are able to talk about the struggles that
they may be experiencing in school, in the home and in the community and through this receive the
support and connection that they need to become engaged learners. Teachers have two supervision
sessions with the trainers during the delivery of the programme.
This report covers the data from 2018 and, where the data is of the same format, compares these
with the that of 2017 and in some instances combines the datasets from the 2 years to enable more
in-depth analysis of the outcomes. This is the beginning of a larger longitudinal analysis covering all 3
years of the programme which is due to be completed by April 2020. As such this report is an interim

11

Introduction
report in that it does not seek to deliver at the detail of the 2017 report or the level of analysis that
the three-year report will provide.
2018 was an exciting year for the JSU programme. We’d had excellent results from the 2017 pilot:
we were extending our coverage to levels 5 and 6 in primary schools; we had a request from two
social workers in schools (SWiS) to coordinate the delivery of the programme in four Dunedin
schools; we had two schools that were repeating the programme; and three new schools in
Auckland. We had also made changes to the delivery of the programme, the training materials, the
evaluation design and the measures used in evaluation. This report seeks to evaluate the impact of
those changes.
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Changes made in 2018 to JSU delivery
3.1 Changes to the training, supervision and delivery of JSU in 2018
Changes were made to the training day so teachers could work in their teaching teams to plan their
delivery of Modules 1-3 together, and in more detail than teachers did in 2017. We provided
Timeline Templates during the training in which the school set dates for student and teacher surveys
and supportive supervision rather than the JSU team providing dates. For the two repeating schools,
the training for repeating teachers was reduced to a 3-hour after-school hours programme at the
school, highlighting what was new or different in the programme as well as covering the school
disclosure procedures and policy. The main points of the research from 2017 were discussed with
the repeating teachers and the implications for teaching the next round were considered. New
teachers from repeating schools did the one-day workshop. Some of the teachers from repeating
schools were delivering the programme to new Year 7 students and other teachers had a mixture of
new Year 7 students and Year 8s who had experienced the programme in 2017 as Year 7’s.
Generally, schools were asked to take on a greater responsibility for coordinating the programme.
Once schools approved their timeline dates for assessments, their coordinator (or if small school, the
teacher) was responsible for monitoring teachers to keep them on track. The hoped-for outcome
was less JSU administration prompting of the teachers to keep up with the research components of
surveys. JSU admin still had to prompt when we discovered the schools were not always doing
surveys by set dates. Additionally, in 2018, we shared a suitable template of practical procedures for
teachers on the matter of disclosures. This was based on the policies and procedures of one of the
participating schools and provided a well-thought out set of appropriate actions to take.
We created a cell phone app for the collection of the Child Outcome Rating Scale (CORS) well-being
data that enabled teachers to get a reading in 5-10 minutes of the well-being of their students and to
identify students who might need support. We changed from giving very specific information to the
class teacher regarding students of concern, to giving instructions on how to generate and interpret
the student scores (e.g. defining what is an at-risk score), and on being able to compare results
between the two CORS assessments and notice any major changes. If a school wanted specific
feedback that was made available. With some schools this coincided with supervision.
Supervision continued as in 2017, with two group supervision sessions during programme delivery.
One-on-one supervision was offered to one struggling teacher, rather than in a group of teachers.
This made a huge difference to this teacher’s sense of being able to cope with her workload from
school, community and church.
One of the biggest changes to the delivery of the programme in 2018 was taking up the offer of two
Social Workers in Schools (SWiS) based with Family Care in Dunedin as a third-party agency to
promote and support the programme (Anglican Family Care, 2019)1. They coordinated the
recruitment of four Dunedin schools and the logistics of organizing the training day for the teachers.
They supported teachers during training and remained connected with the schools during the
delivery and in the final evaluation. The Dunedin project was an opportunity to pass over the
recruitment of schools and logistical set-up for providing training to local people within the
educational system. The SWIS workers added to community development component through their

1

See https://anglicanfamilycare.org.nz/assets/Uploads/Autumn-2019-newsletter-web.pdf
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engagement with the students, their parents and other agencies who could support the families in
engagement with schools.

3.2 Changes to content of the manual and additions to programme resources in 2018
Some changes were made to the manual, following teacher feedback in 20172. This involved creating
a more user-friendly layout which brought the descriptions of the exercises alongside the lesson
plans (rather than as a separate appendix) and identified additional extension activities for classes
keen to further explore material. This was important for repeating schools. These were
complemented by additional videos and interactive resources to support the classroom work of the
teachers. All teachers were given both online and hard copies of manual and material. We also
developed some new material to support more engagement of girl students, including Elvie’s Story
which addressed marital separation, sibling tensions, depression and self-harm. This was at the
request of a school which asked for a more middle-class story that addressed these issues
We extended a “meeting a typical family” activity the Role on the Wall in Module 1 to help students
identify the profile of families in their experience. This activity became a two-stage process and in
stage one the class created the family members, a child of approximately their age, the parents/
caregivers/ extended family and the things that they did to ‘have fun’ together. This became a word
bank, with the ‘gingerbread folk’ outlines and the descriptive words pinned into the wall. In a later
module the family was revisited before the showing of the Jade film, to remind the class of the
characters and then to explore what kinds of things were stressing the family at this current time.
Issues around financial worries, different parenting priorities, arguments, gambling, and work
stressors were named. The freeze-frame conventions and the unpacking of people’s thoughts and
feelings provided a safely potent way to expand understandings of the multiple faces of family harm,
give them a context that this isn’t something remote, or ‘only for other people’ and to set the stage
to then go into the fuller exploration stimulated by the activities around the animated film of Jade
Speaks Up.
An extra video was provided for one of the repeating schools as an option to watching the Jade film
again. This was the Australian film clip Through My Eyes. Students filled in the chart of feelings and
behaviours of every character. They also discussed ‘what actions could each character do to keep
themselves safe?’ This video has to be used with more care than the JSU video, as it is much less
solution-focused and potentially more traumatising, being a film of real people and in some ways
harder hitting than the Jade film. A second extra video, Bullied Apple, was added as an optional
exercise. The video is shown to Year 7s followed by discussion on bullying and teasing and how what
happens on the inside can stay there for a long time.
We also added additional poster/pamphlet resources (see appendix 3). The first of these was Parent
Tips from SKIP resources. These were visual and easily insertable into school newsletters or in online
school pages. We provided every school with SKIP-based Parenting Tips pamphlets and posters to
include in school newsletters. We also created a series of Breathe Think Do posters in a variety of
languages for display in classrooms. The Arabic ones were especially appreciated in schools where

Link to a taster of the Jade Speaks Manual
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1ZOQnt8l8nxz5Vsq9qAUC7LxR3UabeC9L
2
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there was a high percentage of refugee families. We also created a short film of Breathe Think Do in
Te Reo Māori.

3.3 Changes in experimental design
In the 2017 experimental design, we ran pre- and post-tests for control and experimental (Jade
Speaks Up) groups. Although these groups were run in separate classrooms, they were in the same
schools and we felt that there was some interaction between the two groups. In 2018, we decided
that we would run a control group in just one school and that this would involve the following
sequence:
● week 1: control pre-test
● week 10: Jade Speaks Up pre-test
● week 22: Jade Speaks Up post-test
● week 36: Jade Speaks Up follow-up.
Following this sequence, there would be no interaction between the control group and the
experimental group, and the control pre-test would allow an assessment of the changes that occur
that might be due to factors other than from the Jade Speaks Up programme.
In 2018 we had the opportunity to work alongside schools repeating the programme. INT3
intermediate and AREA schools were running JSU for the second year in succession and could
provide the team with invaluable insights into the value of repetition and the importance of some of
modifications and additions to core exercises.
For the Jade Speaks Up group the design remains much as it was in 2017, with a pre-test, followed 10
weeks later by a post-test, and a follow-up assessment 4 months after the post-test. The main
difference between the two years is a two-week longer period between pre-test and post-test and a
two-month shorter period for the follow-up.

3.4 Changes to the evaluation measures
One of the strongest criticisms of the pilot project in the 2017 evaluation report was the feedback
from teachers that the lengthy online questionnaires were taking a disproportionate time to
administer. In 2018, we explored reducing the number of questions and specific measures with some
concerns on how these changes might reduce our ability to identify trends and the overall impact of
the programme. We also introduced a small number of additional questions. This strategy and the
justification for it is discussed in this section.
In 2017, a major issue was the length of the assessments required, proving difficult for some children
who needed help in understanding the questions and for others who became bored or frustrated
with repeated assessments answering the same questions. Thus, more teacher time had to be spent
in ensuring that the assessments were done. One of the consequences was that assessment was
frequently not done at appropriate times, making some of the data difficult to interpret.
The first stage of the 2018 process was to replace the Centre for Epidemiological Studies Depression
Scales for Children (CES-DC 20-item scale) with the four item CES-DC. Houghton, Cowley, Meehan,
Houghton & Kelleher (2007) tested the scale, constructed from questions 12, 15, 18 and 20 of the
20-item scale on 10-13 year olds in Ireland, and found a correlation of 0.50 with the Short Form of
the Children’s Depression Inventory (CES-DC). This 4-item test has also been incorporated into the
Danish National Youth Cohort Questionnaire.
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Table 1: Comparison of short and long forms of the CES-DC assessment and the CORS
assessment from the 2017 JSU evaluation. N=2526.
CES-DC
CES-DC 4
CES-DC 16
Test
20 items
CORS
items
items
Mean
1
44.60
CES-DC - 20 items
-0.57
1
CORS
0.89
-0.54
1
47.24
CES-DC - 4 items
0.99
-0.55
0.82
1
CES-DC - 16 items
Our correlational data, using 2526 samples from nearly 1300 children, is shown in table 1. There is a
very high correlation between the CES-DC (4 items), the CES-DC (20 items) and 16 items that are not
part of the 4-item test. Also, the correlation with the Children’s Outcome Rating Scale (CORS) is
almost the same for the 4 item CES-DC as it is for the 20-item test. The average score for the four
item CES-DC is 2.64 higher than for the 20 item CES-DC. This means that the at-risk cut-off point of
<46 will be too low for the 4-item CES-DC and that the combined at-risk cut off point for the CES-DC
(4-item) plus CORS should be <81, rather than <78.
One downside of using the 4-item version of the CES-DC, is that the standard deviation increases
23%, from 10.08 in the 20-item version of the CES-DC, to 12.42 in the 4-item version, making it a
much less sensitive measure.
Below are the four questions from the CES-DC which are retained. The scoring for the 4-item
assessment is: not at all=3; a little=2; some=1; a lot=0, with the first question being reverse-scored,
giving a range between 0 and 12. This score is multiplied by 5 to give the same range, 0-60, as in the
20 item CES-DC.
Below is a list of the ways you might have felt or acted. Please check how much you have felt this way
during the past week?
Not at all
A little Some A lot
I was happy
I felt like kids I know were not friendly or they didn’t
want to be with me
I felt sad
It was hard to get started doing things
In addition, we cut out 43 questions relating to emotional intelligence/social competence. These
were question matrices asking participants:
● to Match the seven pictures to the emotions they are closest to – 7 questions
● What things are true about your best friend/s and Q15 – 20 questions.
● to Match the five pictures to the stories they are closest to – 5 questions.
● to Rate how you think people would feel if these things happened to them – 11 questions
While each of these question matrices had items that individually were of significance in
demonstrating the learning of children in the evaluation of the 2017 Jade Speaks Up programme,
overall the results from these question matrices were inconclusive. Short versions of these question
matrices may be useful in the future, but, in anticipation of the wider rollout, it was important to
keep the number of questions down as we were getting strong feedback that the length of the
evaluation could be a major impediment to further recruitment of schools in the pilot.
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While we had sufficient questions to measure the children's wellbeing, skills and attitudes, we had
no measures which reflected the children's perception of their classroom atmosphere or school
environment. We needed to know whether the children felt that their school environment was safe.
Was their teacher receptive, was the school environment supportive? For a programme focusing on
social and emotional relationship, classroom atmosphere will be an important factor in determining
the success of the project.
To measure the school environment, we chose six questions from three of the eight scales of the
ClassMAP Survey (Doll, Spies, Leclair, Kurien & Foley, 2010). The three subscales used (my teacher…,
my classmates…. and I worry that…) focussed on the three most important elements of classroom
atmosphere. The two questions chosen from each of these three sub-scales were those from the
factor analysis that most strongly represented the subscale, with factor pattern coefficients (a form
of correlation) between 0.701 and 0.857. These additional questions are below and are scored:
never=0; sometimes=1; often=2; and almost always=3, with the last two questions being reverse
scored with a range of 0-18.
What is true about your class? For each question, circle the choice that is true for you.
Never
Sometimes
Often
My teacher listens carefully to me when I talk
My teacher respects me
I have friends who will stick up for me if someone
picks on me
My friends care about me a lot
I worry that other kids will say mean things about
me
I worry that other kids will hurt me on purpose

Almost Always

For all assessments: class as usual, pre-test, post-test and follow-up the following questions were still
included:
● Demographic questions covering name, classroom, year level, age, gender, culture - 6 questions.
● Name up to four friends who you could trust to ask for help if you needed it
● Name up to four family members you could trust to ask for help if you needed it. (Please say if
they are your mum, dad, aunt or other relation to you.)
● 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)
● Do you know the phone numbers of the friends or adults (not family members) that you can
trust if you need help?
● Do you know somewhere you can go that is safe? Where is this?
● CES-DC, CORS and ClassMAP questions - 14 questions
In addition, the class as usual, pre-test and post-test had the following:
● How can you tell if someone is angry? sad? frightened? or happy? - 4 questions
● What are some ways that you can help yourself feel OK, when you're feeling down or scared? 6 questions
● What are some of the things 'I have a right to be safe' could mean for you? - 6 questions
The post-test and the follow-up had the following:
● If you were scared of someone what would you do? - 7 questions
● What do you think would happen next if you did these things?
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The post-test had the following:
● Since doing the Jade Speaks Up programme how often have you used any of these actions? - 9
questions
● While you have been doing the Jade Speaks Up programme - How interesting/fun/helpful was
it? - 3 questions
● Tell us what was good/not so good about Jade Speaks Up? -2 questions
● Would you recommend this course to a friend?
A total of 59 questions were removed, leaving, apart from the demographic questions, 41 questions
in the class as usual and the pre-test. The post-test has an additional 23 questions, making a total of
64 questions. The follow-up has 35 questions, losing 25 questions, but getting six additional
ClassMAP questions. All these questionnaires are shortened by 40% or more which dramatically
reduced the amount of time required for them.
We also reduced the number of questions that were being asked of teachers. Specifically, we
removed from the pre and post-test, teacher-rated CORS parallel assessments of two children, one
with a high self-rated CORS score and one with a low self-rated CORS score and four additional
questions about teacher knowledge of the support systems in the child’s environment.
We added one question to the teacher pre-test questionnaire. Our experience in the 2017
evaluation was that some teachers were more aligned to the values and perspectives that underpin
the Jade Speaks Up programme than others, and it was important to have an indication of where
teachers were at the beginning of this journey. Consequently, we added the following question to
the pre-test for teachers ● Please write four short value statements which best describe your approach to teaching. For
example: Order and discipline are essential to good teaching OR A love of the natural world is
needed to inspire children.
In addition to the online collection of data, we also collected data in 2018 as we had in 2017 from
the supervision sessions with the teachers and debriefing interviews with the schools at the end of
the programme. This data is helpful in assessing the small qualitative changes in the delivery of the
programme and in the manual, the specific impact of which is not be easily accessible through the
online questionnaires.

3.5 Key questions addressed in this 2018 JSU evaluation report
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

With the parallel online measures used in 2017 and 2018 were there any significant differences
in the results for each of the key qualitative and quantitative measures?
Was there a difference between the control and experimental period in the one school where
this design was used?
What was the impact of using the 4-item CES-DC in 2018 compared with the 20-item version
used in 2017?
What did the new assessment of the classroom environment in 2018 show?
Were there any differences between 2017and 2018 in how the programme worked for the
repeat schools?
Were there any differences between the Dunedin cohort which was recruited and supported by
local SWiS staff and the other schools in the programme?
What did the data from the supervision and debriefing conversations tell us about the overall
value of the programme and the impact of the changes in delivery and in content?
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What measures do we need to take in 2019 based on the findings in this report to move from
pilot into roll-out in 2020?
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Children’s data
4.1 2018 Participants
Table 2 shows the participants from the nine schools engaged with the evaluation in 2018 and
compares the overall figures with the participants in the 2017 pilot. Two of the nine schools in the
2018 programme are repeat schools. Because of their prior experience doing the programme, both
schools were seeking a more integrated approach to programme delivery, with the result that they
delivered the programme over a longer time than occurred in the seven new schools.
Table 2: comparison of the school level
of the 2017 and 2018 JSU cohorts
year 4
year 5
year 6
year 7
year 8
year 9
Total

2017 n=1272

2018 n=966

0
0.2%
10.7%
51.71%
37.3%
0.04%
100%

3.8%
17.3%
20.4%
41.6%
16.9%
0
100%

One main difference between the two years is the
greater inclusion in 2018 of school years 4 to 6 (41.5%
vs 10.9% see table 2). This has meant that the 2018
cohort at 10.5 years is about 9 months younger on
average than in 2017. A second main difference (shown
in Table 3) is the cultural makeup of the 2018 cohort,
which has 17% more Māori participants and 14% fewer
Pacific Island participants.

Table 3 also shows that although the 2018 cohort is 300
children fewer than the 2017, the participation rate
means that the numbers completing all three stages to follow-up are better than in 2017, probably
because of the smaller size of the assessment. The number of participants with complete records is
737 for the pre-test, 489 for both pre- and post-test, and 276 for pre- and post-test and follow-up.
For the one school that had a class as usual cohort as well as a JSU cohort, 34 participants had
complete records from class as usual through to follow-up, just over half of the total of 69
participants who completed the class as usual assessment. While this completion rate is high
relative to the completion rates for 2018 and 2017, the number is too small to allow anything other
than large differences between the groups to be detected.

4.2 Problems with data collection that may affect the outcome
In 2017 we had major challenges to the integrity of the data mainly due to a considerable overlap of
the control and experimental assessments in most schools. In the one instance where we had a
control group in 2018, the school was unable to meet the assessment timelines. There were, in
addition, three very direct challenges to the integrity of the data. For two-thirds of the programme
FP3 (a Dunedin school) did not use the supporting video resources, including the Jade Speaks Up
animation, because the USB containing the video material including the vital Jade Speaks Up video
had been mislaid. This was extremely frustrating for the teachers and for the facilitators when they
discovered what happened late in the delivery of the programme.
Secondly, INT3 a repeat school, mistakenly completed their post-test evaluation four weeks before
the programme was finished. In the third challenge (FP7) a senior and very conscientious teacher,
from the outset and throughout the programme, expressed strong disagreement with the structure
of the programme. This teacher was using resources from Ripples Kindness Project, an Australian
curriculum manual based on positive psychology and social emotional learning. This teacher viewed
Jade Speaks Up as limiting the further development of the Ripples Kindness Project and was unhappy
that her school decided to be part of the JSU pilot. In 2017, a negative attitude towards the
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programme was positively correlated with negative attitudes of children towards the programme
and this was a concern for us.
Table 3: The demographic and programme features of the 9 schools involved with the 2018 Jade Speaks Up
pilot
av. age
% comPākehā
class
pre- post- followAsian
total
pre- groups
roll
pleted
Māori Pacific Euro- girls
rooms
test test up
/African
assessments
test
post-test
pean
10.8
JSU
3
66 42 44
0
66%
7%
57% 14% 22%
62%
86

school

year

decile

FP3

4 to 8

3

FP4

4 to 8

1

10.3

JSU

6

131 108

90

45

69%

9%

19% 70%

2%

51%

243

FP5

4 to 8

2

10.5

JSU

7

186 164 107

122

58%

13%

41% 10%

36%

47%

393

PR1

5&6

3

10.0

JSU

1

24

18

24

24

100%

3%

29% 14%

55%

48%

66

FP6

5 to 7

4

10.0

JSU

3

59

46

41

20

69%

32%

20% 34%

15%

52%

107

PR2

4 to 6

3

9.6

JSU

1

22

16

18

17

82%

33%

39%

4%

24%

41%

51

AREA

7&8

1

11.7

JSU

2

148 120

94

100

64%

0%

86%

1%

13%

54%

314

INT3

6 to 8

6

11.3

JSU

8

243 206 184

101

76%

31%

20% 12%

28%

46%

491

FP7
4 to 7
All
schools 4 to 8
2018
All
schools 5 to 8
2017

3

9.6 CAU/JSU

3

87 69/74 64

67

74%

15%

39% 27%

19%

47%

274

3.04

10.49

all
groups

34

966 863 666

496

69%

16%

39% 22%

23%

49%

2025

3.33

11.26

all
groups

50

1272 1106 813

482

64%

19%

24% 36%

21%

48%

2401

School: AREA = area school (full primary and secondary); FP= full primary; INT3 = Years 7 and 8 intermediate school; PR=
Primary (no intermediate classes));
Year: the Year levels of the classes involved in the project
Decile: a measure of socio-economic disadvantage used by the Education Ministry (2015) as a basis for school funding.
Average age: the age of the children in each school and overall. Taken at the first evaluation
Group: JSU = class does Jade Speaks Up programme and CAU = class as usual which preceded JSU just for West Harbour
Classrooms: each school allocates a number of classrooms to be in the project
Rolls: the number of children on the rolls in the classes that are taking part in the project
Pre-tests and post-tests: The JSU group has a pre-test before the JSU programme starts and a post-test when the
programme is finished. The CAU group did a pre- test 10 weeks before doing the JSU pre-test.
Follow-up: All those children who did a shorter follow-up evaluation 4-5 months after the post-tests
Percentage completed: the percentage of children on the roll evaluating the JSU programme after completion of the
programme - doing the post-test
Asian/African: children with either full or partial Asian or African descent who participated in the evaluation
Māori: children of Māori descent, full or partial, but excluding children with Asian/African descent who participated in
the evaluation
Pacific: children of Pacific Island descent, full or partial, but excluding children with Māori or Asian/African descent who
participated in the evaluation
Pākehā: Children with Pākehā or European descent, fully or partial, but excluding children with Pacific Island, Māori or
Asian/African descent who participated in the evaluation
Girls: the number and percentage of girls in the project who participated in the evaluation
Total: the number of children and the percent of the total roll that participated in the evaluation

4.3 Correlations between Wellbeing and school environment measures
The correlations between the wellbeing measures and the ClassMAP school environment measure
are all highly significant (see table 4). The correlation between CES-DC-4 and CORS at 0.51 is slightly
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lower than between CES-DC-20 and CORS in 2017, which was 0.58. The significantly high correlation
(p=0.000) between the school environment measure and the combined wellbeing measure tells us
that children’s perceptions of the school environment and their wellbeing reports are closely
connected.
Table 4: Correlations between the wellbeing assessments and the ClassMAP school environment
assessment. n=1908. *= p=0.000
ClassMAP
CES-DC-4
CORS
CES-DC-4+CORS
ClassMAP
1
CES-DC-4
0.45*
1
CORS
0.43*
0.51*
1
CES-DC-4+CORS
0.51*
0.93*
0.79*
1
This report uses, as we did in 2017, the combined CES-DC and CORS measure as the primary measure
of wellbeing. The CES-DC-4 Score has been scaled up so that it covers the same range (0-60) as the
CES-DC-20 did, but with high scores indicating high wellbeing. This is so that direct comparison can
be made between the 2018 and the 2017 wellbeing data. However, as noted above, the at-risk cut
off point has been shifted to <81 to allow for the higher scores obtained in the shorter assessment.
Table 5: ClassMAP sub-scale correlations with CORS and CES-DC. n=1908. All correlation are
significant @ p<0.01 or less. *0=never, 1= sometimes, 2=often, 3= almost always. Reverse scoring
for q5 and q6.
ClassMAP

CES-DC

CORS

I felt like kids I know
It was hard to
What is true about your I felt
I was were not friendly or
get started
total me home
class?
sad
happy that they didn't
doing things
want to be with me.
1. My teacher listens
carefully to me when I 0.05
0.12
0.20
0.10
0.17 0.24 0.16
talk?
2. My teacher respects
0.06
0.11
0.19
0.07
0.15 0.26 0.17
me?
3. I have friends who will
stick up for me if
0.09
0.10
0.20
0.21
0.22 0.23 0.18
someone picks on me?
4. My friends care about
0.11
0.15
0.24
0.23
0.26 0.26 0.20
me a lot?
5. I worry that other kids
will say mean things
0.30
0.18
0.15
0.30
0.34 0.17 0.10
about me?
6. I worry that other kids
will hurt me on
0.31
0.20
0.14
0.29
0.35 0.17 0.10
purpose?
total
0.29
0.26
0.32
0.37
0.45 0.39 0.26

CORS

school

Every
total + CESthing

DC

0.29 0.21 0.27

0.24

0.32 0.24 0.30

0.24

0.27 0.21 0.27

0.27

0.30 0.26 0.31

0.32

0.14 0.19 0.18

0.32

0.14 0.17 0.17

0.32

0.41 0.37 0.43

0.51

Table 5 looks at the sensitivity of the individual ClassMAP questions in relation to the two other
wellness assessment instruments. It shows that the two negative questions where children were
asked about worries around other children saying mean things about me or that they will hurt me on
purpose are highly correlated (r>0.3, p<0.000001) with the CES-DC questions on feeling sad and that
the kids I know were not friendly or that they didn't want to be with me. This gives us an idea as to
how these emotions of sadness and friendliness are connected to school bullying an important issue
in the evaluation of JSU. Two other questions about respect from teachers and caring support from
other children correlate highly with the school subscale which also has the strongest sub-scale
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correlation with the ClassMAP total score. This also suggests that the ClassMAP assessment is
sensitive to elements in the school environment which underpin well-being.

4.4 Outcomes from the wellbeing and environmental assessments across all schools
Table 6 shows the summary results for the pre- and post-tests from the CES-DC-4 and the CORS
assessments for all nine schools. For comparison purposes the table gives the results for both 2018
and 2017. Finally, the data is combined into one large cohort covering 2017 and 2018. In this
combined presentation the CES-DC data is from the 4-item measure in both years.
Table 6: Pre- and post-test scores for students with complete scores for both pre- and post-tests in
2017 and 2018 on the CES-DC–20 (2017) and the CES-DC-4 (2018 and 2017-18) and the CORS and
subscales of the two tests. ^=p<0.001; *=p<0.05 for comparisons between pre and post 2017 and
2017+2018

School

Everything

Total CES-DC-4
+CORS

7.83*

8.17

7.88

8.09

75.8*

32.8 8.13*
32.2 8.01
32.7 8.12
32.1* 7.92*
32.8* 8.12*

8.33
8.16
8.29
8.16
8.31

8.08
7.93
8.06
7.90
8.08

8.25
8.10
8.26
8.10
8.25

78.5^
78.3
78.7
78.3*
79.9*

CORS total

Home

43.8^ 2.06^ 2.42 2.39* 1.96
Pre-test n=495 2017
45.7^ 2.21^ 2.49 2.48* 1.96
Post-test n=495 2017
46.1 2.36 2.15 2.45 2.30
Pre-test n= 489 2018
46.1 2.31 2.13 2.44 2.34
Post-test n=489 2018
Pre-test n= 984 2017-18 46.3 2.22* 2.29 2.4 2.34
Post-test n=984 2017-18 47.2 2.34* 2.3 2.45 2.35

ME

CORS subscales

positivity

depression

interpersonal
problem

Somatic

CES-DC total

CES-DC subscales

32.0

The data from 2017 is remarkably similar to the data from 2018. The CORS pre and post-test data is
almost identical. And once the 2.6 expected difference between the 4 and 20 item CES-DC is added
to the longer test, similarly for the pre-test data for CES-DC, the big difference between 2017 and
2018 is that there is no change between pre- and post-test in the 2018 CES-DC scores and there is no
significant difference between pre- and post-test measures, whereas in 2017 there were 5 significant
differences, mainly due to the differences in CES-DC scores.
One obvious explanation for the differences in the two sets of data is that the 4-item CES-DC is not as
sensitive as the 20-item version used in 2017. A second reason relates to the schools FP3, INT3 and
FP7 who had programme delivery, data recording or pedagogical problems outlined earlier. These
three schools constitute 44% of the sample and while their removal increases the difference
between the pre- and post-test composite measure of wellbeing in post-test by 1.0, the difference
was not significant. A third reason relates to the different age and cultural make-up of the two years,
with a greater inclusion in 2018 of groups (Years 4-6 and Māori) whose wellbeing improvement did
not reach levels of significance.
Table 7 also examines what happens when the data sets from 2017 and 2018 are combined using the
CES DC-4 data from 2017. In this, four of the 11 comparisons are significant, including one, the CORS
summary, which was not significant in the 2017 analysis. However, two comparisons that were
significant in 2017, no longer are.
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Table 7 looks at the shift in well-being between post-test and follow-up some 3 to 4 months later.
Again, the similarity between 2017 and 2018 data is clear, particularly for the CORS data. The small
drop in wellbeing scores in 2017 had one significant outcome (the school subscale) which was not
repeated in 2018. The drop-off in the combined CES-DC/CORS follow-up data in 2018 was less than
one third of that in 2017; however, when the two data sets are combined there is still a significant
drop in the school subscale. In summary, we are seeing a very small but significant improvement in
well-being between pre and post-test and we can observe that the gains made are sustained at
follow-up.

Positivity

CORS total

ME

Home

School

Everything

Total CES-DC-4
+CORS

Depression

CORS subscales

interperson
al problem

CES-DC subscales

Somatic

CES-DC total

Table 7: Post-test and follow-up scores for students with complete scores for both post- and followup tests in 2018 on the CES-DC-4 (2018 and 2017-18), and the CORS and subscales of the two tests.
^=p<0.001; *=p<0.05 for comparisons between pre and post 2017.

1.45
1.55
2.13

1.49
1.53
2.41

1.98
2.09
2.35

33.1
32.1
32.7

8.21
7.89
8.19

8.39
8.25
8.24

8.17*
7.79*
7.99

8.36
8.20
8.25

79.8
77.2

46.0

1.73
1.82
2.31

45.7
47.4
46.5

2.29
2.02
1.99

2.13
1.84
1.88

2.43
1.96
1.99

2.28
2.04
2.10

32.4
32.9
32.3

8.16
8.20
8.03

8.18
8.31
8.21

7.87
8.07*
7.83*

8.16
8.30
8.18

78.0
80.2
78.7

Post-test n=277 2017
Follow-up n=277 2017

46.6
45.1

Post-test n= 341 2018
Follow-up n=341 2018
Post-test n=618 2017-18
Follow-up n=618 2017-18

78.7

The ClassMAP data in table 8 presents a different take on change between pre-test post-test and
follow-up assessments. What it shows is that there is no significant change between pre-test and
post-test in any of the six ClassMAP measures including the total score, However, there is a positive
change in the questions 5 and 6 (the questions most aligned with the wellbeing assessments)
between pre-test and follow up in matched samples covering both those assessments. Children’s
answers to these two questions show at pre-test that 65% (228 children) worry that other kids will
say mean things about me and 56% (188) worry that other kids will hurt me on purpose. By follow-up
there was a 10.1% drop in the of cohort (to 205 children) worried about being teased and a 13.8%
drop (to 162 children) worried about being hurt by other children.
Table 8: ClassMAP matched data for pre-test, post-test and follow-up (fu) assessments. *=p<0.05.
0=never, 1= sometimes, 2=often, 3= almost always. Reverse scoring for q5 and q6
What is true about
your class?

1. My teacher 2. My
3. I have friends
4. My
5. I worry that 6. I worry that
listens
teacher who will stick up friends care other kids will say other kids will
carefully to me respects for me if someone about me a
mean things
hurt me on
when I talk?
me?
picks on me?
lot?
about me?
purpose?

total

assessments

n

pre

489

2.29

2.55

2.33

2.37

1.91

2.13

13.58

post

489

2.39

2.56

2.32

2.31

1.94

2.13

13.66

pre

277

2.35

2.56

2.36

2.40

1.94

2.14

13.75

post

277

2.39

2.54

2.31

2.30

1.92

2.12

13.58

fu

277

2.34

2.48

2.28

2.31

2.08

2.33

13.81

pre

346

2.33

2.55

2.31

2.35

1.88*

2.09*

13.51

fu

346

2.32

2.49

2.25

2.26

2.02*

2.26*

13.60

This outcome is significant for the overall data, and there a small number of occasions where there is
a significant sub-group difference between pre-test and follow-up. These include FP7 where q6 is
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positively significant at p<0.05, q5 where girls and 13-year-olds are significantly less worried about
others being mean to them (p<0.,05). This shows that ClassMAP is sensitive to gender and age
differences. Figure 1 shows the significant age trends (all p<0.001) for the teacher evaluation
questions (q1 and q2) and the worry about other children questions (q3- q5 showed no significant
trend). It shows that as children age, they feel less certain of being listened to and respected by
teachers, but more certain that other children won’t hurt me on purpose. Girls are significantly
different from boys on three questions do with relationships with other children (qs 3-5, all p<0.01).
Girls are more likely to feel that other children will say mean things about them than boys, but also
more likely to feel that they have friends who will stick up for me if someone picks on me (q3) and
who care about me a lot (q4).
Figure 1: Significant "teacher" and "worry " ClassMAP trends
(p<0.05) as a function of age
ClassMAP score

3
2.5
2
1.5

8

9

10

(28)

(86)

(158)

11

12

13

(182)

(178)

(64)

AGE (n)
1.My teacher listens carefully to me when I talk
2. My teacher respects me
6. I worry that other kids will hurt me on purpose

While the two conflicting developmental trends shown
in Figure 1 seem to compromise the value of the
overall ClassMAP measure, they, at the same time,
point to the value of the individual questions. A case in
point is when we received a low pre-test score (1.73)
for AREA on q1 (my teacher listens carefully to me
when I talk), we told the school about this and the
score at post-test showed a significant improvement
(2.14, p<0.05). However, following the developmental
trend in figure 1, by follow-up (1.75) the score had
returned to the pre-test value. In table 8 there was an
all schools average 0.01 drop for q1 between pre-test
and follow-up (effectively no change), where,
extrapolating from figure 1, we might have expected a
bigger drop (0.12) over the 8-month period.

One teacher notes that his “class are
doing speeches right now” and six
students have chosen topics around
bullying, abuse and verbal abuse. Their
awareness of what is “not right” has
been heightened by the JSU
programme. These year 7 and 8
students responded really well to the
Jade video. The Breathe, Think, Do
message is really important to them.
“It’s obvious that they are learning that
this [domestic violence type
behaviours] may be happening to me
now but it’s not right”. They are also
getting the message that “even if this
happens to you, it’s not right to do this
to others”.

4.5 The class as usual group
One school (FP7) surveyed a class as usual group prior to starting the JSU programme. Table 9 shows
the results for core data. Because of the small sample only very large differences between the
assessments will be significant. Although all the summary assessments pertaining to school
environment and wellbeing show an improvement from the class as usual assessment right through
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to the follow-up, none of these changes is significant. Furthermore, across all the measures there
are no significant differences between the pre and post-test conditions.
There are two significant differences between class as usual and the pre-test. At pre-test, children
are less likely to name their mothers (82% vs 100%) and immediate family members (1.8 members vs
2.7 members) as people in the wider family that they trust than they were at the class as usual
assessment. While both of these factors strengthen at post-test and follow-up it is not to a level of
significance.
Table 9: School environment and wellbeing scores over 4 assessments. n=34 *p<0.05 between class
as usual and follow-up. # 3=never, 2= sometimes, 1=often, 0= almost always
ClassMAP – I worry that other kids will
CES-DC-4
CES-DC-4
CORS/40
/ 18
hurt me on purpose /3 #
/60
+CORS/100
Class as usual
14.1
2.09*
47.1
33.6
80.6
Pre-test
15.0
2.30
49.6
34.1
83.6
Post-test
13.8
2.20
49.0
34.4
83.3
Follow-up
14.7
2.68*
50.1
34.1
84.2
What can be observed from the data in Table 10 is that:
● there is an improvement in scores from class as usual through to pre-test possibly due to the fact
that the pre-test was done immediately after mid-year school holidays, not at the end of term as
scheduled;
● there is very little change between pre-test and post-test done at the end of the third (winter)
term, and,
● the school environment and wellbeing scores improve between the post-test and follow-up test
done at the end of the school year.
The one significant result between class as usual and follow-up is reported in Table 9, which shows a
significant improvement at follow-up, compared to CAU, in children's confidence that they won’t be
intentionally hurt by other children. Only 35% of the children at class as usual say that they have no
worries (a score of 0) about other children hurting them, but by follow-up this has more than
doubled to 76%. This is an important outcome for the JSU programme but cannot be directly
attributed to it as the difference between pre-test and follow-up was not significant. It is, however,
in line with the findings above, about consolidation of the JSU learnings in the follow-up period.

4.6 Other measures of change
a) Naming trusted people and places
Table 10is summary of responses to questions about the children’s connection to other people. It
contains a number of questions relating to naming trusted family members, trusted non-family
adults, places of safety, and remembering the phone numbers of key trusted people, all showed
significant changes between pre- and post- tests, pre-tests and follow-up, and generally showing a
positive progression from pre-test to follow-up.
Looking at the trusted family members and the trusted non-family adult data we can see, firstly, a
decline in the number of times that a sister or brother, teacher, church or youth leader is named. At
the same time, the proportion of children that name a family member from the extended family
increases. The number of times that children name family friends or neighbours as trusted adults also
increases. In other words, children are expanding the size of the world in which they feel safe,
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moving from environments where they are
more likely to be highly supervised to
environments where relationships require
more negotiation.
This trend can also be seen in the question
that asks children to name a place of
safety. In post-test and in the follow-up,
this is more likely to be a friend’s or
relative’s place rather than home, “my
house”, “my bedroom” or “the laundry
where I can lock myself in”. Two other
significant changes also support this idea of
children feeling safer in the wider world.
Firstly, they are more likely to remember
the phone numbers of trusted people, and
secondly, they feel less prone to being
bullied as demonstrated by being less
worried that they might be intentionally
hurt by another child.

FP6 In a class discussion around choices that
“involved the children going to a neighbour, and the
neighbour creating a ruse to safely get Mum out of
the house, saying something on the phone to Mum
such as “’Do you remember that little thing we were
going to do together? Now would be a good time to
do it, can you come over here right now?’”. The
discussion also touched on the possible reluctance
the children may feel in “letting a neighbour know
there was trouble at home”. This led to Jade video
scene at school when the teacher asks Jade if “she’s
okay and if everything at home is all good”. The
students agreed that sometimes you need to tell
your teacher what’s happening at home and if you
“don’t feel comfortable with your class teacher then
find another one you can talk to.” The conversation
also covered the fact that “sometimes you will talk
to someone who will need to pass that info on - to
the police or to someone else who can help the
family”.

Table 10: Significant changes from pre-test to post-test in measures other than wellbeing at follow-up
group

pre-test n=489
post-test n=489
p-value
pre-test n=273
post-test n=273
follow-up n=273
p-value
pre-test n = 348
follow-up n=348
p-value

Trusted family
members
no
sister, extended
brother
family
members
39%
5.5%
31%
ns
39%
31%
30%
0.05
38%
32%
ns

4.0%
ns
5.5%
4.0%
1.8%
ns
5.2%
2.3%
0.03

Trusted non-family adults named (up Knowing the phone Knowing a place of
to 4)
safety
numbers of four
trusted friends or
teacher,
family
church,
friend’s or
adults All of them home, my
school staff
friends/
youth
relative’s
=2, some of them
house
Average
neighbours leaders
places
=1, none of them=0
1.70
0.51
0.85
3.7%
53.8%
32.8%
1.58
ns
1.70
1.58
1.41
0.03
1.66
1.42
0.01

1.1
0.00
0.8
1.09
1.24
0.00
0.81
1.22
0.00

0.7%
ns
3.%
0.7%
0.7%
0.02
2.9%
1.1%
ns

0.61
0.00
0.50
0.61
0.60
0.04
0.51
0.60
0.04

50.2%
ns
53.8%
50.2%
43.6%
0.05
55.8%
43.1%
0.00

44.6%
0.01
36.6%
48.0%
49.8%
0.01
34.8%
47.4%
0.00

The data in table 10 represents an improvement on the findings for 2017 where the only significant
differences were in the increase in the number of phone numbers children knew from pre- to posttest and the shifts from home to family/relatives as places of safety. Also seen in the 2018 data are
stronger outcomes at follow-up, notably in the transition from dependence on the immediate family
for safety to the wider group of friends and relatives. There is a strong correlation between age and
knowing the phone numbers of trusted friends (r=0.16, p=0.000)

b) Describing emotions
The pre-test and post-test shared another 16 questions in three groups looking at emotional literacy,
what to do if you're feeling scared, and the meaning of the right to be safe. The first of these asks
children to describe the following for emotions: angry, sad, frightened and happy. The responses to
this question were coded vin the same way as they were in the 2017 which is repeated here.
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•
•

•

0 = no answer, a Don’t Know response, or an answer that doesn’t address the question, such as,
You just know, Make them sad, Are u okay, Take [them] to the teacher, djhgbvs… I’m bad at
reading people)
1 = an answer that consist of a repeat of the emotional label or offers one that is very similar
(they look angry, lonely, look upset, look scared, happy face) or an answer that directs us where
to observe (the face, the body, the voice, the eyes, the mouth) but not what to specifically
observe (their facial expressions, face and voice, by their feelings, their face and hands, actions,
behaviour, by their body expretions (sic), they act like they're living humans). These responses
could be (and frequently were) applied to all the above emotional states.
2 = an answer that gives something specific to observe that will be different for each emotional
state. This could be pointing out basic features of the emotions (anger: the face goes red, making
[a] fist, hitting property, stomp there (sic) feet, their frown, yelling [and] scowling; sad: crying,
they weep, tears on their face, head down, upside down lips, they don’t talk to you; frightened:
they are shaking, yelling for help, their eyes go big, they scream, shocked face, they run away,
shivers, open mouth; and happy: smiling, they are laughing, excited and enthusiastic, they play
and run around).

Figure 2 records the outcome of this assessment. What figure 2 shows is that there was no
significant difference between pre-test and post-test scores averaged across the four emotional
descriptions. There was however a significant difference between the percent of children scoring “2”
across the four emotional states, culture, gender and school (p>0.05). These effects are very similar
to the ones found in 2017 where also no pre-test-post-test differentiation occurred. Two differences
are that there is no longer a significant difference between age groups, and there are two schools,
FP3 and PR2 (p<0.05), which individually show a pre-test post-test difference: FP3, from 35% rich
descriptions of anger to 65% and PR2 from 57% to 93%. PR2 also went from 63% to 88% overall and
had an average of 75% which was the highest (p<0.5) of any school. The ability of the emotional
description questions to discriminate between the demographic variables demonstrates what we
discovered in 2017 that it is a sensitive instrument showing that we still have some way to go in
training emotional intelligence, particularly for boys and possibly for Māori and Pākehā/ European
groups.

PR2

FP6

FP4

INT3

FP3

AREA

PR1

FP5

FP7

girl

boy

Pacific Island

Asian African

Māori

Pakeha/European

happy

sad

frightened

angry

post

75%
70%
65%
60%
55%
50%
45%

pre

% of children

Figure 2: Percent of children scoring "2" (detailed description) for emotional descriptions.
Pre-post - ns, emotions p<0.05, culture p<0.05, gender p<0.05, school p<0.05

489 489 978 978 978 978 234 348 176 220 502 476 53 76 16 72 26 138 63 31 14
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% correct responses

Figure 3: Ways that children can help themselves feel OK, when they're feeling down or scared?
Comparison of 2017 and 2018 data for pre and post-tests
pre 2017 n=609

post 2017 n=609

pre 2018 n=489

post 2018 n=489

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
talk to
stop and
say kind things play a game on pick a fight or get 'out of it'
someone you breathe slowly to yourself
your phone/
start an
on drugs or
trust
computer argument with
alcohol
someone

Correct "no"answers

Correct "yes"answers
p (pre vs post) =

Average %
appropriate
responses

Girls (476)

ns
68%

ns
67%

0.00
69%

0.04
13%

0.02
14%

0.02
75%

ns
51%

Boys (502)

59%

57%

64%

15%

17%

66%

46%

P=

ns

0.002

ns

ns

ns

0.002

0.000

Pacific Island (110)

65%

65%

75%

10%

21%

67%

50%

Asian African (88)

80%

72%

73%

10%

15%

68%

53%

Māori (174)

54%

57%

67%

15%

15%

66%

45%

65%

58%

52%

19%

12%

84%

48%

0.000

0.003

0.000

0.020

0.000

0.000

A>All PE,PI>M

A>M,PE

A,PI>M,PE

PE>A,PI

ns

PE>A,PI,M

A>PE,M

8&9 (73)

55%

58%

68%

16%

12%

73%

47%

10 (81)

53%

57%

63%

12%

13%

68%

44%

11 (218)

66%

64%

64%

15%

18%

73%

50%

12&13 (117)

71%

63%

71%

12%

16%

67%

50%

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

0.013

FP3 (26)

0.000
12&13>8&9,10
11>10
56%

62%

67%

6%

8%

63%

44%

FP4 (63)

60%

64%

82%

10%

18%

55%

48%

FP5 (76)

62%

55%

56%

17%

14%

80%

47%

PR1 (16)

53%

34%

63%

22%

13%

88%

45%

FP6 (31)

68%

79%

58%

5%

11%

68%

48%

PR2 (14)

46%

64%

54%

7%

0%

64%

39%

AREA (72)

55%

57%

76%

15%

15%

60%

46%

INT3 (138)

76%

66%

58%

18%

21%

79%

53%

FP7 (53)

58%

61%

79%

13%

15%

71%

50%

p=

0.000

0.001

ns

0.000
FP5,PR1,INT3
> FP4
FP5,PR1
> FP7,AREA

0.003

p

Pākehā/ European
(117)
P=

P=

12&13,11>10

0.000
0.035
FP4>FP5,FP6
INT3>AREA,FP7, INT3,FP6>FP5,
,INT3
INT3>FP3,FP6,
PR2
PR1
AREA>INT3,
PR2
FP7>INT3

29

INT3>PR2,AREA

Children’s data

Knowing what to do when you’re feeling down or scared
Figure 3 and its accompanying table show the children's responses to the question on how can you
help yourself feel OK when you are feeling down or scared. The figure shows data for 2017 and 2018
for pre and post conditions. There are no significant differences between years or conditions for the
six response options and the average result. A troubling outcome is that still 30% of children are
either unsure or think that the answer is to get 'out of it' on drugs or alcohol
There are, however, quite a number of significant differences between the subgroups. Girls are more
likely than boys to stop and breathe slowly and say kind things to yourself, while boys will choose to
the more dissociative option of playing a game on your phone/computer, which is also an option
preferred by Māori over Pākehā/Europeans and by 10-year olds over 11-year olds. Asian/Africans
and PR2 and INT3 (schools with a high Asian/African roll) are the least likely to pick a fight or start an
argument with someone as a solution to being scared when compared with Māori or AREA, the
school with the highest Māori roll,
Pākehā/Europeans are less likely than other groups to advocate for getting 'out of it' on drugs or
alcohol, which is also true for 11-13 year olds compared to 8-9 year olds. However, the 8-10 years
olds are more likely to say kind things to yourself, to talk to someone you trust and stop and breathe
slowly and generally do better on these questions than the older children. Children at FP3, the school
that didn’t access the video resources until late in programme delivery, is significantly worse overall
in identifying strategies that help when they are feeling down or scared and have the lowest scores
in four of the 6 questions in this group. Both of the repeat schools, INT3 and AREA, also struggle
relative to the other schools. Three of the new schools, PR2, PR1 and FP7, do best with the last two
also being best at the emotional literacy task.

What does 'I have a right to be safe' mean for the participants?
A pattern that has some similarities to that shown in figure 3 can be seen in figure 4 and its
accompanying table, with some important differences. In 2017 the responses to the question on
what are some of the things ”I have the right to be safe could mean” showed no distinction overall or
with individual questions between pre-test and post-test. Three 2018 questions (should all kids
should be safe all the time and never do anything risky? should all children be taught self-defense?
and should I need to be the best at everything?) showed a significant 5 to 7% improvement, but one
(should people look after me when I am scared?) where there was are 9% decline in correct answers
between pre and post-test and only a 2% increase overall (compared with a 2% decrease in 2017)
which was not significant. Girls continued to score Significantly better than boys overall and on the
questions about having to be the best and not having to be scared by others and the Asian/Indian
group also dominated overall and for three questions, where yes was the correct answer, Pākehā
European children did better on 2 of the 3 questions where no was the correct answer. Māori
children had the greatest difficulty with these questions. These above patterns are very similar to the
patterns shown in figure 3, but here older boys 10 to do better overall and in the question on
whether it's OK to bully or threaten others. One of the schools at the bottom of the heap in figure 3,
INT3, is now the strongest school overall And PR 2 in the top 3 in figure 3 is now the weakest school
overall. However, the schools with the highest Māori rolls FP3 and AREA still struggle with these
sorts of questions.
The standout difference between 2017 in 2018 is the opposite pattern shown in the no questions in
figure 4. This has all the signs of a coding error, but that is not the case. No ready explanation as
springs to mind.
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Figure 4: Reponse options to some of the things 'I have a right to be safe' could mean for you. Comparison
of 2017 and 2018 data for pre and post-tests
pre 2017 n=609
post 2017 n=609
pre 2018 n=489
post 2018 n=489
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In the 2017 data re3lating to the measures in this section, there were many questions where age,
gender, culture and school had a significant impact on the responses given by the children. Many of
those patterns are clear in the 2018 data. For example, Pacific Island children do significantly better
in the describing emotions task than other cultures and girls are better at this task than boys.
Pākehā/European children are significantly more likely to want to be the best at everything. Older
children are significantly more likely to agree it’s not OK to bully or threaten other than younger
children. These distinctions and many similar ones are still present in the 2018 data.
The results from this section show that in comparison to the 2017 data, the impact of the JSU
programme at post-test is very similar to 2017 and often a slight improvement on it. Where there is
follow-up data (naming trusted people and places) the outcomes are stronger than in 2017. While
there are some differences due to age these can go in both directions and suggest that the JSU
programme can work well for the younger students. Overall, gender differences remained powerful
with girls doing better than boys on the minority of tasks where there is a significant difference.
Asian/African students continue to do well, with Pacific Island students also featuring strongly.
Individual schools do well on some tasks and less well on others. While, the Dunedin school where
the teaching resources were accidentally withheld for a substantial part of the programme excelled
occasionally, overall it had the poorest performance. Other Dunedin schools coped well overall and
one of the repeat schools, INT3, performed strongly, and AREA performed much the same as in
2017. FP7, the school where two thirds of the cohort was taught by the teacher who wanted to run
a kindness programme, generally performed in the middle of the pack, bring the worst on emotional
descriptions, but the second best on ways that children can help themselves feel OK.
Table 11: Student satisfaction measure. Complete data for satisfaction and wellbeing measures

group
2017
2018
Asian/African
Māori
Pacific Island
Pākehā/European
year 4
year 5
year 6
year 7
year 8
Boys
Girls
FP3
FP4
FP5
PR1
FP6
PR2
AREA
INT3
FP7

N
Post
715
620
113
226
133
148
24
113
141
265
77
326
294
41
81
99
24
37
15
90
173
60

While you have been doing the Jade Speaks Up
Would you
Post-test
programme. 0=not at all, 1= not sure, 2=a little
recommend this
CES-DC
bit, 3=some, 4= a lot
course to a friend? 0= /CORS
How interesting How much How helpful was n0. 1=maybe, 2=yes
was it?
fun was it
it
2.61
2.44
2.83
1.41
78.76
2.60
2.49
2.84
1.40
78.30
2.79
2.62
3.03
1.48
81.60
2.42
2.36
2.75
1.38
78.00
3.04
2.88
3.27
1.52
79.85
2.34
2.25
2.44
1.26
74.86
2.92
2.75
3.42
1.42
78.83
2.80
2.70
3.10
1.50
75.72
2.39
2.45
2.61
1.33
77.57
2.66
2.42
2.82
1.38
79.12
2.38
2.44
2.74
1.43
80.47
2.52
2.42
2.79
1.38
78.25
2.69
2.58
2.89
1.42
78.36
2.05
1.95
2.29
1.05
73.61
3.19
3.01
3.43
1.59
79.81
2.47
2.44
2.66
1.45
75.77
2.13
2.04
2.13
1.38
69.58
2.59
2.46
2.97
1.51
72.97
2.40
2.47
3.07
1.47
77.47
2.41
2.19
2.84
1.47
83.57
2.68
2.53
2.76
1.28
78.77
2.70
2.80
3.05
1.45
81.40

32

Children’s data

4.7 Student satisfaction and the impacts of age, culture, gender and school
Schools, of course, reflect the demographic dimensions of their children. Schools also have their own
character and circumstances at the time of delivery of the JSU programme which will result in
significant differences in outcomes for different schools. Table 11 presents the student satisfaction
data from 2018 for the cohort and for the culture, age, gender and school subsections of that
cohort. Once again comparing 2018 with 2017 we can see how remarkably similar the results for
the two cohorts are. The data again shows that the Asian/African and the Pacific Island students
found the programme most helpful, interesting and fun and the Pākehā/European group found it the
least helpful.
There is a trend in the well-being data that shows an improvement with year level, another outcome
consistent with 2017. However, the concern from 2017 that the years 4 to 6 children would not like
the programme as much as the year 7 and 8 children has not been borne out, particularly for years 4
and 5 who found the programme more helpful than years 6 to 8. Girls’ post-test scores are no longer
significantly lower than boys’ and boys now find the programme as helpful as girls. As already noted,
students from the two schools (FP3, INT3) which had major problems with either the delivery of
programme or the timing of the evaluation, were less likely to recommend the programme than the
other schools.
Table 12: The most significant correlations with the satisfaction and recommendation data.
r=0.08,p<0.05; r=0.10, p<0.01; r=0.13, p<0.01. n=629
The extent to which JSU was: Recommended
helpful
to a friend
interesting fun

I was happy

0.20

0.22

0.24

0.18

Average CES-DC

0.17

0.17

0.13

0.17

Average for emotions descriptions

0.16

0.14

0.13

0.09

my teacher listens carefully to me when I talk

0.26

0.23

0.27

0.18

my teacher respects me

0.26

0.26

0.27

0.17

Average ClassMAP

0.22

0.20

0.22

0.12

Getting back to OK stop and breathe slowly
when low
say kind things to yourself

0.21

0.22

0.25

0.23

0.17

0.20

0.21

0.17

school

0.28

0.28

0.30

0.22

Average CORS
Kept calm in a time when you could have been
angry

0.27

0.29

0.30

0.24

0.34

0.35

0.36

0.27

Average using safety & relationship strategies

0.38

0.39

0.43

0.34

0.31

0.30

0.34

0.33

0.36

0.36

0.38

0.36

CES-DC
Emotions
ClassMAP

CORS
Using safety and
relationship
strategies

Actions taken in a just breathe and keep calm
scary situation
Average actions taken in a scary situation

Table 12 gives the strongest correlations of the recommendation score, the helpful, interesting and
fun satisfaction scores and the wellbeing with environment scores and scores on key tasks. Two
things stand out in this data. Firstly, the ClassMAP data shows that teacher behavior (being
respectful and a good listening) appear to have a significant influence on satisfaction and
recommendation scores, but the reduction in bullying behaviors noted in section 3.4 does not. This
because the students focus in assessing the value of the JSU programme is on what the teacher does
in the delivery of the programme (pre-test to post-test), whereas the reduction in bullying
behaviours occurs between post-test and follow-up. Secondly, the most powerful correlations relate
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to actions that students might have taken as a
result of the JSU programme or when they find
themselves in a scary situation (this data is
presented in the following section – 3.8). The two
identified behaviors in table 10 relate to keeping
calm, but all the behaviors in these two
assessment groups are highly correlated with the
satisfaction and recommendation scores
suggesting that the students who are more agentic
and embracing the learnings about acting
responsibly to look after themselves and others
are the ones who most appreciate the programme.
The corollary of this is that students who least like
the programme were the ones at pre-test who
were at-risk – i.e. had CES-DC/CORS scores below
81 (n=130). However, this group makes a 6.1-point
mean improvement from 64.5 (pre-test) to 70.6
(post-test) and sustains this at follow-up (70.5),
while the not-at-risk group (CES-DC/CORS scores
above 80, n=147) drop 4.2 points from 90.7 at pretest to 86.5 at post-test and drop a further 0.7 to
85.8 at follow-up.

FP5 Years 7&8. Prior to the programme
one boy was very emotional. During the
follow-up interview the teacher remarked
“JSU seems to have helped his resilience
and provided a new view of his ability to
work through his emotions. Previously he
didn’t know why he felt the way he did
and or what to do about these feelings,
but now he feels more positive, he talks
about his inner self and bounces back
from any setbacks more readily”.
FP4. This teacher of 9, 10 and 11-year
olds noted a considerable amount of
change in her students, especially during
morning tea and lunch times. The teacher
reminds her students of JSU learnings and
she sees “the boys in particular thinking
more about their actions when getting
angry. There were still ups and downs
each day”, but overall, “very positive
changes” had occurred.

One explanation for what is happening here is that the at-risk children are making good progress
(their wellbeing is improving) but the not-at-risk children slip back because getting a high score is not
seen as important. Children are taught in the JSU programme that needing to be the best is not a
good safety strategy. Children who feel they have to be the best, have significantly worse outcomes
on a range of measures to do with relationships with teachers and with other children (e.g. I felt like
kids I know were not friendly or that they didn't want to be with me, difficulty in naming safe people
or describing frightening, not having a teacher who respects me or friends who care about me a lotall = p<0.01). Teachers don't praise children because you have got a high score on the in-class CORS
test - they pay more attention to the children who have a low score.
In summary, the outcomes for the 2018 pilot are highly consistent with the 2017 pilot and show that
the programme continues to do the job that it was created for. Further fine-grained analysis and the
inclusion of narrative and teacher data to the analysis will consolidate this conclusion

4.8 Using the skills learned in the programme.
In 2017 we asked two questions which explored the use of skills learned in the JSU programme. The
first question (asked at post-test only) was Since doing the Jade Speaks Up programme how often
have you used any of these actions? Figure 5 compares the data for 2017 and 2018 for nine positive
communication strategies and shows that the use of and the preference for particular strategies was
virtually identical for the two years. Strategies such as, making good choices about who their friends
are and supporting a friend who has a problem were used some of the time or a lot by around two
thirds of the children, and even strategies such as making a safety plan and remembering it were
used by 40% of the children. The average percentage of strategies used is slightly better for the
2018 children
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Figure 5: comparison of 2017 and 2018 percent responses to the question asking about the use of
nine positive communication strategies. Response options were no, not at all, not sure, a little bit =0,

60.0%

Average % across 9 actions

Made a safety plan and
remembered the messages

Talked with a friend
about your worries

Told someone about your
feelings using "I feel"

Kept yourself safe in a
frightening situation

Kept calm in a time when
you could have been angry

2018 post
(n=365)

Asked for help from
an adult you trust

2017 post
(n=319)

Asked for help from
a friend

20.0%

Supported a friend
who has a problem

40.0%
Made good choices about
who your friends are

% yes

80.0%

These skills are sustained in follow-up assessments. Figure 6 compares the data for 2017 and 2018
for both the post-test and FU conditions for the second question which explored the use of skills
used in the JSU programme. The pattern of responding to the question If you were scared of
someone what would you do? is similar across all 4 response categories in Figure 5, but not to the
same extent as in Figure 41. This may have something to do with the five-option response metric
used in 2018 compared with three-option one used in 2017. What was clear in 2017 was that the
average percent yes response (56%) held up from post-test to follow-up. In 2018, the percent yes
response was 4% lower at post-test than in 2017 but improved by 5% at follow-up to 57% overall.
The yes response for the option of going to a safe place and talking to an adult about what
happened when you could had 12% and 13% increases to 64% and 69% yes respectively.
Figure 6: Response options chosen in post and follow-up (fu) tests to the question If you were scared
of someone what would you do? Response options were no, not sure, don't know =0, yes= 1. (2017)
and not at all, not sure, a little bit =0, some, a lot = 1 (2018).

60.0%
40.0%

2018 post (n=365)

2018 fu (n=365)

2017 post (n=319)
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In 2018 74% of children on average said they used the 16 safety and relationship skills, ranging from
talking with a friend about their worries (86% did this) and going to a safe place (81%), to making a
safety plan and remembered the messages (56%) and talking to someone you are scared of (42%).
Only 1.8% children did not indicate the use of a safety and relationship skill. This was a 19% average
improvement on 2017.

Figure 7: Comparison of 2017 and 2018 comments made to the
question on post-test and follow-up: What do you think would happen
next if you did these things?
80%
60%

40%
20%

post matched 2017 (n=319)
post matched 2018 (n=365)

Positive total

Good outcome

Stay safe

Walk away

Stay calm,
sorted

Get help

Become friends

Don't know, not
sure, nothing

Bad outcome

Negative/neutral
blank, I don't know,

0%

fu matched 2017 (n=319)
fu matched 2018 (n=365)

A supplementary query to the question if you were scared of someone what would you do? is what
do you think would happen next if you did these things? Figure 7 compares the 2017 and 2018
responses in post-test and follow-up to that question and groups them into four positive and
negative categories. Again, we can see a very similar pattern of responding across the two years, not
only in terms of the categories used but also in terms of the progress made between post-test and
follow-up, with both years having a 9% improvement in positive outcomes
Table 13 gives more detail on the cultural responses to bad outcomes and positive outcomes in posttest and follow-up. It shows that the groups that had the lowest positive outcomes were Māori and
Pākehā/European, as in 2017. However, all groups have between 5% and 15% more positive
outcomes at follow-up than at post-test. Bad outcomes drop overall 1%, but not for Pacific Island
and Pākehā/European.
.
Table 13: Percent of predicted bad outcomes, neutral outcomes and positive outcomes from using
JSU strategies as a function of culture with a matched post-test and follow-up sample (n=365)
cultures
Asian/African
Māori
Pacific Island
Pākehā/European

n
62
140
69
94

Bad outcome
post-test
follow-up
4.8%
0.0%
7.1%
5.0%
5.8%
7.2%
2.1%
3.2%

Neutral outcome
post-test follow-up
21.0%
21.0%
46.5%
40.7%
29.0%
13.1%
50.0%
38.3%

Positive outcome
post-test
follow-up
74.2%
79.0%
46.4%
54.3%
65.2%
79.7%
47.9%
58.5%

Just under half of the bad outcomes referred to “getting intoo a fight”, with all cultures having this
experience, except for Pākehā/European girls. Other bad outcomes referred to were “getting into
trouble”, being “scared”, “very sad” or “lonely”, “losing friends”, “not going to school”, being
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“grounded”, being “teased or hurt” or just a general reference to “bad stuff” or that “something bad
will happen”. With the Asian/African and Pākehā/European children there is more the sense that
they could be the victim of physical aggression - “Get punched in the face” (Asian/African girl), “I'll
get mashed [beaten up]” (Asian/African boy), “get B mod [body modification]” (Pākehā boy) whereas for some Māori and Pacific Island children the fighting talk is more about participation in a
collective process or being an instigator rather than a victim - there will be “a rumble”, “a brawl”, “a
scrap” (Māori girls); “I would fight for what is right” (Pacific Island girl), ” they will bring their friends
and brothers and beat me up” (Pacific Island boy), I’ll “smash him” (Māori boy), “[I’ll] block them if I
have there number and be a bit grumpy with them until they apologize” (Pacific Island boy).
Figure 8 shows that younger children tend to have more bad outcomes than older children, although
many fewer outcomes involve the threat of physical aggression. At Year 4, 8.5% of children identify a
bad outcome, only one of which is “a fight” (1/5); at Year 5, 6.9% identify bad outcomes “teaching...
[someone] a lesson”, or, getting “beat up” (7/17); at Year 6, 5.1% identify bad outcomes, and now
almost half (7/13) involve physical aggression - “I will get mashed (beat up)”, “I’ll be a savage”; at
Year 7 (5.4%) over half would involve physical aggression (13/24) with more what they'd do to others
(“smash him”,” I would fight for what is right”) than what would be imposed on them, and at Year 8
(5.2%) physical aggression is suggested in 7/8 instances of bad outcomes - rumbles, scraps, being
taken away, people coming after you “then thats a fight”.
Figure 8: Percent of predicted bad outcomes from using JSU
strategies as a function of educational level and percent of bad
outcomes involving physical aggression. n-67

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%

level 4(n=5) level 5 (n=17) level 6 n=13

% bad outcomes

level 7 n=24) level 8 (n=8)

% bad outcomess involving physical aggression

This is new element in the data, not present in the 2017 cohort, and shows a clear connection
between age, seniority and the willingness to use physical force as a means of getting your own way.
Concern about this has already been demonstrated in figure 1 above. This evolving bullying culture is
in part what Jade Speaks Up is aiming to address and the improvement that we saw in 2017’s
positive outcomes months after the JSU programme had finished, has been repeated in 2018. The
one school which did not complete the programme properly (FP3) and whose children were far less
likely to recommend it than those from other schools, had 11.4% bad outcomes, double the average,
and more than 50% above any other school.
In the 2018 iteration of JSU the age range spans four years, from Year 4 (8.5 years) through to Year 8
(12.5 years). The year level data looking at the application of JSU skills shows that the two small age
groups at either end of the age range, representing 16% of the data, do poorly in the comparisons
between post-test and follow-up. Both groups show a drop-off in positive outcomes; 10% for Year 4
and 16% for Year 8, compared with 7%, 16% and 15% increases for years 5 to 7. The drop-off in
positive outcomes for the two extreme year level groups is not reflected in satisfaction data or in the
post-test, follow-up comparison of use of skills or wellbeing data. Also, the drop-off is different from
the positive Year 8 outcomes in 2017 from a much larger group.
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Of the Year 8 children at follow-up, two-thirds came from one school (AREA) and were repeating the
programme from the previous year. They had a 20% drop in positive outcomes. The other school
involved (FP5) had a 9% increase in positive outcomes. Thus, the possibility exists that stretching the
programme in 2018 over more year levels has resulted in some parts of it being too difficult for Year
4 and too easy or irrelevant for Year 8, particularly for students repeating the programme. AREA Year
7 students, doing the programme for the first time, had a 28% increase in positive outcomes. The
other repeating school, INT3, does not repeat the programme for its Year 8 students and its Year 7
students had a 16% increase in good outcomes. As one of the Year 8 students from AREA
commented, when asked what she thought was likely to happen if she used JSU skills and possibly
thinking about the opportunities in her economically depressed community: “i dont know, i cant
predict the future”.

4.9 Student comments on the satisfaction ratings
What was not so good about the Jade Speaks Up programme
Negative only responses
Students were asked to comment on what was not-so-good about JSU and what was interesting, fun
or helpful about JSU. Table 14 shows in 2018, the comment answers have a similar pattern to those
in 2017 with slightly more negative responses in 2018. The negative-only responses included a small
number (3%) who were pretty damning in their statements, “there is nothing that isnt bad”, “it
nothing to do with learning”, “didn't halp me do eneything”, “hate it”, “it's trash”. Five students said
“everything” in response to this question, after having rated the programme as being a lot helpful
and going on to make comments in the next question about good things in the programme, including
saying “everything” was good. This left 14 students in this category who had nothing good to say
about the programme, although two of these would recommend the programme to other students.
Table 14: Compares the 2018 (n=666) percentage of responses to the comment question “
what was not so good about the JSU programme?” with that obtained in 2017 (n=713).
2017
2018

negative only

neutral

negative engaged

positive

18.7
23.6

21.0
19.7

18.4
20.4

42.0
36.3

Amongst this group were four students from FP3. Fifteen percent of this school gave negative-only
comment responses compared with 3% for the cohort, and as can be seen in Table 9, had
satisfaction scores that are much lower than the cohort as a whole. This left a group of 8 students
who had got the full programme and had nothing good to say or rate about it, although, even here,
one of these commented in response to the question about what would happen if he put in place
JSU strategies when confronted by a scary person, that “ we might be freinds”. Of this group 6 are
boys and 5 are Māori.
Another 16% of the negative only comments relate to complaints that the JSU programme is too long
and boring - similar to the 14% who made the same claim in 2017. The student’s comments
occasionally reflected a high level of frustration -” it took forever”, “how are you have to sit there
and listen”, “my class never really did it”, “just no activities to be a participant”, “it was so boring”,
and “kids do not learn”. Two-thirds of this group said the programme was “boring” or “too long”,
and this included the children from FP3, 38% of whom used the word “boring” far more than any
other school. Across the other schools, these comments were often attenuated, as in “[the
programme is] a little too long”, “ some things were a bit boring”, and the bulk of the remaining
comments talked about some aspects of the programme as being a problem, such as“[the teacher]
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goes over things a bit too much”, “we [only] did do a little bit of activities”, and “some of the things
we have already learnt”. The students are wanting more of some things, like “more art and games”
because “the games should be more fun, because i want to do something that is not work”. One
student offered some detailed advice:
Jade Speaks Up - its not bad but i feel like each little clip of Jade Speaks Up is the
same and it always relate[s] to the same topic. So I hope they could change it up a
bit like maybe the story board could be different sometimes.
Around 4% of the things that students found not so good related to doing the evaluative
questionnaires. Some complained that “there was so much surveys” and “too much writing”. Some
felt “confused [by] some of the questions” being” hard to understand”. This is about the same level
of complaint as in 2017. On the one hand we had hoped that a shortened questionnaire would be
less problematic in this area, but on the other hand 41% of the 2018 children are years 6 to 8
compared with 11% in 2017 and so might be expected to have less advanced literacy and thus more
problems with the evaluation questionnaires. Concern about being asked about the use of drugs and
alcohol as a means of stress relief was raised by five children from four different schools. They didn’t
like “talking about drugs”. One Asian girl explained that she was concerned about “the Alcohol
Question because normally kids do these surveys and no kids have drugs and [it] is [not] even legal to
have any at this time”. Asking such questions ”MAY put pressure on people”. About a quarter of the
responses in this category may not actually relate to the evaluation but to the writing that is required
as part of the programme. A number of students mentioned this - “too much writing”, “writing a lot
it hurts my hand”, and “the worksheets - they’re so big”.
Neutral comments
There was 19.7% of students who made no comment or neutral comments, such as “not sure”. “I
don't know”, “ idk”, “???”. Again, these students are overrepresented in FP3 where 39% of the
students show this, and also FP7 (the school which had a senior teacher who wanted to run a
kindness programme) had 32% of the children in this category. Boys were nearly twice as likely as
girls to make no comment or a neutral comment.
Negative engaged comments
Another category of response in Table
11 is that of negative engaged. This is
where children report something that,
for them, is not so good, because it is
talking about an uncomfortable
truth. The success of the programme, in
part, depends on helping children
become more able to deal with
uncomfortable truths. The fact that, in
Figure 9, the negatively engaged group is
almost as positive as the positive group,
suggests that the programme is being
successful in this task.

An FP4 teacher stated that “at this age the students
have a tendency to bottle up. The kids were
sometimes engaged, sometimes disengaged.
However, the impact [of JSU] on them is still growing.
They are still developing strategies for how to help
one another in times of need. The programme was
readily related to by the students. Now they do not
bottle up so much and are more often helping each
other in times of need”. That comment aligned with a
similar comment from a teacher of Years 5 and 6 in
another school who said, “Kids who have never done
so before are coming to talk with me. They’ve realised
that there were issues that needed to be talked
through”.

The first and obvious example of an uncomfortable truths is, as in 2017, the swearing and the father
angrily giving the finger to another driver in the JSU video. Four percent of the children pointed it
out ‘that the video has swearing and the bad finger” and “that some people might have been a bit
[of]fended by some of the things that were happening”. We were told by children across the
spectrum of children in the programme that the video ” was a little inappropriate” and “[not to]
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Figure 9: The relationship between the not so good comment categories and the
measures of satisfaction, for INT3eresting, fun and helpful, where 0=not at all, 1=
not sure, 2=a little bit, 3=some, 4= a lot, and for recommendation 0 = no, 1 =
maybe, 2 = yes (n=666)
3.5

value rating

3.0
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0

Interesting
positive n=242

Fun

Helpful

negative engaged n=136

neutral n=131

Recommendation
negative only n=157

swear in your video”. The percent of children who identified events in the JSU video that were not so
good because of the violence, or who indicated that they were scared by events in the JSU video and
occasionally elsewhere, is around double that obtained in the 2017 programme. This could be due to
the younger age of the cohort, although the 8-10-year-old group are not overrepresented in this
particular sample. The children did not like “when Mum and Dad has a fight”, “when the dad was
yelling at the mum”, and when the dad “pick a bier from the frig and went to heart [hurt] the wife“.
They particularly “did not like that … the dad was hurting the mum” or that “Jade's mum [was]
getting abused” and the bullying that went on while a meal was being cooked. One child is quite
detailed “he [the Dad] said ‘what is this toast and eggs’ then he through [threw] the breakfast on the
fool [floor]”. As with the swearing and the up yours finger gesture, the children often take a moral
position, firstly, about the father’s behaviour - “he wasent a very good dad because he never wait
when the food is is still geting cooked”, “the dad was putting a bad example for the children”, and
“the dad ... should of been much more nice because children is watching”. Some also criticised the
programme for “the voilent things that was on the video and [you] should not show it to kids at this
age” - “so Make It with Less Drama”.
One child said, “the first [time the] video of Jade [was shown] was scary” and another said it was “ a
little scary because I might get kidnapped”. It was “kinda sad”, “so awkward”, “so [a]lone” and
worrying that Jade “dosent stand up until the end“ and “that the mum didnt get the kids out of the
house”. It was upsetting “finding out that many kids get bullied”, that “some storys were true” and,
in a different story from the Jade story, “that Malosi went to a gang”. Reflecting on the videos one
child said “I have never been in a situation like that before”. While some said “it teaches kids what to
do in a frightening situation”, others from different schools felt teachers “did't talk about what to do
when you are being bullied”, or “tell us to right our phone number down” or “what to do if we didn't
have a phone near us and we were in trouble”. At a deeper level one child wanted the teacher to
“tell more about how you feel and imotional [issues]”.
However about 5% of the children felt uncomfortable when teachers did talk about personal issues “sometimes I feel bothered about the topic” said one child. Others opined that teachers “talked
about things I wasn't comfortable about sharing…”, and that, as children, they “just dont want any
'personal' topics at all”, the “heaps of talking about personal qestion[s]” and “the acting [out]”. Some
felt that because they “don´t have any Problems at Home ... it did not help” and that they “couldn't
relate”. “Some of the stuff [in the programme was] overreacting” and possibly too much to take
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in. It didn’t take into account “how hard it is to open up
about your feelings”, that you had “to think so hard in
such a small amount of time”, which was more difficult
when it was about “knowing that other people feel
ways I did in the past”.

FP4 Years 6&7. Yesterday the class
covered “good self-talk pairing boys
to girls. The girls initially said, “Miss,
it’s so hard to say good things to the
boys”. They were worried that the
boys might tease them later.
However, the boys made statements
to the girls such as “you’re pretty”,
“you’re beautiful” and this “broke the
ice”. JSU has helped with trust in the
class…. The programme helped
develop trust and willingness to talk
about emotions within the class and
allowed the teacher to reveal her
“own emotions and, in times of need,
to be able to ask for help/support
from… [her students]”.

This was particularly true for girls who constituted 80%
of the children who responded in this category of
negative engaged comments (discomfort in talking
about personal issues) and one of whom pointed to the
difficulty of sharing “when I worked with boys”. This
was the only category where there was a clear majority
of girls and was counterbalanced by the neutral
category which was the only category which had a clear
majority of boys. The girls satisfaction ratings for this
category of being uncomfortable in talking about
personal issues were the lowest of the negative
engaged group and very similar to the neutral category.
It highlights the need to have some sessions in JSU
where boys and girls can have separate conversations and overcome the mutual inhibition that may
be occurring at times in mixed gender groups. This does happen in some classrooms.
Positive comments
Of the 36.3% who just had essentially positive statements to make about JSU, many children when
asked what was not so good recognised the challenges that were experienced by children in the
uncomfortable category above. They said such things as, “ some of these scenarios be looked at work
(were?) hard for me but it was good because we work through it in class”, “some of the things we
looked at made me sad but it was good because it helped us to look at how problems are solved”,
“at the start talking about my feelings was hard but it got easier for me as the programme went
on” and as one Y 5 creative speller put it “i liked it wen ti [it] is difcilt be coz it worz thraing
[training?] my bran [brain]”. They recognised that some of their classmates might be finding parts of
the programme difficult in that “it just show[ed] what some people go through everyday”. One child
said that he “already ... know[s] about it but its good for other people unlike me” and another says
that “others may have gotten scared or worried talking about this subject” but not her. One child
summed JSU up as “there is life lessons” and it’s “a choice for people to do it and not do it”.
A quarter of the children said that there was “nothing wrong”. Of the 11% of children remaining in
this positive category, mostly they either acknowledged JSU “was helpful”, “useful”, that they learnt
specific things like ”how to be safe”, “keep calm”, “how to handle big probblems”, how “it makes you
more confident”, and helps “with my anger ishus [issues], or they made more general positive
statements such as, “It was pretty fun in general”, “everything is good”, “cool”, “it was awesome”,
“it was brilliant”, and “I think it is amazing”.

4.10 What was interesting, helpful or fun about Jade Speaks Up
Table 15: Comparison of the 2018 (n=666) percentage of responses to the comment question “
what was helpful, interesting or fun about Jade Speaks Up?” with that obtained in 2017 (n=713).
negative only
Neutral
positive
2017
6.2
17.7
76.1
2018
0.0
26.1
73.6
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Table 15 shows that the 2018 responses to the comment question what was helpful, interesting or
fun about Jade Speaks Up were both less positive and considerably less negative than the response
was in 2017. Only two students made a negative-only response, one saying” it was biring [boring]”
and the other “acctually nothing because that didnt really help me that much”. These were almost
the same responses made to the question on what was not-so-good.
Figure 10 gives the relationship between comment categories (positive, neutral and negative) and
the measures of satisfaction showing a close alignment between categories and ratings. Just over a
quarter of the children did not make a positive comment about the programme, and about a fifth of
these made no comment at all, with the rest saying “don't know”, “nothing”, “not sure”, and one or
two making an effort to provide a more thoughtful response - “not sure what you mean” and “to be
honest I was in the grey area in between”.

value rating

Figure 10: The relationship between the helpful, interesting or fun comment
categories and the measures of satisfaction, for interesting, fun and helpful,
where 0=not at all, 1= not sure, 2=a little bit, 3=some, 4= a lot, and for
recommendation 0 = no, 1 = maybe, 2 = yes (n=666)
3.50
3.00
2.50
2.00
1.50
1.00
0.50
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negative n=2

Of these children, 30% (52 children) also made a negative only comment for the what was not so
good question. Even though their overall satisfaction ratings were very low (e.g. helpfulness=1), 12
of this group still felt that JSU was either a lot/some helpful or that they would recommend it to a
friend, leaving only 6% of the sample whose judgements were only negative. The 70% (72) of
children in this group who did not make a negative-only comment had much higher satisfaction
ratings (helpfulness =2.41). Forty-five children either rated the programme as a lot/some helpful or
would recommend it to a friend, making seven children(1%) overall who did not make a positive
judgement about the programme.
Fun
The positive responses to the what was helpful, interesting or fun question had a similar pattern to
the responses of 2017. Around 7% of the children said that “everything was helpful, interesting or
fun”, and mostly they just wrote “everything” or “EVERYTHING!”. Another 7% of children wrote
about the “interesting and fun things about Jade speaks up, like if you were out somewhere and
something happened what would you do? Or the sculpture thing it was fun”. Most of the activities
were described as fun by one or more children - “the work and surveys”, “so many fun and
interesting questions”, “art ... life lessons”, “breath[e] think and do”, “bonding more with our peers”,
“ the videos we watched”, activities”, “the skits and activities”, “thievery??? was cool”, “It keeps me
bizzy” and “interesting chats and events”.
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“The fact that we could learn things while making it fun” impressed a number of children who saw it
as “no[t] school work haha”. Reinforcing this theme, one child said, “It was exciting”, and others
from different schools agreed - “I love it”, “it was nice because it helps me a lot” and more than that
“it was EPICCCCCC!” for the same reason.
The videos
The percentage of children commenting on the videos was 13.3%, which is around the same
percentage as in 2017. There were slightly more comments on the videos generally than in 2017,
probably because there were more videos in the resource kit. The videos ‘Slap Her’ and ‘Breathe
Think and Do’ got specific mentions. However, children also mentioned “watching the clips” which
“showed us what not to do when we are older”, or “the sollutions” without naming which video
specifically appealed, suggesting that many of the videos did appeal to them.
The video that made the greatest impact by far, as in 2017, was the Jade Speaks Up video. Some of
the features that scared or offended children in the previous question were cited as being helpful,
interesting or fun. Children cited Jade's family as a “typical family” which, for one child, “made me
think of my own family” and for another showed “that we are lucky we don't have to go through
some things”. The video showed children “how to keep safe”, how to “breathe think and do”, and
“help[s] people speak up about there problems”.
Children saw the video as inspirational. One described Jade as “very positive and I thought that I
could be like that”. This theme is clear for other children who cheered Jade on “when Jade called her
nana and papa”. This was a “favourite part” when Jade “took a deep breath and thought who she
trusted”. “It was cool that the choices ... Jade made … [were] the right one[s]” claimed one child and
another was relieved “when jade called her grandmother and grandfather and did not call the
polices”.
Activities
Nearly 21% of children commented on some activity they liked (a game, a song, a story, drawing, an
exercise, such as writing phone numbers on the fingers, the blindfold trust walk, making a poster or
the Breathe, Think and Do exercise) again at a similar level to 2017. Many of them mentioned
“acting out scenes” and “doing role-plays”, “the drama”. An important part in doing these activities
was “being able to shere ideas”, “working with peers” and “being in a creative group” and the trust
had to be developed for students to be able to effectively participate in these activities.
Teachers, one child explains “care about our problems and ... make us express our self in a way that
the people that are bullying you cannot see [expect]”. Trust in the JSU learning enabled one girl to
“tell my mum I DON'T TRUST HER”, presumably with a good outcome as this was recorded as one of
the things that helped this child.
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Breathe, Think and Do
A further 8.7% of children named the
programme’s jingle, Breathe Think and Do,
as both “helpful” and fun when you sing
“breathe think and doooo” - children
“really liked the Breath Think and Do
Jingle”. Again, this is very similar to the
percentage that named Breathe, Think
and Do in 2017. For one child “only the
breathe think and do was helpful”, but for
many others it was more than just helpful.
It “taught me to keep [calm} at all times”,
it is something that a child should use to
“keep clam [calm] when your angry” and
“whenever there is a problem … [then]
she always stops and breathes and then
do[es] something to help that situation”.
Once again, Jade’s example of using
breathe, think and do inspired others to
think they could use the method if they
“could be in that situation [similar to
Jade’s]”.

PR2 Year 4-6. New emotional vocabulary started
appearing in students ”writing and art work”.
Teachers heard students using words such as
“frustrated” showing “they have expanded their
vocab from the five main emotions they
previously knew and used”. In July as part of
Module 1 the teacher revisited the class treaty
from beginning of the year and noticed “how
much more the students invested in creating a
treaty to be respectful and to look after each
other while doing Jade work”. She sees the
difference in the students “in the way they come
into the space to begin each Jade session”. She
reports that she knows that they are buying-in
really well by the student reactions. “[You]could
have heard a pin drop during the Jade film”. She
has put up the Samoan poster and shared the
sign language clip of Breathe, Think, Do. Today
there was an issue with regard to PolyFest and
students were asking “What are we going to
do?”. One student responded “Breathe, Think and
Do!”.

Right to be safe
Many children repeated the slogan “I have a right to be safe”, as they did in 2017 with roughly 11%
in both years referring directly or indirectly to this right. Children appreciated how the programme
gave them “strategies on how to keep myself safe”, support in “creating a safety plan”, “finding ways
to deal with situations where I may feel scared” and knowing that “I can speak to somebody … when
I am frightened”. This isn't just a “nice to have” right, it's something that children want “at all times”
and “to never be scared of what happens”. The programme made ”you feel like you're always safe”,
that it was “important” for children to be safe, that children can ”get some wear safe when there is
a problem” and can be ”talking to someone you trust”.
Trust is key. Children recognised “that your family members can hurt you and you will not be safe if
you wont tell another adult you trust what is going on”. Families can be risky places and JSU “helps
kids keep safe and helps them when there is an issue in their family” and shows children “what to do
in family violence [situations]”. Part of the safety strategy Is that “you have to speak up” and “friends
[should] stand up” when children feel threatened.
Trust and emotional competence
Trust was named by 3% of the children in 2018 compared with 2% in 2017. Once, again the content
and the frequency of issues in 2018 is very similar to that of 2017. There were various exercises in
the programme aimed at developing trust, such as the "emotion game" which involved "role play
and acting out the emotions”. Children liked " that we got to tell about our feelings", that they could
"be myself and honest about how I feel” and that "I have different feelings I feel for different
situations". Doing this work wasn't always easy. As one child put it "speaking up even though you
don't want to” and another said that although "I enjoyed working through the… it was hard for me at
times".
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Speaking out was not always essential as one child claimed the exercises "got my emotions out
without talking to anyone". While much of the focus was on children being able to "express your
feelings and… tell someone what's going on", much of the satisfaction came from "knowing that
other people feel ways I did in the past" and just finding out about other people was exciting - "I love
how people can tell you guys how they feel”. Children were more expansive and reflective about this
issue than any other. One 11-year-old Asian girl said
I feel like it helps people with anxiety and also people who have a few little issues at home
and Jade Speaks Up is like a guide and telling them it's alright to feel this way and how to sort
it out"
Another 11-year-old Pacific Island girl reflected “I
think ‘Jade Speaks Up’ made a difference for me
because I think that it helped me a lot to express my
feelings and it made me independent and brave”.
Other benefits claimed for the emotions learning
included that it assisted in "how to take care of my
Hinengaro (mental health)", “being able to explain
your ideas”, how "to calm down" and to "believe in
yourself". Being able to do these things helped
children take the long view that is so important for
resilience and well-being. "It kinda reflected upon my
life" thought one child, while another concluded "that
the thing that was interesting about it was it made
me think how my life is going on".
Learning and problem solving
Many children referred to the "learning", the “life
lessons" that they have experienced in the
programme, and the help for children that “need a
problem to be fixed in their life”. These issues cover
about 16% of the responses in 2018 and a similar
number in 2017. Some of the responses reflect that
the children like the learning style of the JSU class - "I
like to listen to the teacher's talk". “Talking to
someone" was a plus because "if you have no one to
talk to you can tell all your things on this
programme”.

FP6. The programme fitted well
culturally because every child had
their own voice within the
programme. There were no issues
with Māori tikanga nor with the
Middle Eastern pupils.
Empathy among students is building
with teacher reminders. There is
increased emotional literacy
demonstrated by students. Students
are much clearer and willing to clarify
“I mean this, I don’t mean that.” In
one class there was one incident
recently of a girl being mean to
others.
Their first-year teacher led the girls
through talking out the problem and
pre-framed it by giving them agency,
saying they were now old enough to
sort out their own issues. The teacher
coached them in using “I feel”
messages. Through the teacher-led
conversation the ”root cause of the
girls” behaviour was uncovered. The
teacher then coached the students
for future situations to ask earlier
“are you OK? What’s happening?” if
someone’s behaviour is unhelpful.

The children liked the problem-solving aspect of the
programme. It was good "talking about problems"
because “it will make me think all the time" and
"finding that if I just change a couple of small things I can be more confident with myself and others".
It's an intellectual exercise as well as an emotional one - "I learn to use my brain", "thinking and
making plans". Part of this finding out about ourselves is in “all the parts when you get to do the
questions, because it has so many fun and interesting questions”. In class, they liked doing quizzes
and the CORS questionnaire with its “smiley faces”.
The outcome of the teaching could be that “it helped me be a better person”, “to express myself”,
“to know how to calm myself” and to “be happy”. The seriousness, however, of what they are being
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taught Is not lost on the children. The programme aim is to “teach us about friends, family, trusting”
and one of the benefits is “talking about violence”. “It can help me when im in danger”, says one
child, thinking of the future and others repeat this theme: “we can learn how to defend ourself and
not to bully people or anyone”, “it would help me with when i was sad and angry or if i was in any
fright” and “it taught me what to do in a bad situation”. Some children referred to applications in the
here and now, for example, “that you get to talk about schooling”, “it helped when my brothers
fight”, “it was teaching me to not be a bully”, it was “about how you guys told me to speak up to the
bully and say nice things to myself”, and from one 10-year Pacific Island girl in emphatic caps:
IT HELPS ME AND MY FAMILY TO NOT USE VIOLENCE AND HOW TO ACT IN MORE
CALM AND PEACEFUL WAYS. I ALSO ENJOYED IT BECAUSE I KNOW THAT THIS
PROGRAMME WILL HELP WITH VIOLENT FAMILES.
Finally, in this section it is about supporting friends. One child learnt “I could help a friend if they are
having a hard time and how I could help them out” and a second reports “it helped me understand
that friends have ur [your] back”.

4.10 Conclusion to the children’s data for 2018
There were a number of changes in the data collection for the Jade Speaks Up programme in 2018
compared with 2017. The reduction in number of questions asked and the size of the CES-DC wellbeing measure will have changed the pattern of responding to the assessment questionnaires. A
standout difference between the 2017 evaluation and the 2018 evaluation is the lowered sensitivity
of the 4-item CES-DC to change, due to its much greater variability. The cohort recruited has a lower
average decile, is three quarters of a year younger, and has a 60% larger Māori group (39%). The
sample also has two repeat schools. Consequently, we might expect to have seen some fairly
different outcomes from the project cohort but instead the overall impression of the data from 2018
is that it has a very close similarity to the data from 2017.
Even though there was not an improvement in the CES-DC or CORS well-being scores for 2018, the
outcomes at post-test and follow-up were almost identical to those in 2017. What we did see was
something that had been missed in 2017 - a dramatic post-test improvement by children who had
done poorly in the well-being pre-tests and had sustained that improvement to the follow-up tests.
In 2017 and 2018 there were a total of 73 children who made no positive ratings at post-test to the
questions on how interesting, how much fun, how helpful the JSU programme was and the degree to
which a student would recommend the programme to a fellow student. These children were more
vulnerable than other children. They had low CORS wellbeing scores, fewer trusted support people
and limited use of safety and relationship skills
Figure 11 shows that at follow-up these children had a 15% jump in the use of JSU safety and
relationship skills and a 30% jump in named positive outcomes from the use of those skills. In both
these measures – use of JSU skills and naming positive outcomes – these “negative” children have
almost caught up with the rest of cohort. These children continue to develop good relationship and
safety skills, because these continue to be practised in their classrooms
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Figure 11: Progress made by children with no positive ratings for JSU at post-test
(n=73) vs positive ratings (n=586) in the use of JSU safety and relationship skills at
follow-up (2017-2018 data)
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
Av % use of JSU skills
post-test n=73

% Negative outcome % Don't know, not sure
follow-up n=73

post-test n=586

% Positive outcome
follow-up n=586

The use of the ClassMAP measure was new to 2018 and identified a strong drop in perceived bullying
behaviors by the children and a strong correlation between student satisfaction and positive teacher
behavior. The ClassMAP data pointed strongly to the way in which learning from the JSU programme
is consolidated in the follow up period. Other follow-up data (naming trusted people and places and
the use of JSU strategies) also demonstrated this effect, often more strongly in 2018 than in 2017
The closeness of result was also true for the satisfaction scores which were all within a couple of
decimal points of each other for the 2 years, signalling that 75% of children found JSU was either
helpful a lot or of some help. When we look at the uptake of JSU skills, the patterns of responding to
the key questions were very similar across the two years, showing that the younger cohort is
responding in much the same way. They find much the same helpful value in the skills they learn as
their older peers did in 2017.
When we look at the reasons given by the students for their satisfaction and recommendation
ratings, we get the same rich texture of mainly positive responses that was found in 2017, which
strongly validates the ratings the students have given. Many of the answers that students give show
that their learning has not been simple and automatic and that they have had to think hard and
deeply about some of the issues that have been brought to their attention through Jade Speaks Up.
Not all schools have been equally successful. Where the programme has not been delivered
properly, students have been disappointed. Some of the older students who have been in the
programme for two years may be annoyed by the repeated assessments that they have undertaken
and a lack of variation in the programme. There is also the possibility that children at the extreme
ends of the age range may not get the same benefit as those in the middle ranges.
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5.1 Teacher and school characteristics
Thirty-eight teachers did the teacher pre-test survey, with 33 completing their post-test, 19
completing the follow-up assessment, and with at least one teacher from 8 schools and one school
not represented in the follow-up either by teachers or students. In this report a brief summary of the
key outcomes from the teacher’s perspective is given.
Table 16: Value statements which best describe a teacher's approach to teaching.
Categorised Value Statements (a summary of the teacher responses)
Building positive relationships with whānau. Every child comes as a package
and their whānau is vital for their improvement.
Listening: Be approachable and ready to listen. Listening with an open heart.
The true teacher defends their students against his own personal influence.
Having high expectations: Setting high expectations for my students is
important. Inspire children to help them achieve their goals.
Responsible and respectful: Following school values, embracing the values of
responsibility, resilience, respect, reflection, and risk-taking. Teaching kids to be
great people Every child has the right to be respected.
Learning should be challenging and fun: happy creative children learn, school
should be fun, creativity promotes self-expression, the “I can" statement will
keep our children off the streets.
Co-operation and inclusion: An inclusive classroom culture is the foundation for
my students to strive and succeed. Cooperative games promote social and
emotional skills. Co-operation gives the student voice, sharing ideas. Be friendly
to everyone.
Relationship: Follow Ako principles3. Relationships are essential to good
teaching. Build trust and positive relationships with students so they feel valued
and important Make the context fair, genuine and relatable - the kids are
hooked.
Having a passion for teaching: Teach from the heart not from the book. Nurture
the whole being of a child - emotional, social, physical & spiritual. Be
enthusiastic, encourage curiosity (exploration leads to discovery). Make
knowledge king. Be brave, caring, make mistakes - reflection and risk taking are
important. Give everything.
Creating safety and clear boundaries: School should be a safe, warm place for
children, with clear boundaries, expectations and guidelines. Unsafe children
can’t learn. Children have a right to feel safe and secure in an environment that
has routines, order, predictability and with high expectations of discipline. These
features are essential to good teaching practice. Be firm and fair.

3

0-8 years
teaching
(n=19)

>8 years
total
teaching
(n=38)
(n=19)

0%

16%

8%

0%

26%

13%

21%

11%

16%

16%

26%

21%

16%

32%

24%

26%

21%

24%

42%

21%

32%

42%

37%

39%

63%

32%

47%

Ako: In a reciprocal learning relationship, teachers are not expected to know everything. In particular, ako
suggests that each member of the classroom or learning setting brings knowledge with them from which all are
able to learn. Keown, Parker, and Tiakiwai, 2005, p.12 cited in Ministry of Education (nd). The concept of Ako.
Retrieved from https://tereomaori.tki.org.nz/Curriculum-guidelines/Teaching-and-learning-te-reoMaori/Aspects-of-planning/The-concept-of-ako
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Seventy-two percent of the teachers in the study were either New Zealand born or of European
origin, 21% were of Māori descent and 11% were of Pacific Island descent. The average number of
years of teaching for the group was 11.1 years and the range was from 0 - 38 years.
Table 16 is a summary of the teachers’ responses to a request for four short, value statements that
reflect their approach to teaching. Given that Jade Speaks Up focuses on relationship and safety, it is
highly congruent that three of the four most used categories of values are to do with safety,
relationships and cooperation. This is particularly true for the less experienced (0-8 years in teaching)
and presumably younger teachers, 63% of whom have strong concerns around safety compared to
half that number for the more experienced teachers (more than 8 years in teaching). Later when we
look at teacher evaluations of the JSU programme, we will see that it is this younger group which is a
bit more positive about the programme. Only three teachers included building positive relationships
with whānau as key value, which may be an issue that the JSU programme needs to address.
Some of the content of JSU was familiar to the schools in 2018. All schools had had some form of
externally facilitated safety and/or relationship programme in 2017. Nearly half the classrooms had
used the Life Education programme in the past year. Life Education is a life skills programme for
primary and intermediate children covering food and nutrition, human biology, relationships and
communities, identity & resilience and drug and alcohol issues. The programme delivers lessons to
1500 schools in New Zealand. Based on an Australian Life Education service, it has been running in
New Zealand for 31 years.
The NZ Police’s Keeping Ourselves Safe abuse protection programme was used in 18% of the
classrooms. This programme provides “a comprehensive range of child protection resources to help
students [of all ages} learn and apply a range of safety skills that they can use when interacting with
others” (New Zealand Police, 2019). This New Zealand developed programme has been running for
30 years.
The Kidspower role-playing programme focusing on years 8 to 12 was used by two schools and offers
classroom and after-school workshops, school assembly programmes, holiday workshops and
introductory staff training. It collaborates closely with other programmes, focusing on child safety
such as Keeping Ourselves Safe and Kia Kaha. The Kidpower Teenpower Fullpower organisation is
part of a US-based international organisation working in 40 countries. The programme has been
running for 25 years in New Zealand.
One school used Play is the Way in 2017. This Australian designed and based “practical methodology
for developing personal and social capabilities” (p1) teaches social skills through play or games. The
programme has been in New Zealand since 2012 and runs one-day professional learning/mentoring
workshops.
0ne teacher was using resources from Ripples Kindness Project, an Australian curriculum manual
based on positive psychology and social emotional learning. No teacher training is required for the
use of the resources of this programme. This programme involved the whole school, letters to
parents and children taking and emailing photographs of kindness activities. This teacher viewed
Jade Speaks Up as limiting the further development of the Ripples Kindness Project and was unhappy
that her school decided to be part of the JSU pilot.
Seven of the 38 teachers (two schools) were using JSU in the previous year and did not use any other
external safety and relationship programme. The use of JSU instead of other programmes which
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have long histories suggests that JSU is meeting a need not filled by these other programmes with
related objectives.

5.2 Classroom issues
Table 17: Key issues rated in two different ways by teachers in pre, post-test and follow-up (fu),
with matched samples, pre and fu (n=19) and post and fu (n=19). For the post-test and follow-up
ratings the response metric was as follows: 1 = much worse, 2 = a bit worse, 3 = about the same,
4 = a bit better, 5 = much better
classroom issues

% pre % pre issues
% fu issues
% drop = av. rating of av. rating of
issues (matched with (matched with improvement improvement improvement
n=38
fun=19)
pre n=19)
pre to fu
pre vs post
post vs fu

1. have indicated nonschool issues of concern?

13.1

10.4

2. are often bullied?

13.8

3. are often sick?
4. have frequent anger
issues?
5. are regularly disruptive
in class?
6. don’t have supportive
parents/caregivers?
7. have a low level of
literacy for their age?
8. are unable to ask for
help?
9. don’t know how to keep
themselves safe?
10. are unsupportive of
children who are
struggling to keep up?
11. are unable to talk
about their feelings?
Average (vulnerability
rating)
Teachers 0-8 years’
experience – vulnerability
Teachers>8 years’
experience - vulnerability

15.6

10.9

-5%

3.39

3.21

12.8

9.1

29%

3.64

3.61

13.4

11.4

15%

3.33

3.42

17.4

13.4

7.8

42%

3.58

3.74

26.6

18.6

11.6

38%

3.55

3.32

33.2

25.4

22.9

10%

3.21

3.32

33.7

30.3

27.9

8%

3.06

3.21

46.2

32.8

28.8

12%

3.97

4.05

53.4

43.8

20.0

54%

4.03

3.89

54.4

33.8

24.6

27%

3.70

3.84

56.8

53.7

37.6

30%

3.76

3.95

31.1

26.2

19.3

26%

3.56

3.60

26.4, n=8

17.5, n=8

34%

3.65

3.80

26.1, n=11

20.4, n=11

22%

3.57

3.45

30.6
n=19
32.4
n=19

Table 17 shows the percent rating by teachers of children presenting with specific classroom issues.
The first column presents the data from all 38 teachers and the second from the 19 teachers who
also did the follow up questionnaire. This latter group of teachers tends to be more positive than the
full cohort, particularly around the level of support provided by parents and caregivers, but apart
from this issue, the ranking of issues is very closely aligned for the two groups. The drop-off of
participants from pre-test to follow-up was 50%, slightly higher than the 47% in 2017, and included
an entire school, the one that had omitted using JSU videos and other teaching resources until well
into the programme.
An overview of the challenges facing teachers is revealed in table 15. About one third of children are
regarded as not having supportive parents/caregivers, and another third have poor literacy levels for
their age. Half the children are unable to ask for help, don’t know how to keep themselves safe, are
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unsupportive of children who are struggling to keep up and are unable to talk about their feelings;
and a quarter are regularly disruptive in class. Additionally, 29% of teachers name that their children
have higher learning needs and “alternative learning styles” which include diagnoses of Asperger’s
Syndrome, autism, ADHD and anxiety. The average decile level of 3.04 tells us that these schools are
in economically stressed local environments. Across all 11 measures in table 15 the average
vulnerability is 31.5% (a measure of risk status) compared with 25.0% in 2017, and this, plus the
slightly lower decile rating, suggests that the 2018 cohort is a more vulnerable one than the 2017
cohort.
The first thing to notice is that there were improvements on
almost every issue, quite small for most, but an assertion of
definite change for the issues that are central to the
programme (8-11) - not asking for help, not knowing how to
keep themselves safe, not being supportive of other children
who are struggling to keep up, and not talking about
feelings. The biggest improvement is in the central issue of
the JSU programme - knowing how to keep themselves safe
- a 54% drop in vulnerability. There was a very small
increase in the number of children who have indicated nonschool issues of concern, and this should be seen as a
positive outcome - children being able to more readily
disclose issues that concern them.

FP4. A child disclosed that one
of her parents had attempted
suicide and at FP5 Years 7&8 a
student “has been removed …
from the programme. She has
been triggered four times by
certain words like “‘safe’” and
her behaviour “deteriorated”
three times last week. She has
been sexually abused in the
past and has two counsellors
working with her, one funded
by ACC.

These figures are almost identical to the figures obtained in 2017, particularly for issues 8-11 which
also had the highest ratings of change. Again, as in 2017, average teacher ratings on the magnitude
of change are equally strong in follow-up as in post-test (3.56 and 3.60 in 2018 and 3.64 and 3.60 in
2017). Also confirming the 2017 teacher outcomes is the data on the percentage of children who
showed progress on the 11 issues above. One of the most satisfying features is the big percentage
(29%-42%) drop in the highly disruptive but low frequency issues of bullying, frequent anger issues
and being regularly disruptive in class, mirroring the 2017 results.
Looking at the data for the less experienced teachers vs the more experienced teachers, the former
had a much larger drop in vulnerability and more positive ratings of improvement.
Figure 11:
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Another way to look at the teachers’ ratings of the improvements that children have made is to look
at the percent of teachers who rate their classes better or worse on the 11 issues in table 15 above.
Of the 1056 ratings the 44 teachers had made in 2017 and 2018 combined for post-test and follow
up matched assessments, only 12 or 1. 6% were ratings of “a bit worse”. The net percent for each
issue where children in classrooms were rated as functioning “a bit better” or “a lot better” is shown
in figure 11. Fifty-five percent of all areas of concern have improved at post-test – that is, in six out of
11 areas for each teacher. The four areas that were identified as of greatest concern (keeping
themselves safe, asking for help, talking about their feelings and being supportive of children
struggling to keep up) made the biggest improvement, children in 70% - 95% of classes made
improvement in these areas.
The follow-up results are even more powerful (figure 11). Teachers are looking at the change
between post-test and follow-up, and it could be expected that a good outcome might be the
maintenance of the results that were achieved at post-test. While the top four Issues have slowed in
their rate of change, other background issues like bullying and frequent anger outbursts have shown
greater progress than at post-test, and overall the average of classrooms that have improved
remains the same (54% further improved from post-test to follow-up).
Two other issues point to classrooms increasingly becoming places of trust and learning. Nearly half
the teachers felt that children were better able to indicate non-school issues of concern at post-test,
with 40% noting further improvement at follow-up. This suggests that children are more trusting of
their teachers and more ready to disclose. One outcome of a more trusting environment is better
learning. This may be what teachers are reporting when more than a third of them believe they have
fewer children with poor literacy. This data supports the argument made in Section 13 that
vulnerable children are continuing to learn JSU safety and relationship skills by osmosis in
classrooms.

5.3 Teacher satisfaction with the programme: pre- and post-test
The helpfulness of the programme
Table 18: The helpfulness of features of the Jade Speaks Up
training session -pre-test ratings. 1=not at all, 2=not sure,
3=slightly helpful, 4=helpful, 5=very helpful.
Average rating
issue
2018 2017
4.0
3.9
Understanding of family violence
4.0
3.6
Clarity about involvement with evaluation
4.0
3.8
How to respond to disclosures of abuse/issues
4.1
3.7
Clarity on the use of the manual
4.1
4.0
The training session overall
3.9
Clarity about how the JSU programme is delivered 4.3
4.1
3.8
Average

Teachers were asked to
comment what they found
helpful/not helpful about the
programme. Table 18 shows that
teachers at pre-test found on
average all aspects of the
training helpful. The average of
4.1 was slightly better than the
average of 3.8 achieved in 2017.

From two schools the feedback
to this question was negative.
Both schools were identified as
problematic at the outset due to
a failure to implement the programme properly in one school and the senior teacher in a second
school opposing JSU at the outset. Teachers in both schools said either there was little change or no
change, or that they weren't sure if there had been change. The school that had not used the
programme resources until two-thirds into the programme said:
We have had more fights and arguments than we had earlier in the year, but this is
probably due to the fact that they are almost intermediate age and this is always a
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watershed term for Y6 students. The same students are as disruptive as they were
before this programme
The teacher who wanted to do the kindness project felt that things had got worse and that the
programme had prevented her from having “as much contact with parents as … [she] normally have
… [and felt] the parents have been less supportive overall” as a result. There may be some justice to
this issue as parent engagement is not something that JSU has fully grappled with.
Five of the 33 teachers who responded to the post test questionnaire had no comment to make.
The connection of values and emotional competence to disclosures was made in teacher comments.
One teacher felt that the programme had resulted in an improvement in the children's
understanding of values in that there was “explicit talk about values - e.g. it's not ok to hurt
someone, even if you're feeling mad”. This contributed to, two other teachers claimed, an
“improvement in kids behaviour overall and making better choices” as they had a better
“understanding [of] the different feelings and emotions…. [and] how to deal with different
situations”. This better understanding of their own emotions means that “students are more open to
talking to me about issues and concerns that impact them at school”. Three teachers talk about
“disclosures” which are often “about small things … home - sleeping conditions, absences, anxieties
and parents divorcing since the programme started”. Teachers “are able to guide [students]”, but
feel that often they are “not able to change anything at home”, and where issues are serious, they
“refer them to the counsellor”. To deal with the stress behind low level disclosures, one teacher has
“implemented Gratitude" in class … [which] has also helped …[students] look outside of
themselves”.
Fifteen percent of teachers commented on the increased use of safety practices, particularly,
“students doing ‘Breathe Think & Do’ and telling their peers to Breathe Think & Do". Students are
“able to apply the … strategy, or at least bring it up to remind others if they see it’s necessary”.
Children
refer back to [the safety messages in] the Jade Speaks Up video and its importance
frequently [such as}… when talking about why someone might be sad or angry e.g.
‘maybe they have had a bad start to their day - remember what it was like in Jade's
house before school’.
Students “are more aware of safety and why we should have a plan”
Twenty-one percent emphasize the more tolerant and collaborative nature of their students, they
“feel that the …[students] are looking out for each other more, more patient…. Listening to the
speaker, [showing] respect for ideas and experiences of others” and “having greater empathy, more
tolerance for the growing differences”. Students are “more open to collaboration, more comfortable
asking each other for help in both classroom and non-classroom activities” For one teacher
the most valuable teaching moment was showing the clip about the Arab American
talking about trust [and] reaching out for a hug - as we have a number of Arabic
speaking students in our class - and helps us break down barriers and show that
trust is important to all of us.
Twenty-eight percent of the teachers who did the post-test reported that their students “have
become more confident with expressing how they feel, knowing that their voice will be heard and
valued”. They are learning “not to keep things that are bothering them to themselves”, and this is
“normalizing [a process] of talking about problems”. This means that “children are working together
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Table 19. The helpfulness of specific features of the Jade Speaks in groups better… sharing ideas
Up programme – post-test ratings. 1 = not at all, 2 = not sure, 3 on how to resolve [problems]”
and generally, having the “ability
= slightly helpful, 4 = helpful, 5 = very helpful
2018 2017 to understand and build positive
n=33 n=44 relationships with their peers …
They speak up if they don’t like
3.7
3.9
extension activities
the way they are being treated
hand out materials e.g. bookmark, safety plan,
3.7
3.8
or spoken to”.
stickers
having an external support/ facilitator/
These responses are
3.7
3.9
researcher involved
similar to the responses
3.8
3.8
the feedback from the CORS assessment
made in 2017.
3.8
3.8
the session on review and evaluation
4.0
4.1
the module on keeping myself safe
Programme
4.0
4.1
the training sessions
effectiveness at posttest
4.0
4.0
the module on personal safety plan
Table 19 looks at the helpfulness
the module on safety planning for home and
4.0
3.9
of specific features of JSU at
school
post-test, and again the results
4.1
3.9
the weekly classroom teaching session
for 2018 are very close to those
the module on choices to keep myself and
4.2
4.1
for 2017, with the overall
others safe
average helpfulness being
4.2
4.5
the Jade Speaks Up video
exactly the same. The one big
4.5
4.1
the manual in general
difference is that the Jade
4.0
4.0
overall average
Speaks Up video is no longer the
3.9
Teachers 0-8 years’ experience n=17
most helpful component of the
4.0
Teachers>8 years’ experience n=16
programme and is shifted into
second place by the teaching manual. This may reflect the major revision that the manual has had
between 2017 and 2018 and the addition of extra resources, some of them videos, which have made
the programme less reliant on the Jade Speaks Up video.
There was no difference between the two teacher groups in
A first-year teacher found some of
their appreciation of the helpfulness of the programme.
the disclosures challenging. “It was
a bit of a shock - I wasn’t exposed
Table 19 shows there was some improvement in the
to it when I was at school. I am
perception of the practicality and the overall value of JSU,
sadly getting used to it”. The
with teachers in 2018 agreeing more than in 2017 that the
programme contributed to this
programme was practical with existing resources and that a
beginning teacher stopping more
majority of children had had value from the programme
often to consider reasons for a
with some having considerable value. The table also shows
student’s behaviour instead of
that the more experienced teachers were slightly more
making assumptions or judgments.
positive about the programme than the less experienced
Another beginning teacher said JSU
teachers.
made him more conscious of
domestic violence in the
Teachers were asked to give their reasons for the ratings for
community. He found himself
the two questions in table 20 and to suggest changes that
comparing the fortunate
would improve the delivery of the programme. Of the 33
circumstances his own children are
teachers who responded to the post test, 15% made no
growing up in, to the circumstances
comment to this question. Teachers from the same two
some of his students may be
schools (18% of the teachers) who could not find anything
experiencing in their homes.
helpful about the JSU programme all reached negative
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conclusions in their overall judgment of the programme. The crux of their criticism for some was the
content was “not suitable for Y 7/8 students” while others said “this seemed too young for our
students, it did not get into the nitty gritty of the issues … it would be great for a lower year age”.
Teachers from the school that hadn’t used the video and other resources for more than half of the
programme complained that it was “like pulling teeth. The content needed to be more confronting”.
Not all their comments, however, were negative. The programme “allowed the children a chance to
speak, understand others have problems too” and it fitted in very well with other programmes such
as Play is the Way, DARE and Keeping Ourselves Safe.
Table 20. Ratings of programme effectiveness at post-test. Scoring for Q1 below: 1= not practical,
2= quite difficult, 3=practical with extra resources, 4=practical with existing resources, 5=no
problem. Scoring for Q2 below: 1=no value, 2=value for a small number of children, 3=some
value for a minority of children, 4=considerable value for a minority of children, 5=some value for
a majority of children, 6=considerable value for a majority of children.
1. Overall, how practical was it
2. Overall, how valuable
cohort
n
to implement the programme?
was the programme?
43
3.5
4.0
2017 total
33
3.8
4.4
2018 total
2018 0-8 years teacher
17
3.7
4.2
experience
2018 > 8 years teacher
16
3.8
4.6
experience
Three teachers gave feedback about the CORS, two
finding it helpful in “identifying children who needed
extra support in the classroom” and “the findings
from the surveys … interesting”, and one, the teacher
who wanted to run a kindness programme, feeling
that the information gained from CORS was
“superficial… [as we] already know about [the at-risk
children] but unlike the CORS feedback we also know
the reasons for their answers”. Part of the issue here
may have been that there were very few challenges
identified in her class at pre-test as she recorded the
lowest vulnerability score of all the classes in the
project including 2017.

An intermediate school uses Google
Classroom, so it is easy to “upload the
links and let kids complete the … [CORS
assessments] and they can share
devices. Future CORS feedback would be
helpful and also really helpful to have a
shortened version of the other student
evaluations with some feedback”. The
principal said this is helpful for their own
teacher practise to receive “outside” or
independent feedback of the students”
responses.

At post-test, nine (27%) teachers reflected on the value of the training and supervision with some
feeling that the training did an “excellent” job of helping teachers “understand the content that was
needed to be delivered, although some wanted “more training sessions (maybe 2) before teaching
the programme”, while one of the repeat teachers felt that “having done it twice ‘’’ I didn't feel like I
needed extra training/scaffolding”. In repeating schools, the development of the mentor role meant
that schools could use their “experienced teachers more - we discussed what had worked before and
enjoyed the extra activities that could be undertaken. Teachers liked the “excellent external
support/facilitator/research involved” – “having an external facilitator helped with communication”
and “the skype sessions were great for support and to help with any questions we had”. Some
teachers found it “difficult to fit in” and thought that while “it was helpful to touch base … [we] did
not need as many meetings … One at the start, one at the finish and availability in the middle [would
be sufficient]”.
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Thirty percent of teachers wrote about the time pressure they felt doing the programme. They
“found it was hard to cover all the optional activities due to time restraints within the classroom”.
Two teachers felt that “one lesson per week” was not enough as “it took more like 2-3 sessions per
week to get through the material”. However, as one teacher said “I loved the programme but felt
rushed for time”, and others described the time spent as “worthwhile” and the outcome
“fantastic”. Two teachers from the same school felt that JSU “did not leave room for the other parts
of the learning programme to take place effectively” or, as the teacher wanted to do the kindness
programme described it, “Jade has dominated the term to the detriment of every other subject. We
have had to virtually eliminate reading to fit in the requirements. We have had to allow 3x the time
frame suggested”. A teacher from a different school, also under time pressure, viewed the problem
differently, saying “the way that literacy was an integral component and art/drama etc. also, meant
delivery/planning for JSU was practical”
A third of the teachers commented on the helpfulness of the manual, saying such things as “the
general manual provided a clear outline of what was needed to be delivered”, “Each module was
clear… helpful comprehensive”, “Students enjoy the activities and benefited from the content”.
Teachers liked that it was “a digital copy as less prep time [was needed, giving] more time [for]
engaging with the learning”. It was “easy to follow [each module] and implement [the learning]
covering important topics.” “The extra resources, video links etc. [were] extremely helpful.” There
were criticisms of the manual, one relating to typos, and the other (from the teacher want to do the
kindness project) suggested that the manual “refers to many outdated concepts such as students
knowing phone numbers”.
With one exception, the 13 teachers (39% of the total) who commented on the teaching resources
and activities were very positive about them. “The Jade speaks up video was a great help”, it “was
very powerful” and the children were “engaged” by it “and sensitive and mindful of the issues [when
they] … came across [them] in the programme”. “The music and the simple sayings were valuable
and the students remembered this”. Other videos were also commended – “the slap me video was
valuable and the students engaged with it” and “the just breathe video was excellent, I have showed
it to the whole school”. “The videos helped create natural discussions with students”. The video
resources were complemented by “worksheets, drama activities and written tasks [which] were all
helpful “. Other activities such as the “gingerbread family activity was engaging”, the “compulsory
[activities] were awesome for the most part” as were “the extra extension activities and … optional
ones”. Teachers were “impressed with the way the class got involved in all the activities” – “the
students seemed to enjoy them” and they “prompted some great conversations”. Teachers in
repeating schools liked “having the new activities for year 8 so [they]… weren’t repeating old
material”. Overall, the necessary resources [to run the programme] were ... readily available”,
however, one teacher from the school that failed to use the teaching resources for two thirds of the
programme, felt that “the videos were not suitable for our age group and most of our students lost
interest”.
In 2017 the biggest issue in this part of the analysis was the time pressure that was experienced by
teachers in delivering the programme. Forty-two percent commented about this, wanting such
things as a longer period of for delivery, less time required for evaluations and more flexibility in the
way the programme could be delivered. The lower levels of concern in 2018 suggest that some of
these problems have been addressed. The other big issue that emerged in 2017 was about
problems with the manual, mainly around poor organisation and the lack of activities, particularly
extension activities in some areas. The comments about the manual and the very positive ratings for
the manual suggest a major improvement from 2017.
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5.4 Teacher satisfaction with the programme: follow-up
We have already identified in section 5.2 the very positive changes in the levels of vulnerability of
the children between pre-test and follow-up, and in the improvement made by children between
post-test and follow-up. In this section the overall teacher rating of the programme and the
comments that they have made about changes between post-test and follow-up and any final
evaluative comments that they wished to make are examined. Table 19 gives the final JSU rankings
made by the 19 teachers who completed the follow-up evaluation and shows that all but two
teachers (10%) felt that the programme was of some value or considerable value for majority of
children. The teacher who opposed JSU at the outset rated the programme as having some value for
a small number of children and a colleague from the same school rated the programme as having
some value for a minority of children. However, a second colleague felt the programme was of
considerable value for a majority of students.
Table 21. The overall value of the Jade Speaks
Up Programme
1=no value
2=some value for a small number of children
3=some value for a minority of children
4=considerable value for a minority of children
5=some value for a majority of children
6=considerable value for a majority of children
rating
% responses
2
5%
3
5%
4
0%
5
47%
6
42%

Table 21 also shows that the less experienced
teachers were more positive about the
programme in their final assessment.
In their comments about the changes that had
occurred between post-test and follow up,
three teachers commented that their children
are “a lot more accepting and tolerant of each
other” and have “a greater acceptance of
differences and empathy towards others”. One
teacher noted how “very comfortable [the
students are] with each other”, but worried
“perhaps a little too comfortable now”.

Just over a quarter of the teachers noted that
the collaboration between students had
group
average
improved. “Students often talk, reminding
Total n=19
5.2
others to make good choices during difficult
encounters” and “helping each other”. This can
teacher experience 0-8 years, n=12
5.7
be specific around “students … discussing and
teacher experience >8 yrs n=7
5.0
suggesting safety plans in situations regarding
Total 2017 n=25
5.2
potentially unsafe physical and emotional
scenarios” or reflect “a greater desire to help and assist others [and] not just sit and watch” - “they
are more mindful of themselves and others”.
Just under one third of the teachers reported that their “students [are] more calm, collected”, and
this has much to do with using “Breathe, Think & Do [song] in … [stressed] situations” – it’s one of
“the things … they learnt [that has] truly stuck with them”. Even the teacher who was opposed to
JSU at the outset noticed children using the “catch phrase Breathe Think and Do”. One teacher felt
“the most significant change arose after they'd watched the [JSU] film”. Children now “take time to
reflect and listen to their body reaction before undertaking an action”.
Nearly half the teachers noticed an increase in their students’ confidence. It could be that students
were “a little bit more confident that they will be listened to” and had “a slightly greater selfconfidence” or that “all students [are] confident about seeking/asking for help” with classes “as a
whole … very comfortable talking about issues and concerns”. As a result “most students will speak
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up if they see something happening - like … bullying” and “a number of bullying issues are dealt with
early before they escalate” This ”openness to talk about emotions and feelings” means that
“students with high anxiety have opened up a lot more” The students have a “closer bond” and “an
understanding of common words and ideas such as trust”.

5.5 Final comments from the teachers
Teachers made a final comment about the programme. The teacher who wanted to do the kindness
programme, remained convinced that the programme had little to offer and that she would “not be
doing Jade again in this form”. Her major reason for this was “because of the the length [of the
programme]”. “So much time was taken in each lesson that the students lost interest”. She had
allocated more time to teaching JSU than any other teacher. The children’s data shows that her class
was slightly more positive in their recommendations and ratings of JSU helpfulness, fun and interest
than the rest of the 2018 sample and, in their comments, they were just as positive overall. None of
them claimed to be bored compared with 12% for the rest of the sample, and 20% commented that
they liked the lessons, compared with only 13% for the rest. Her students were, however, less
confident about the benefits of using JSU skills. Her colleague touches on this issue in her own
critique stating that their class “struggled to remember some of the messages that were delivered
when they were dealing with conflict situations”. A further complaint relating to time use was that
“the evaluation of the programme is too long winded. The last evaluation took the class 45 minutes”.
Four children (11%) in her class confirmed this complaint, which was high compared with 4% for the
rest of the sample.
The teacher wanted to do the kindness programme suggests that another key reasons that JSU did
not work for her class was that they “did not have any understanding of the type of examples used they come from loving homes and do not experience any form of violence [and that] there are no
students… [that are] in any danger”. This comment is consistent with the very low ratings of the
vulnerability given to her class, but not with a later comment that “the only fist fights in my class for
the year actually occurred near the end of the Jade programme”. Another teacher from the same
school (who rated the programme, overall as “6”) thought that the well-adjusted children do benefit
from JSU:
I think all my students were able to take something positive away from JSU, even
those who have a strong support system at home and are lucky enough to not have
experienced any of the themes explored before. It gives them tools for the future.
The kindness programme teacher has returned to the Ripple Kindness Project
that we began at the beginning of the year. [Its premise is] that kindness spreads like
ripples through a population - we are in the process of making kindness rocks and a
kindness bench for our Community Projects - nothing to do with Jade, just about
being good global citizens.
This teacher wanted to focus on a programme that is totally directed towards positive behavior,
whereas one of JSU’s aims is to create spaces where the difficult and unpleasant parts of life can be
discussed with safety and opportunity for resolution. Dealing with this level of complexity is why JSU
requires teacher training and supervision, whereas the Ripple Kindness Project does not.
The issue that was raised above about well-adjusted children possibly not needing the programme
was also raised by a much more positive teacher in a different school delivering the programme for
the second year. She felt that her class “were empathetic and generally socially responsible from the
beginning of the year” and that if she had had a more vulnerable class she would have upped her
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rating for the programme from “5” to “6” with her “last response… [being] in the 'considerable value
range”.
In their final comments, many of the teachers who had rated the changes made by the programme
as valuable for a majority of students offered suggestions for programme improvement. Teachers
wanted more opportunity for “student choice…[and] independent/group activities” or “adaptations
to some activities due to wordiness especially for … [a] dyslexic student”. Some teachers felt the
programme was very flexible {“about right”) because they had “the ability to choose to cover some
aspects of the lessons and not everything [and this] enabled it to be tailored to the students and
what they did and did not need”. Two wanted “more video and interactive device activities” and
“more digital elements (short clips to go along with the video) … as a lot of students are able to
immediately connect to the visuals”. Delivering JSU every year could be a problem where some
students may get bored going through the programme a second time. One intermediate teacher felt
that the programme would be “more effective” … [if it was] delivered either only to the Year 7
cohort or delivered every second year.”
The time frame for delivery continued to be an issue. Because there are ”a lot of activities (which is
great for a teacher when delivering a programme) … it is important to be selective due to time
constraints”. One teacher wanted “a longer time frame”, and others said how “frustrating” it could
be “adding to my workload at a busy, pressured time of the year”, trying “to keep on top of all the
surveys”. This is not necessarily a specific JSU problem, as one teacher offered, “time is always an
issue with anything we do at intermediate”.
Teachers commented on how well JSU worked with other parts of the curriculum and with other
programmes. It “tied in well with a Hauora Unit we were doing at the time” said one teacher;
another said that it “feeds well onto our mindfulness units”; and a third said “this worked well with
Play is the Way and we feel that these two programmes will work well together”.
Many teachers commented on what the students had learned and how their behavior had changed:
“Students still know the key messages 10 weeks later”; students “have a better understanding of
what bullying is and what other students might have happening in their homes”; “my class have
learnt some new empathy skills and it has opened them up too” and the programme has been “very
valuable because it empowers students to talk about their safety”, and “definitely beneficial as
provides students with strategies and an opportunity to talk about feelings”. Two extended
comments demonstrate a culture change within the classroom and the school.
This is the second time through the programme and it provides the catalyst for very
important topics and conversations that previously we haven't had/ known how to
have. If information is not directly related to … [the children], they are still able to
notice things happening to/for others and make mature decisions and judgements
about what to do in those situations.
Students realised that they could trust the staff here as well as certain students.
They received support more than they did previously. My students are willing to talk
to each other and talk things through, they have respect and integrity as well as
trust of staff here.
Another teacher commented that “the programme is immensely valuable”, “it was awesome to do in
class and carry on our learning throughout”, it was ”super beneficial”. The final comment in this
section is from an experienced Pacific Island teacher who puts JSU into a wider context.

59

Teacher data
The rate of violence in New Zealand as a country is shockingly increasing. This
programme lays the foundation for young people - and maybe take it to the families
is the next step - all families will benefit from this great programme
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Narratives from conversations with school staff
6.1 Introduction
This is a collection of related narratives to support the data analysis as illustrations of the impacts,
successes and challenges arising out of applying the JSU programme. These stories have been
collected from the JSU teacher supervision sessions conducted on-line twice during the teachers’
delivery of the programme and from in-person follow-up interviews with teachers and management
10-12 weeks after classroom delivery ceased. Changes in classroom culture, student attitudes and
behaviour continued in the months after classroom delivery ceased, as evidenced in the follow-up
interview narratives and online survey results. They present a selection of the stories of change
noted by teachers within their students and classrooms. Background notes have been added in italics
to provide a clearer context for the groups of the narratives.

6.2 Positive changes with at-risk students due to JSU learnings, peer and teacher
interaction
The following are teacher comments about authentic communication between students and teachers
regarding students’ concerns. Examples of action being taken to remedy students’ background
problems are included. These narratives support the data claims in figure 12 above (s4.10) about the
progress made by the most at-risk children
PR2 Years 4-6. The programme fully engaged a teacher’s students who could be described as a “ratbag” class. Conversations have come up about personal safety plans, with students spontaneously
asking each other “Where would you go at your place?” and “Oh, that [the Jade video] is like what
happens at such n such’s place”. They are not naming their own home, just recognizing they have
seen those situations. Although they haven’t done their helping hands yet, the kids were
spontaneously keen to do this after seeing the film.
FP4 Bilingual class. One student just got back after a tangi and told his teacher that he didn’t like
being “around dead people”. This was the first time he has opened to his teacher. He was worried
about his nan because it was her sister who had died. Several children are whangai, being brought up
by grandparents rather than parents, and their home lives were not easily talked about, so this was a
breakthrough.
INT3 Years 7-8. The teacher felt that JSU helped to diminish “a number of issues going on - anxiety,
mistrust”. One student who “had been very unsettled - previously he had been living with his
grandfather” - eventually spoke with his teacher who then spoke with team leader and pastoral
support person. They contacted the parents and together they arranged for the boy to go back and
live with his grandfather next year. They have noticed a change in his behaviour since then.
Area Year 8. It has been a challenge to engage these students from a town at times dominated by
gangs. Year 8 was a repeating group and the Australian film clip Through My Eyes was used and all
students filled in the chart of feelings and behaviours of every character. They also discussed “What
actions could each character do to keep themselves safe?” The facial expressions and body language
of students informed the teachers about which students experienced this as their own home life.
Some students withdrew inside themselves and put their heads down when the characters depicted
the interactions between Mum and Dad in the Australian film. Their answer to how to keep yourself
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safe was “go to your room and shut the door”. Other students watched the film without withdrawing
and answered with suggestions such as “I’d just belt him in the face”. The teachers said that
watching this film was quite a turning point in the programme and the students are now taking the
programme more seriously.
The Year 8 class was girl-heavy. The teaching team repeated the gender splits they had used in 2017
to provide an opportunity for the women teachers to talk with the girls and the men teachers to talk
with the boys. This was done in response to student needs as picked up by the teachers.
FP4 Bilingual unit Students opened up about unhappiness at school, friendships, breakdowns and
judgements of others. This has resulted in improved relationships with each other, even sharing that
there were changes in their learning – their kaiako noticed improvement in boy/girl willingness to
work together and engage in problem solving. She observed that this willingness had developed
since covering feelings and emotions in the JSU programme.
Support for students doesn’t only come from teachers. Students begin to support their peers with the
skills they have learned, or speak up asking for help from other sources available to the students. This
is one of several narratives that support the value of the Breathe, Think and Do exercise (see ss 4.10
and 5.3).
FP4 Bilingual class. One boy had issues with dealing with his anger. “He got triggered and began to
lose it. The other kids said to him Breathe, Think and Do. He walked out of the classroom and around
the perimeter fence of the school grounds, clenching his fists for a while, then came back into the
room and sat near the teacher’s desk quietly.” She just let him do so without comment. Soon after
he was chatting to her and “things were back to normal. This is very different than in the past when
he would have gotten more and more aggressive, hit others and got into trouble.” Other teachers
also commented on seeing the change.
The programme provided teachers and classes with opportunities to learn more about each other.
The drama activities were often mentioned as learning experiences that the students engaged in
fully. These narratives reinforce the importance of connection and drawing out negative experience
and relate to the sections on bad outcomes and negative engagement (ss 4.8 and 4.9).
PR2 Year 4-6. The Role on the Wall (RoW) activity, is where the members of this “gingerbread” family
were created as gingerbread outlines by the children. They were asked to explore what happens to
this family that is positive and fun. The charts (gingerbread outlines) stay on the wall and in a later
module this family is revisited and a stressful situation is created. The children create a static
sculpture of the family in conflict and then are asked to share the feelings of each character. The
developing the characters of a family was very effective. The teacher said “there are a few tricky kids
in the class” so she was impressed with the detail that came from the students about the family. In
this fictitious family Mum is quiet, reads and goes to the movies. Dad is a builder, has kids from an
earlier marriage and gets angry sometimes. The teacher asked, “How do you know he gets angry?” –
“He gets quite red”. Dad gambles has made and lost a lot of money. The students became so
engaged in this activity “you could have heard a pin drop”. Other powerful details came out, such as
Dad doesn’t see his kids - twins- from the earlier marriage. Students were questioning “Why does it
have to be Dad that’s the mean one?”. They made Mum the “mean” one in the freeze frame, and
made that the child wanted more pocket money. “Mum wasted the money, cause Dad does work!”
The teacher commented that “it was realistic, you could see it really happening in their families. We
have some very poor families here. We’re a Kids Can school. I thought gosh, this is why you do this
imaginary family (activity)”.
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The teacher also observed that having the “family” to focus on may have made it an easier activity
for the children to buy into and to provide scenarios for than if they had been asked to draw on their
own experiences. Two adult visitors in the classroom at the time of this activity were really
impressed - the SWiS worker attached to the school and the RTLB. The SWiS was “blown away” by
the student responses when she was observing the students speaking to the Empty Chair, for
example, when a child said “I wish I could take the pain away from you”. One boy whose family
situation is very safe exclaimed “I’m really glad I live where I live”, as he realised what life is like for
some other children.
When the class returned to the “family” in week 9 the students had retained the stories and the
names of the family members. During the follow-up interviews four months later, the same school
noted that all the drama activities were potent. They resonated with the children. The gingerbread
family outlines revealed many stories related to student experiences e.g. “The boy is not their son.
He lives with them because stuff happened to his parents”. Many teachers have never used this
drama convention as a teaching tool before, although the Keeping Ourselves Safe programme does
use some scenarios for students to engage with.
FP3 Year 5/6 The teacher spoke of how the Role on the Wall activity amazed teachers by the level of
student buy-in to fictional characters. Their students created complex characters, adding details such
as gender, weight, low self-esteem due to weight, the possibility of diabetes etc. One girl with
diabetes suggested the overweight aspect of one character could be due to diabetes. The phrase
“typical family” was used and the students decided that divorced parents made up this typical family,
and teachers commented that this reflects their classes’ families. RoW also invoked conversations
about low socioeconomic communities. About how the “mums” are sisters or aunties and that there
are different configurations of the families rather than just a nuclear family of Mum and Dad. The
teacher was surprised at “how good the kids were at creating flawed families with this process, skills
that seemed to be there from the very beginning. They would work out what the family’s problem
was and what the debate/argument was about and used the freeze frames to portray all that”. This
opened up “a big conversation on why people felt different things”, revealing a lot about families
and their dynamics. “They were already good at it.” The positives of the family were well-thoughtout, the closeness, the clusters of people and so on, showing up in the observations of the children.
The “Typical” Family Activity “took much longer than the 20 minutes suggested” due to the in-depth
conversations the students engaged in. A teacher observed some Year 5 boys “were more immature
during the RoW activity, treating it as a joke and older boys pulled them up when “jokey” comments
were made”, turning the conversation serious again.
AREA Years 7 and 8. The new Bullied Apple activity, although not a drama activity has strong
dramatic elements to it. Area school showed the video clip to Years 7 and 8 which led to a discussion
on bullying and teasing. The Lead Teacher shared her own Form One experience of older girls teasing
her every day and how that memory is still there 40 years later along with the memory of how she
didn’t like those girls. “They may have forgotten what they did but I haven’t”. Another teacher in the
team related the internal bruising to her own life experiences. Both teachers noted how much more
the students related to the teachers and opened up after hearing the teachers’ stories which need to
be told without traumatising the students. The teacher said that “hook-ins need to be relevant to the
students’ lives and this one was.” AREA also did the RoW activity with Yr 8 and teachers felt that the
insights shared by the students were profound and insightful, often surprising teachers with the
degree of knowledge the children have about family conflict. There was lots of oral language
vocabulary building with positive examples and “exemplars” of what to do.

63

Narratives from conversations with school staff
Doing these activities has resulted in an impressive change in the percentage of Year 8 AREA children
who have taken on the keeping yourself safe messages compared to last year. For example, 56%
would have asked for help from an adult they trusted in 2017, and this has gone up to 69% in 2018.
Only 38% were prepared to talk to a friend about their worries in 2017, but in 2018, 56% are. In 2017
only a third had a safety plan, now nearly half do. The lead teacher there observed that there was
more uptake by the students due to the increased maturity of students, changes in the teaching
teams and the feelings of security the students now had with their teachers. The teachers indicated
the main impact of JSU was on “whānaungatanga – student-to-student relationships and teacher-tostudent relationships”.

6.3 Teacher perceptions of classroom environment changes during and after JSU
Teachers commented on changes in student relationships, finding their voice, having an extended
emotional vocabulary and the changes in student to teacher relationships. These narratives relate to
the changes at post-test and follow-up in the positive outcomes noted by students in s4.10, and by
teachers (s5.2, table 17)
FP5. This is a small but important example to start with. An autistic boy in the class picked up that
the character Jasper (the little brother to the main child character, Jade) didn’t say a word during the
whole of the video – “he was certainly paying attention - it was a very powerful activity”.
PR1 Year 5 and 6. The Teaching Principal took the Jade sessions in the afternoons and the morning
teacher noticed in the mornings that some children became more talkative about issues with her.
Some of the girls spontaneously talked about the JSU lessons afterwards in the presence of the
teacher. At Follow-up interviews, teachers noted a difference made by JSU for girls regarding their
friendships and issues with friends
INT3 The teacher spoke about JSU having made him aware of the need to actively talk about trust.
Now it is an activity right from the start of the year and he will do it in any future classes. In the
Follow-up interviews, he reported noticed differences amongst his students. Attitudes had changed
considerably in that
they have softened and become more tolerant. The class generally is much closerknit and more tolerant of each other. Two of the boys were having trouble making
friends and over the past couple of months they have really grown and are better at
keeping themselves safe.
PR2 Years 4-6 Some students became more open to their teacher being a comforting person. All
students in one class now know the cell phone number of at least one trusted person. Even though
the class has completed the JSU programme, the teacher continues putting this in their homework to
learn and remember one cell phone number of a family member. She used Circle Time to encourage
all the students to initially learn one and then two cell phone numbers that they could use if they
needed to. The teacher has been more emphatic about students having suitable safety plans due to
a recent incident of a strange man approaching a schoolgirl in one of the local suburbs. Due to the
programme, the class worked with each other better as a team. The teacher was not seeing “fists
used so much now” to solve conflict. Swearing still happened. At times the teacher shared with the
class some of the students “home stories”, such as changes in their housing situation, to help build
empathy and understanding. She hadn’t done that before.
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6.4 Disclosures, school policies and procedures
Teachers also spoke about student disclosures, and the effectiveness of their school policy and
procedures for handling disclosures. This section supports what is the biggest single issue for
teachers at pre-test - that students are “unable to talk about their feelings” (see s6.2, table 17). 54%
are identified as being challenged in this area. This drops 30% to 38% at follow-up. The next three
biggest issues at pre-test for teachers are children “don’t know how to keep themselves safe” (44%),
“are unsupportive of children who are struggling to keep up” (34%) and “are unable to ask for help”
(33%,”), These drop 54%, 27% and 12% respectively at follow-up. Also see figure 11 which shows that
across these four areas of greatest concern of teachers see improvement of 70% to 95% pre-test to
post-test and a further 68% to 77% post-test to follow-up.

Physical harm
Teachers heard some stories of issues in families that they had not been aware of. One of the
revelations for the teachers was the parental use of excessive force in disciplining children.
FP5 Years 5&6. “[In our class conversation] the kids spoke about actually being hit, shouted at and
probably attacked, I guess. A couple of weeks later [we were] exploring Moana’s story talked about
the physical punishment at home. Three students came forward with concerns. One has had to be
referred to Oranga Tamariki”. One boy had his mum (attacked by) her boyfriend and then the
boyfriend attacked him as well. That was shared to class. The boy worries about what would happen
to Mum – tough times for him. He said it would be horrible for him if it happened to his teacher too.
The boy was fearful of the effects of sharing with his teacher yet still felt the need to share. The
teacher reassured him that she would be safe.
FP6. When a class watched the Jade video, “one of the girls let out that that is what happened with
her dad and that she was not allowed to see him anymore”. They have a protection order against her
dad. One student reported getting “punched in the face by Nana” after the child objected to having
her bedtime changed from 9 to 8 pm. The teacher knew the family circumstances; that Nana has a
lot on her plate and a grandson with behavioural difficulties. The teacher suggested to this student
that “Nana needed time out” and that perhaps the student could go to her room at 8pm - just give
her Nana some time out. The teacher asked if she “could talk to someone else about it, however
[the student] didn’t want that and said that she loved her grandmother”. The teacher asked her how
she would keep herself safe. She confirmed that “when Nana says it’s bedtime they would go to
their room and give Nana timeout”. This prompted a coaching opportunity for the JSU team,
reminding the teachers about not asking permission to tell someone else and then promising not to
when the request was refused. The teacher was to follow-up later with the student to make sure the
situation is safe now. By the second supervision the teacher had checked in with this student asking,
“Are you doing all the things you need to do keep yourself safe?” All was okay.
SWiS staff member. During the July 2019 JSU presentation one SWiS shared this from the 2018 roll
out:
There was a child in a class, who had flown under the radar, was a good student,
compliant, got on with her learning, had good friends etc. Unbeknown to anyone,
she was in a serious family violence situation at home that wasn’t safe for her or her
sibling. She took part in Jade Speaks Up and was able to report to her teacher what
was going on. She was able to use language, to articulate that she wasn’t safe and
why. This resulted in Oranga Tamariki being able to remove both her and her sibling.
The timing of JSU for this child and the way it was able to teach her a language to
express her feelings and levels of safety meant a good plan was able to be
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established, including her being placed with other whānau where she is now
thriving.
A key referral point is the SWiS staff member. One SWiS had three referrals from one class. Two of
these children were already known to her. However, after the class was shown the Jade video, more
was revealed by one of these children about what was happening in their home. The SWiS’s host
agency was able to intervene and make a difference by removing one family member. As a result,
the child and a cousin were much safer in their family home. In one-on-one sessions both SWiS
several times noticed children from schools doing the JSU programme were using new language,
such as “I don’t feel safe when dad does this”. The SWiS then asked “Have you been doing JSU?” and
the response was “Yes we have”.

Self-harm and suicide
Although self-harm issues were not reported widely in the interviews it is possible this may be
indicative of students hiding this practice from adults.
As noted in section 5.2 children are making disclosures about suicidality either of members of their
family or themselves. Also, in 6.7 below one school had 22 disclosures relating to issues of self-harm,
suicide, pornography, and the Fortnight online game.
FP5 Years 5 & 6 and INT3 both reported incidents of self-harm - 4 students asking for referrals
mostly about self-harm issues which have gone to the SWiS, And in the latter case Just the
knowledge that there are some children “who self-harm - not on the high/severe spectrum - but as a
way of dealing with pain” who do come and speak with the teacher. She is concerned that she is
“seeing a deep level of pain for this age group”. If they become aware that help is needed, they are
very quick to organise that. The counsellor is called in.

INT3. The counsellor attended the refresher training day in February 2019 and commented that now
she had a context for the increased numbers of Year 7 & 8 students who had self-referred to her in
2018. Many of them said ““I’m safe now. I’ve realised that there is something from my past I need to
talk about.” Many students were immigrants and had stories from their pre-NZ life still sitting there.
The counsellor observed to us that, with activities such as The Empty Chair, students were given the
opportunity to bear “witness” to other students” hurts and wisdoms. She believed this witnessing
and deep listening to others is part of what counselling sessions provide and so when this experience
happens in classes (between students) it could lessen the numbers of children who feel the need to
see a counsellor.

Other disclosures
FP3. One of the teachers observed
There is lots going on in the area. There are lots of disclosures such as [a student
telling us] ‘we were down at the police station with my sister’. There are probably
high numbers of kids who are not speaking up in this high problem area and the
school’s question is how do we encourage the children to speak up sooner?”.
When asked if it is a worry, the teacher’s response was that in the future JSU would need to
concentrate more “on what to do when stuff happens - for example, calling the police could have
deepened …it”, What are the issues about anonymity safety and naming the family? “Who [do we]
talk to?”
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FP5 Year 7&8. A boy was able to talk with the teacher about an experience he had the night before
when he and a friend witnessed a man being abusive with a child. The two boys were unable to get
adult help quickly to intervene. When the student spoke with their teacher, he was still very
concerned and wanting to intervene. His teacher was able to discuss the experience with him and
the need for him to keep safe as well as wanting safety for the child involved. The boy was very clear
in knowing that the adult’s behaviour towards the child was not OK.
FP6 The classes are more open to sharing their personal stories/worries with each other. One girl
recently shared in front of the whole class that her home life was unhappy. It was not typical of this
child to speak up. It was an a-typical family situation for her to be in. “Mum and Dad were going
through a tough time in their relationship and her own relationship with her Dad no longer felt good.
She thought her Dad no longer loved her.” The teacher coached the girl into a more resourceful state
and the class supported her. “Jade helped by building up the relationship between … [the teacher]
and the class to be able to listen and offer comfort to each other rather than opinions or
judgements”.

6.5 Use of the CORS student self-assessment tool
CORS is useful and helpful and 78% of teachers found it helpful (s 5.3). It either confirms what
teachers are already picking up on, or alerts them to new issues. The following is a series of
comments received in interviews and supervision.
Teachers reported that these CORS assessments raised flags that a classroom teacher might not have
been otherwise aware of. They led to the teachers thinking “what’s going on for that child?” and
having a wee chat. Often the student had a minor school/friendship/playground incident that had
upset them and that could be solved easily. They gave the teacher a “running record” of the class’s
well-being.
Another school commented that teachers are aware of the home stories and school situations for
most of the students identified by CORS as at-risk and are keeping a number of these children on
their radar, and having pastoral conversations with them, their whānau or parents, as appropriate.
All the CORS results go to the school principal as well. In one smaller school, the Year 4-8 teacher
“looked quickly at CORS 2 and noted the students of concern in the results who are siblings or
cousins”. She then wanted to “catch up with the students before the holidays and check quietly are
they ok? Are they warm enough at home?” Management of another school heard how helpful CORS
was to the teachers and wanted to keep it going.

6.6 The impact of the programme on the teachers personally and their changes in attitude
Teachers were affected in different ways by the programme. Age and life experience contributed to
how much impact the programme had on them. These personal issues don’t get air time in the online
questionnaires.
One teacher described how she had her eyes opened through JSU about the nature of some home
situations. Emotionally it was hard to know “that her students are so aware of the hardships of their
parents” lives, including lack of money and conflict situations. Another teacher worried about
families - “that you know about that the kids are not speaking up, but you can’t make them”.
Wishing they have the strength to tell. For this teacher there was a “cultural element that made it
hard to step up”, and she had to “tough it out [step up]”. While one teaching principal was
comfortable with teaching the programme, he thought it could be “tough for any teacher” who has
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background experiences of domestic violence. A teacher described what new JSU teachers had to
understand:
You need to be aware of domestic violence happening in your own community.
You need adequate training regarding policies and procedures for disclosures.
You need understanding of your students and the situations that may arise in their
lives. No value judgements of students.
You need to be sympathetic and empathetic to every student.
Students will fit into one of three categories: Those that don’t experience domestic
violence. Those that do and will talk about it. Those that do and won’t talk about it.
A first-year teacher found some of the disclosures challenging. “It was a bit of a shock - I wasn’t
exposed to it when I was at school. I am sadly getting used to it”. The programme contributed to this
beginning teacher stopping more often to consider reasons for a student’s behaviour instead of
making assumptions or judgments. Another beginning teacher said JSU made him more conscious of
domestic violence in the community. He found himself comparing the fortunate circumstances his
own children are growing up in, to the circumstances some of his students may be experiencing in
their homes.
An experienced teacher in the same school found herself using Just Breathe as a mantra for herself
as well as for students when there were issues to deal with or even to get through some days. This
comment was repeated by other teachers in other schools. These teachers are now considering the
Just Breathe video as a suitable resource to share at the end of the year with the year 6 students
who are worrying about their upcoming transitions to intermediate. These sensitive responses were
echoed in another school when teachers spoke of how JSU had made them “more empathetic and
more aware of what the kids cope with”. These teachers now “share things about the kids (small
things)” with each other which help to clarify what is going on for them and explaining some of the
behaviours in the playground.
One experienced teacher felt that her own experience of domestic violence in her upbringing made
her more aware and more tuned into signals of something being wrong for students. Other teachers
spoke of having a greater understanding of the importance of teaching coping strategies to children.
“We grew up thinking we just have to cope and get on with things”. One young teacher shared a
personal story with her students of her not knowing how to support a friend when she was younger.
Her friend shared with her that she was being touched by her dad and that teacher wishes now that
she had been taught some strategies that JSU is now teaching to these students. She went on to say:
“This programme provides a reminder of what students can be dealing with. Every
teacher wants to make a difference. You’re going to have upsets in your class. You
have to have the calmness to deal with tornadoes and keep calm. You are the adult
modelling resilience to the students through the way you cope with different
situations in the classroom”.
It also helped this teacher to share with the students that she had the same feelings as them, angry,
tired, happy or sad during any school day. Teachers are making a difference. They are sure they are
“sowing seeds of change amongst the students”. Attitudes towards domestic violence will change
through the JSU programme even if the unspoken was not yet able to be spoken.
Once again, we heard stories of schools having policies in place to cover dealing with disclosures, but
often these were not backed up by clear procedures that detailed the process to follow should
disclosures occur. It was concerning to hear that many teachers did not feel adequately trained in
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their initial (or subsequent) teacher training to respond to disclosures, until they experienced the
Jade Speaks Up training.

6.7 Follow-up interview comments from school management
Management held an overview of the impact of the programme within their school and were asked
for their perspectives when the follow-up interviews were conducted in December.
One school seemed more than others to be overwhelmed with issues of self-harm, suicide,
pornography, and the Fortnight online game. This game leads to disengagement of students at
school because they are so tired, aggressive attitudes towards online rivals known at school and
being isolated if they are not good enough at playing the game. Students hitting other students has
increased significantly this year in years 5, 6 and 7. Parents and caregivers don’t know how, nor have
the facility, to be “Netsafe” in their homes. Around 22 disclosures have occurred. Agencies involved
after any disclosure provide feedback to the school because the DP keeps direct dial numbers and
always follows up until she receives appropriate feedback.
This school has a large refugee student group, and management spoke of shared student stories that
developed understanding about refugees and people of different backgrounds. One refugee child
shared their story of being on the toilet when the house was bombed and how going to the toilet still
brings up their fear of what might happen. Another boy shared with his class how they had been
beaten and some children even had legs broken by teachers in a refugee camp school. No special
counselling or support is available to these students because they become citizens automatically due
to their refugee status. Overall the teachers at this school feel that JSU is very practical and of
considerable value.
Another school said “Breathe, Think, Do is now entwined into the senior class curriculum as a life
and school strategy”. The programme has helped to break through some family cultures of “don”t
tell our stuff at school”. Some students are still good at hiding feelings and not letting on about
incidents including bullying at school” so the principal and the teachers of this school are pushing the
bystander responsibility to step up to bullying behaviours.
A repeat school said that “we haven’t had so many [disclosures] this time [less than last year]. This
second time we knew more what to expect. We have a good team and can deal with most things as
a team”. Teachers as trusted adults has really increased. Management commented that the best
component of the research was the CORS assessment because of the issues that teachers found out
about and were then able to identify students in need of adult support. “The CORS student selfassessment tool confirms what teachers are already picking up, raising teacher awareness of one kid
having been bullied and the teachers then sorting that out”. It was also noted that the number of
teachers being named as trusted adults for the students had “really increased”.
This school was profiled in recent NZ Herald report (Wilson, 2019). Students named that since they
had completed JSU as Year 7s in 2018, there was greater use of talking through issues in the
playground instead of getting into fights. They spoke of their recognition that sometimes “you just
had to let things go and move on”. They mentioned greater trust being built between peers to talk
about things that mattered. “Fights at the school were now resolved quickly. Before when there
were fights there were no people with the courage to stop them. Now people stop them."
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6.8 Concluding remarks
When teachers asked if they would recommend the programme, teachers said “be led by your class.
Each class can create their own tailored [version of this] programme to allow for the personalities
and needs of the students”, “this programme gives your students tools to keep safe in unsafe
situations at home and out in the community. I would thoroughly recommend doing it”. If teachers
were certain about their support for the programme, it is also clear this is not an easy programme to
deliver because of the time constraints that teachers are under and the emotional impacts of coming
to terms with the difficult life circumstances that many of our children face.
Thus, it is no surprise that in this 2018 pilot we have had to deal with issues that had a considerable
ability to disrupt a clean evaluation of the programme, including the teacher who wanted to do the
kindness project instead, the school that didn’t use the resources of the programme until it was two
thirds through the programme, and the school that mistakenly did the post-test evaluation a few
weeks before the programme had been completed. All the data from these disruptive events have
been included in this analysis and it could be argued that we are contending with no more than the
challenges of delivering education day-to-day. If that is the case, then we can say that the JSU
programme is a robust and flexible programme that can deliver positive results even in situations
that are less than ideal. The follow-up measures show that the essential themes of the programme
carry on well beyond the formal teaching of the programme, engaging the most vulnerable children
through the ongoing demonstration of Jade principles in action.
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We have provided in the Executive Summary a detailed summary of the findings of the 2018 pilot
including a response to seven of the eight key questions that we posed in section 2.5. In this
discussion we address the thinking behind our recommendations and the 8th key question: What
measures do we need in 2019 to take based on the findings in this report to move from pilot into rollout in 2020?
In 2018 we began our journey with repeating schools. As Jade Speaks Up is hugely focused on
establishing school cultures that are skilful in relationships and create a high level of personal
safety and well-being for students and teachers, understanding what the impact of the programme
is on repeat schools and how it needs to be delivered is critical to the future of the programme.
While we can regard the delivery of the programme to AREA and INT3 as a success and can take
great satisfaction in the fact that both of those schools are continuing to use the programme in 2020
in its third and fourth iteration, there were significant issues that need to be addressed.
For students who are in the programme for a second time there needs to be additional video
resources and activities and adaptations to existing activities that reflect the developmental stages
of the children and their progression through the school system. For example, schools are now
adapting the Breathe, Think & Do strategy for use in a number of situations such as preparing for
school camps, for school level transitions and for personal use by teachers. As schools use these
additional resources and activities and make their own adaptations, school culture is changing and
the way that the programme is delivered has to be flexible enough to fit into school cultures which
are embedded in wider cultures of identity, colonisation, socioeconomic status and geography.
In addressing the issue of repeat schools, we also have to address the relationship between schools
and their communities and the 2018 pilot presented the opportunity to begin this exploration in
Dunedin communities whose schools were connected by the Social Workers in Schools programme.
The two SWiS staff who recruited schools, coordinated training and supported teachers were also
able to build community and agency support around the schools, to deepen relationships between
Oranga Tamariki and the schools , easing the process of referrals and follow-up, and to strengthen
relationships with other service agencies such as Police community education officers, Health
Promoting Schools, and the Positive Behaviour for Learning programme. Because of their knowledge
of at-risk students and the JSU programme they could build bridges between the SWiS team,
teachers, families and support agencies ·
The Dunedin project was largely successful in three of the four schools that were engaged and who
are continuing with the programme into 2020. We believe that the glue the SWiS staff provided was
absolutely essential to that success and that we need to find more ways to develop local leadership
of the programme and connection of the wider community to it. In 2018, responding to strong local
interest in the JSU programme, we started a community engagement process with Te Taiwhenua o
Heretaunga, the service arm of Ngāti Kahungunu ki Heretaunga, and participated in three hui in
Hawkes Bay with schools, health, social and educational services and the police. The outcome of the
hui was that JSU was needed, but that it would require additional resources in the hugely stressed,
economically deprived and gang dominated communities of many schools to cope with the
anticipated increase in disclosures.
The report identifies that many of the children in our mainly low decile schools are under
considerable stress, at times for the same reasons as identified in Hawke's Bay, but also because of
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refugee backgrounds, domestic violence and the broader causes of anxiety such as bullying,
addictions and parental emotional instability which occur in any community.
The emotional impact on both students and teachers of what emerges through the programme
merits careful consideration. Classes become more open to sharing their personal stories/worries
with each other and teachers. Some teachers have background experiences of domestic violence and
still carry that ‘internal bruising’. With good intentions some teachers are telling parts of their own
life stories or are sharing some of the students “home stories”, such as changes in their housing
situation, to help build empathy and understanding. However, teachers need to know how to tell
such stories without traumatising their students, and how to manage the effects of the stories that
the students share.
Knowing the effects of either living through trauma or hearing about other people's trauma is an
aspect of teaching that many teachers did not feel adequately trained in. Complex Trauma is a term
now used to describe children’s exposure to multiple traumatic events. Courses on complex trauma
may better prepare the teachers for the emotional impacts of hearing about difficult life
circumstances that many children face. Gaining insights into the symptoms and effects of
developmental complex trauma, including generational trauma experienced by some Māori families
could also assist teachers in slowing down more often to consider reasons for a student’s behaviour
instead of making assumptions or judgments.
Addressing complex trauma has two components - how we support the children and how we
support the adults. Trauma-informed care is increasingly in popular use around school practice to
deal with complex trauma. It is supported by the Ministry of Education (2019) who refer to an
Australian package as a useful resource in this area. The JSU approach uses many of the practices in
this report from the Australian Childhood Foundation (2010). Making SPACE for Learning - Trauma
Informed Practice in Schools. These include using strategies for calming, building relationships with
teachers and other children, recognising early warning signs, using warm-ups and reflections that
make activities and transitions predictable, and creating agency through listening and story-telling. A
US approach to trauma-informed care (Jones, Berg & Osher, 2018) advocates for a “whole-school,
trauma sensitive approach” (p1), which is aligned with the whole community approach that JSU is
developing. However more attention may need to be paid by JSU to emerging trauma informed
practices and the translation of JSU approaches to all areas of teaching.
A trauma-informed approach also needs to be taken with adults being traumatised or re-traumatised
by listening to student disclosures. A 2018 review of trauma-informed care by Te Pou o te Whakaaro
Nui, argues that the “neurological, biological, psychological, and social” causes and effects of trauma
need to be much better understood and that services must have “policies, procedures, programmes,
and practices” that reduce trauma and prevent staff experiencing “indirect trauma or organisational
or hierarchical disempowerment” (p37).
Some of the issues that the JSU programme has with poor teacher engagement will be as a result of
exposure to trauma. A teacher describes this as a “cultural element that made it hard to step up”,
and that she had to “tough it out”. Supervision is one way the programme helps teachers to step up,
but even though it is offered for emergencies, it is too remote and often time-limited to address
traumatisation issues that teachers may not be fully aware of or wish to discuss. In a whole school
approach, senior teachers and management and auxiliary staff (social workers, counsellors and
specialist teachers) could be expected to play a greater role in helping teachers adjust to the
stresses of a more connected relationship with students. Teachers who have an understanding of the
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neurological consequences of trauma are able to have a more compassionate and productive
approach in managing their own stress points as well as those of their students.
One of the key outcomes from the two years of the pilot is that while Māori and Pākehā/European
children do make progress with Jade Speaks Up and appear to enjoy the programme, the outcomes
for these two groups is not as great as for Pacific Island and Asian/Indian students. Pihama, Smith.
Evans-Campbell, Kohu-Morgan, Cameron, Mataki et al (2017) point to the probability that Māori
suffer from higher levels of stress due to colonisation causing intergenerational trauma and suggest
that a trauma informed approach for Māori should have a stronger focus on Māori cultural practice,
for example around the use of art and storytelling led by Māori teachers. This already happens to
some extent, in the bilingual units that have been part of the programme, one of which was very
positive about the programme (FP4) and one which was not (FP3). Pākehā/European children in the
generally low decile 2019 cohort are the least satisfied and have the lowest wellbeing scores. This is
true even in the one school where they are the dominant cultural group or in the less economically
stressed decile 6 school. We have not explored the reasons for the poorer outcomes of
Pākehā/European children, but with respect to their own culture, they may feel to be in the lowest
rank in a way that the three other cultural groups do not feel in relation to their cultural origins.
Thus far in this discussion we have reflected on the elements of the programme that may not be
working as well as we would like and here we need to reinforce a point that we made in our 2017
(Bridgman, Dyer an O’Hagan, 2018) report that Jade Speaks Up is an extraordinarily low cost and low
input programme - $102.56 per child for delivery in 2017 (0.1% of the cost of education/year/child)
and 20-30 hours of classroom time - that has high impact in an area that is vital to the welfare of our
children and ultimately our nation. This is a message that we still have some difficulty in selling to
new schools and to both public and private funders. Although we have worked hard to communicate
the findings of our research in reports and presentations, as we move towards the possibility of a
graduated rollout across the country for the programme, we have to address issues of promotion
and the creation of delivery models which have simple evaluation processes and which enable
schools to get immediate feedback on wellbeing and school environment measures.
We have to promote the story told in our Executive Summary of overcoming our reluctance to
confront trauma so that children can develop healthy relationships. The hard journey towards
strengthening and healing this aspect of wellbeing is one that requires courage and occasional
discomfort. We have to give a warm-blooded expression to the many positive change stories heard
in the narratives from children, teachers, principals and pastoral care staff in schools, as well as the
observations of associated professionals such as SWiS, Police and PB4L, encouraging the programme
developers to persist, despite the undoubted challenges. We have to convey that Jade Speaks Up is
not just a set of resources to be used for the relationship section of the Health and Physical
Education curriculum, but a way of listening, sharing, collaborating, teaching while building trust and
confidence that can operate across all curriculum areas and school activities.
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8.1 Delivery of programme:
1. Schools be encouraged to repeat the programme on an annual basis in order to consolidate the
culture of JSU.
2. The programme material be divided into Year A and Year B sections so that teachers can provide
a balance of useful repetition and new material to engage repeating students.
3. A longer delivery period of up to one and a half terms (14-15 school weeks) be provided for
teachers to deliver the programme in 2019 to allow for greater school flexibility and the time
constraints that teachers are under.
4. Create a model for delivery in 2020-2025 of the JSU programme under a graduated roll-out over
a five-year period.

8.2 Research
1. Measures taken to improve the ability of schools to manage the data collection process which
ensures ongoing fidelity of the programme.
2. Further development of the teachers’ ability to identify vulnerable students using CORS. An
online video tutorial is created giving background to the CORS measure and also how to interpret
the scores noted by students.
3. A greater emphasis is placed on longitudinal data from repeat schools and a comparative
analysis of the programme of the three years of the pilot.
4. Create a cost-effective evaluation framework for a 2020-2025 roll-out model of delivery of the
programme.

8.3 Quality control and support for school
1. Creation of the role of Mentor Teachers for teachers who have excelled the delivery of the JSU
programme. These teachers will act as programme coordinators within schools and be
responsible for tracking the needs of the teachers, their delivery of the programme and
participation in the research. With an anticipated increase in the numbers of schools that will
repeat the programme, this role will become more important. Extra training and separate
supervision will support the development of the Mentor Teachers.
2. Creating a policy/MOU whereby teachers who are very reluctant to participate can be identified
early and supported to address this issue. This will include clear procedures to work through any
significant resistance the programme and may provide an ‘out-clause’ for both the school and
the JSU team.

8.4 Training of teachers
1. The inclusion of more senior management and pastoral staff in the 2019 teacher training days to
increase support for teachers and relieving teachers. This will be more achievable than providing
additional JSU training sessions for short-term relievers.
2. Encourage teachers to learn about Trauma Informed Practice within education. Using the
resources provided by the Werry Centre and University of Queensland and other online courses
on complex trauma.

8.5 Programme material
1. The inclusion of a script for teachers to read to their class prior to showing the Jade film to alert
the students that in the film adults get angry and children feel scared, but the children work out
what to do to keep themselves safe. This will reduce anxiety some children experience watching
this video and can be applied to other videos.
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2. Development of an extra module on self-calming to prepare children to apply the Breathe, Think
& Do strategy. This module will be taught before the module which focuses on watching the Jade
film. This will help address teachers concerns at the rising numbers of children displaying
disproportionate symptoms of anxiety over everyday occurrences, such as “difficult” homework
and going away on school camp.

8.6 Community development and Jade Speaks Up
1. Inclusion of school community networks, parents and school boards in the training sessions
and/or evaluation of the JSU programme in order to extend JSU culture beyond the school gate
and build school support systems. These can include Social Workers in Schools (SWiS), Oranga
Tamariki, Positive Behaviours for Learning (PB4L), Health Promoting Schools, NZ Police (Keeping
Ourselves Safe), Tangata Whenua service providers and school clusters.

8.7 Cultural adaptation
1. Create more Te Reo Māori and other cultural adaptations of JSU class activities and key
resources in order to support greater accessibility to the different cultural experiences of
students
2. Create in partnership with Māori educators an adaptation of the programme for delivery in full
immersion Kura and Bilingual units as resources become available.

8.8 Promotion:
Key web resource, presentation, marketing and fund-raising tools for the JSU programme:
1. Create a film which can support wider promotion of the programme, capturing in non-academic
jargon the evaluations and recommendations of students, parents, teachers and school
management.
2. Create a conference and web presentations that include a range of video and other graphic
material that simply and convincingly explain the values and benefits of the JSU programme and
the data that support its use.
3. Create two 2-page pamphlets which 1) explain what is the JSU programme is and how it
delivered and 2) how effective the JSU programme has been over the first 2 years of the pilot
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1. 9Jade Speaks Up Summary of Research 2017
1.1 Background to the study

The goal of our evaluation of the Jade Speaks Up programme was to demonstrate that a relatively small and shortterm intervention giving year 5-8 school children the tools to develop trusting relationships and the strategies to keep
themselves safe from violence, could result in children feeling safer and more resilient and in teachers finding the
programme most effective in the areas of relationship learning. This project is funded by the Accident Compensation
Corporation in the search for ways to reduce the cost of injuries due to violence in our communities.
With 1300 children from 47 classrooms in eight schools (seven in Auckland and one in the Bay of Plenty) involved in
this research, at the outset, using two measures of childhood wellbeing and depression (Child Outcomes Rating Scale
- Duncan, Miller & Sparks, 2003; and the Center for Epidemiologic Studies of Depression Scale for Children Weissman, Orvaschel & Padian, 1980) , we were able to show that 46% of children were in the category of “at risk” of
psychological distress. From 2007 to 2017 the percent of children (aged 0-14) with a diagnosed mental illness trebled
to 7% (Ministry of Health, 2017). Underlying this change is the increasing uncertainty in children’s lives driven by
poverty, poor housing, homelessness and school pressure (Woulfe, 2018). These issues, added to children’s stories of
parental emotional instability, unsafe family arrangements, addictions and harsh punishment, impact on classrooms,
which potentially make them unsafe environments for some children. The Jade Speaks Up programme uses the
classroom as the base for creating in children a sense of safety that can extend into their wider environments.
The first year of this enquiry has shown overall that the programme has been successful in achieving its stated goals.
However, a more detailed analysis has shown many areas for improvement, such as allowing more time for the
programme to run, a greater focus on teacher support, meeting the specific needs of each classroom and keeping the
learnings from the programme alive after it has finished. How best to engage parents is also a key question in this
second phase of the pilot study. What follows is an interim snapshot of our key findings.

Brief introduction to Jade Speaks Up (JSU):
JSU is a programme that provides safe classroom exploration of being violence-free. It helps children and
young teens to learn about:

• feelings and safe
ways to express them

• trust and the
importance of having
trusting relationships
in our lives

• the fundamentals of
respectful relationships

• how to keep ourselves
safe from violence

The JSU programme is a detailed exploration of the skills connected with “feelings”, “trust”, “respect” and
“keeping safe”. These skills are the foundation of the essential “4th R” of the school curriculum, competencies
required for Relating.
2

1.2 Positive changes in children’s attitudes and behaviours around
9
safety

The evaluation showed significant shifts in children’s
behaviour around key messages that were part of the
programme such as “going to a safe place”, “just
breathing and keeping calm”, “asking for help from a
friend to help sort things out” “talking to the person you
are scared of”, “making a safety plan” and “keeping calm
in a time when you could have been angry”.

●

A Year 7 girl student went to the neighbours and
phoned the police during a domestic violence
incident. The student had recently shifted to
the town and did not have a strong support
network. She also self-referred to the school
counsellor after the incident and talked the
counsellor through the steps she had taken in
implementing her JSU safety plan to keep
herself and others safe. She said that the jingle
‘Breathe, Think & Do’ taught in the programme
was what kept playing over in her mind in this
scary situation.

1.3 Improvement in children’s access to people and environments they can
trust

Children in the programme were more likely to learn
the phone numbers of non-family members they could
trust and to identify a wider range of environments
(friends, relatives, libraries, sports venues, meeting
places in shopping centres and malls) where they can
be safe, beyond the expected ones of family, school or
the police. This may have encouraged children to speak
more freely about family spaces that did not feel safe.

1.4 Children’s positive assessments of the value of the
programme
Eighty-two percent of the children who rated the
programme said it was helpful and 43% said that it was “a
lot” helpful. As well, 79% thought the programme was
interesting and 75%, fun. Only 3.4% rated the programme
as being of no help. Especially liked were the safety
planning, the trust and problem-solving tasks, the Jade
video, and the stories and conversations they had.
Compared with children who were positive, children who
were neutral or negative about the value of the programme
showed poorer wellbeing, fewer trusted support people,
more aggressive beliefs, lower responsiveness to upsetting 3
situations and fewer protective strategies.

●

One male student noted the phone number for
CYFS in the lesson on safety planning. On his
own initiative, he later called the 0508 number
and told them that things were not okay at
home. CYFS took prompt action and placed him
in a safe home with extended family. The school
had been aware that the family had issues but
had been unable to initiate change for the
parents.

●

A school counsellor noted a significant increase in
disclosures from Year 7 students compared to
previous years when the new Year 7’s usually
didn't approach her for such help. JSU was run
with only the Year 7 cohort in this school.

●

In two schools there was initial concern amongst
students who were talking of home situations that
this would ‘contaminate’ their safe/happy place
within the school environment. However, in
discussions, once appropriate support was given,
there was a new understanding of what happens
when a child talks with a trusted adult (teacher,
SWiS, Counsellor).

1.5 Significant improvement both in children’s wellbeing and in risk of depression
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Overall there was a significant improvement in the combined ●
measure of well-being and depression between pre-test and
post-test which was sustained into the follow-up test, six
months later. The percent of children meeting the “at risk”
criteria fell by 11% between pre- and the post-tests, with the
greatest improvement shown by the 78% of children who
were positive about the programme and who had
significantly better uptake of JSU practices than children who
were negative (6%) or neutral (16%). However, these two
latter groups improved most in the follow-up assessment.

One child from a home where domestic violence
used to occur had parents who separated. When
she was with Dad she ‘took the weight’ of Dad’s
behaviour towards her younger sisters. She used
to talk only with her teacher about problems.
Since participating in the JSU programme, she
became able to share with a wider circle of
classmates and reported feeling less isolated
from her peers.

1.6 Improvement in the teachers’ perceptions of children’s
vulnerability

●

Teachers were asked to rate the vulnerability of their
class in the pre-tests. The four areas of most concern
were that children: were unable to talk about their
feelings; didn’t know how to keep themselves safe;
were unsupportive of children who were struggling to
keep up; and were unable to ask for help (figure 1.1). In
the post-tests, these were the four areas where the
teachers judged the children as having made the most
progress. 70% to 90% of teachers said their children
had improved in these areas. Also, more than half the
classrooms noted reductions in bullying and fewer nonschool issues of concern.

4

One of our pilot teachers agonised over the
evident distress displayed by one of her students
who was from a very unstable and troubled family
already under attention of CYFS. The teacher’s
query, taken to her colleagues and contacts was
“Are we doing these children any favours by
opening up these painful feelings?”. In the
teacher’s supervision session, we discussed this
perplexing question. We acknowledged the
importance of staying with the process, listening
compassionately and providing the student with
the pastoral support needed. In their postprogramme interview, the teacher reported
significant change in the girl. She was lighter,
more confident, more outspoken and engaged
more with people. Not only had there been a
release of blocked emotion, but having safe adults
attend to her was reassuring.

1.7 Teacher assessments of value of the Jade Speaks Up programme

1.9Positive changes in children’s attitudes and behaviours around
safety
Overall
the teachers rated the programme helpful
• A beginning teacher in a rural school
and practical. The key features, such as the Jade
Speaks Up video, the training sessions and the
modules on Keeping myself safe and Choices to
keep myself and others safe, were rated as being
more than helpful (figure 1.2). The programme
met clear needs within the schools. It had
components that worked well and were successful
in making positive changes in children’s lives.

reported: “One student … has had some incidents at school
but recently was able to come to his teacher with
tears in his eyes, able to process what had happened
and articulate what was happening for him. He
understood why he may have reacted in that way
and why the situation was what it was. Jade Speaks
Up undoubtedly contributed to that”.

Teacher enthusiasm for the programme was mirrored by student appreciation of it. Figure 1.3 shows the correlation
between teachers valuing of the JSU programme and positive student comments. The feature that most strongly
correlates with student support of the programme is that of having available external support and supervision (r=0.60,
p=0.000). Only for this feature is there a significant correlation with two other student ratings, those asking - how
interesting (r=0.341, p=0.025) and how much fun (0.377, p=0.013) was the programme. This tells us that teachers
who valued the ongoing supervision and support of programme leaders were more able to make the programme
interesting and fun for the students.

1.8 Pastoral care and training for teachers

1. Positive changes in children’s attitudes and behaviours around
In both training and supervision, it became evident that teachers’ skills for responding
safety
to disclosures were either lacking or inadequate. We noted that in several schools
there was a policy on disclosures in place, but the actual procedures were not familiar
to some of the teachers. There was also a significant gap in the information loop
between Oranga Tamariki and teachers following a referral. The supervision offered to
the teachers was a unique part of the JSU programme and appreciated both by
teachers and school management. Teachers noted that while the kaupapa of care of
others was consistent throughout the JSU training and supervision
sessions, they were
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unused to having supervision, so going through disclosure processes could be difficult
for them.

1.9 Cultural applicability of Jade Speaks Up in
schools9
Predictably, not all teachers and students liked the programme. From figure
1.3 there were 5 teachers whose enthusiasm was marginal (below 3.5), and 7
classes where the percent of children commenting positively about JSU was
below 60%. However, while there was an overall improvement in child
wellbeing, it improved more for some schools (full primaries did less well)
and some cultures (Asian/African and Pacific Island cultures made the most
progress, while Pākehā/European made the least progress). Older children
showed greater improvement in wellbeing scores than younger, and boys
made more progress than girls. Such school and cultural patterns were
repeated in the answers to many questions and in the ratings that children
gave for the usefulness of the programme. There were no outcome
differences for age. Girls were more enthusiastic about the programme and
more likely than boys to put its teachings into practice, while boys showed
greater improvement in wellbeing scores.
Informally, it was our observation that for Māori and Pacific students, having
teachers of the same culture helped, particularly where aspects of the
programme promoted a different approach to the student’s home-discipline
practices and survival skills’ regimes in under-resourced social and economic
environments. We heard teacher comments such as “this programme aligns
to my Māori and Pacific values, so I feel at home with this work”.

After providing an extra supervision session with a Samoan social work lecturer at the request of two schools, some
teachers commented that they were now better prepared to engage in conversations with their students on the issue of
caregivers using physical punishment. The teachers had been concerned to hear that some students were being physically
punished at home. Students were struggling with the difference between home and school methods of discipline, and they
now had opportunities in the classroom to safely talk about this difference. The additional supervision supported teachers
in developing some conversational strategies that supported positive approaches to discipline and narratives within
different cultures that affirmed these approaches

1.10 What happened in follow-up to the most vulnerable children
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At follow-up, six months after post-test, children
continued to identify JSU strategies as ones they
would use and were significantly more positive
about the outcomes of using these strategies.
However, we were concerned about the progress of
the most vulnerable children, the group that only
gave negative or neutral comments about JSU in
the post-test. Figure 1.4 shows that at follow-up six
months later, this group was catching up on the
positive group in their expectation of use of JSU
strategies in response to a scary person. Strategies
like walking away, going to a safe place and talking
to an adult about what happened. Not only are the
negative/neutral group 5% more likely to use JSU
strategies, their positive comments about using JSU
strategies increased from 35% to 52%.

9

In their comments, many students
referred to practical outcomes such
as “deciding to learn all my friends
phone numbers and my family’s just
in case of an emergency”, doing a
“safety plan … because … I'd be
prepared and safe” or learning “the
‘I have the right to be safe’ sayings
[which] helped me know what to do
in tough situations”. Doing “the
‘111, write it on your thumb’ …was
very useful” because you know
“there is someone out there to talk
too.”

1.11 School perspectives at follow-up

At the follow-up, 6-months later, teachers repeated the assessment of change they had made when the JSU
programme was complete (see figure 1.2). Figure 1.5 shows these two assessments together. Improvement is still
occurring on all factors apart from being able to talk about your feelings. The biggest relative improvements are in
literacy and anger reduction. The right-hand column shows the percent of classes for which teachers think that
children’s behaviours have improved because of JSU. The teachers believe that 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
63% of 275 comparisons between follow-up and post-test, children had improved, in 35% there was no change and
only in 2% had things got a bit worse (a bit more sickness and a bit more anger outbursts)
7

1.12 Looking to the 2018 and 2019 pilot

9
There were some gaps and significant questions
that arose from the 2017 research which we aim to
pursue in the 2018 pilot. Based on the 2017
teachers’ feedback the manual has been updated,
and the need to tailor the delivery of the
programme to different cultural groups and school
and community environments has been addressed.
More input from teachers and students in other
regions of the North Island as well as one city in the
South Island will be valuable.
Can the results of the 2017 pilot be replicated in the
regions outside of Auckland? Can children in other
settings easily use the strategies taught to keep
themselves safe and to get help? What will it take
to ensure classrooms become even more of a safe
haven for the children of New Zealand? Are we
resourcing and supporting our teachers sufficiently
as the ‘chalk-face’ agents of keeping children safe?
Who can we partner with in rural and Māori
communities further away from centralised
resources? There is opportunity now for
tangatawhenua in the regions to provide their local
perspective through pre-pilot consultation and
engagement with the researcher and developers of
JSU to ensure that Māori participation in the
research project aligns with their tūmanako
(aspirations) and that tangible benefits are
obtained.

Teacher’s comment
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.
Deputy principal’s comment
This programme trumps other
programmes, so present it to schools as: here’s the ‘everything’ but if you can’t
teach it in its entirety there are the one or
two parts to really focus on and reference
alongside other programmes/units of
work.

We enter round two of our research with a mix of
confidence and curiosity. We are assured that we have
found parts of the answer towards supporting resilience
and wellbeing in our children, but we know that the
ultimate solution is beyond the reach of any single
programme or organisation. Our data can contribute to
these conversations. This year ahead is about us entering
deeper collaborative conversations with others sharing
our aim of keeping our children safe from the challenges
of violence in our communities and homes.

Deputy School
Principal
‘Kei a tatou katoa te taonga hua wairua hei tainga mo te katoa’.
Everyone has potential access to the treasures of the spirit for the highest good of all.
(Whakatauiki gifted to this work by Awa Hudson, Kuia to Violence Free Communities)
The full report can be accessed at https://drive.google.com/open?id=12FtJvYnpSE48a9cIYKnZ5uRWa3eEIRe For more information contact: jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org
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Facebook: jade speaks up

For more information contact the Jade Speaks Up team: jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org
Web: http://www.violencefreecommunities.org/jade-speaks-up
Facebook: jadespeaksup

Appendix 2: Poster and pamphlets

Appendix 2: Posters and pamphlets

9

Appendix 2: Poster and pamphlets

10

Appendix 3:

11

