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Foreword /Kupu tōmua / Upu tomua  

 

New Zealand has exceptionally high rates of family violence and child abuse compared to the rest of 
the world.  Even if not physically assaulted, violence is profoundly harmful to children in the short- 
and long-term. The cost to our society and economy is enormous. Māori are over-represented among 
both perpetrators and victims.  Family violence is our national shame. 

There are many causes to this, including the effects of colonisation, entrenched inter-generational 
poverty and inequalities in wealth and income, overcrowded, expensive and poor-quality housing, 
and societal attitudes that normalise and accept violence within families, particularly men’s violence 
to women and children. Solutions will require addressing all of these issues and a start has been 
made, but they will take time. 

It shouldn’t surprise us then, that paediatricians are seeing increasing numbers of children referred 
due to problem behaviour in our clinics. Family violence, mental illness, addictions, poverty and 
transience are common in the families we see. Parents often tell us of the violence they witnessed as 
children, and how desperately they want their children’s lives to be better than theirs.  

Medicine can offer little to such children and families. We refer to expert colleagues in social services 
and mental health, and we involve child protection staff or police when we need to. However, for 
many of these children our intervention is too late and there are of course many children we never 
see. We need to intervene much earlier in the life of the violence, and in the life of the child. In my 
experience, the key to this is helping parents to understand the impact of their behaviour on their 
child. And a key to that is giving children the skills to understand what is happening to them and the 
language to safely share this with other adults they trust, and with their families and whānau. 

Jade Speaks Up is a teacher-delivered programme for students in years 5-8 (8-14 years old) that aims 
to improve students’ emotional literacy, self-calming and social problem-solving, and to give them 
skills to stay safe in scary situations including family violence. Teachers receive dedicated professional 
development on how to deliver the programme and respond to disclosures, support from mentor 
teachers and supervision. The programme has run 23 times over three school years, 2017-2019, in 18 
schools, four of which have repeated the programme at least once.   These schools have a combined 
total of over 3,200 students participating in Jade Speaks Up. The initial invitation to join the pilot went 
out to schools already participating in the Ministry of Education’s Positive Behaviour for Learning 
(PB4L) programmes, which is based on Webster Stratton’s Incredible Years for Teachers programme. 
PB4L in New Zealand is directed to schools in low income communities, so JSU schools had a median 
decile of 3.6 with significant numbers of Maori and Pasifika families. Involvement of parents, 
communities and external agencies with appropriate expertise has been integral to the programme.  

The evaluation you will read below has been comprehensive.  Standardised, quantitative tools 
addressing multiple aspects of student wellbeing, behaviour and safety address questions like, “How 
much difference did the programme make?”.  Qualitative (narrative) data addressed questions like, 
“What did we do?”, “What lessons did we learn?”, “What did we change during the programme and 
why?” and “what else changed that could not be captured by the quantitative tools?”  

The quantitative data demonstrates that the schools chosen had appropriately high levels of risk for 
an intervention of this kind. Only half said that home was a safe place and 4% said their local park was 
safe. Forty-one percent had an at-risk wellbeing score on the Child Outcome Rating Scale.   
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Quantitative improvements in student-reported wellbeing measures pre- and post-intervention were 
generally positive, greater in at-risk than low-risk children, varied with age and gender more than 
between ethnic groups and while not large were maintained over time. In contrast, student skills to 
deal with scary situations increased significantly and teachers reported substantial improvements in 
classroom behaviour and improved academic outcomes.  

Narrative comments demonstrated many other changes that teachers and students ascribed to the 
programme. Teachers described developing skills and confidence to manage students’ disclosures of 
violence, neglect and being left home alone.  Many were surprised at which students disclosed, noting 
that many were “good at hiding” problems at home. School policies and professional development 
changed in some schools in response.  Other students shared attitudes normalising physical 
punishment, giving the opportunity to open up conversations about appropriate and unsafe 
discipline. Mentor teachers reported their colleagues’ empathy and insight towards students with 
behaviour problems improved and students were better able to cope when unexpected changes 
occurred in their school. 

Lessons were learnt and the programme improved over time. Some schools delivered the programme 
differently according to their school culture, though generally teachers found that if they delivered 
the programme themselves, they learnt more about their students and it was more powerful. Boys 
and girls process social and emotional situations differently.  There are challenges with boys and more 
active students learning self-calming strategies, for example. Lessons were learnt about how to 
integrate students’ own cultural practices and language, which made some interventions more 
effective.   

I commend the Accident Compensation Corporation for its courage and vision in funding Jade Speaks 
Up.  We need more innovation like this in health, education and social service delivery. We 
particularly need more programmes like Jade Speaks Up that address the lived reality of children and 
young people in Aotearoa.  There is risk in innovation; not all innovations work and some can do 
harm. This is why funding comprehensive evaluations alongside innovative interventions like this are 
so important. 

Jade Speaks Up works. It should be made more widely available as funds permit and as schools learn 
of it and are prepared for it.  The teachers and principals I know are desperate for programmes like 
this so I look forward to seeing the programme expand and continue to learn and improve. I hope we 
will also see more innovative, well-evaluated programmes of this kind funded by our central 
government agencies and philanthropic funders.  

No-one should believe however that this is “the solution” to family violence in New Zealand. 
Alongside empowering our children, we must continue our work to make Aotearoa a more equitable, 
more just and safer country. Our children deserve no less.  

 
Mō tātou, ā, mō kā uri a muri ake nei.  
For us and our children after us.  
 
Dr Russell Wills  
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Impact of Jade Speaks Up 3-year pilot - key statistics 2017 - 2019 

 
1. Wellbeing is assessed from the combined scores on the Child Outcome Rating Scales (CORS - Duncan, Miller &Sparks, 2003) and the Centre for 
Epidemiological Studies – Depression Scales for Children assessment (CES-DC, Weissman, Orvaschel & Padian, 1980). 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Children cope with scary situations 

Children overwhelmingly comment 

that using Jade Speaks Up skills in a 

scary situation has positive outcomes 

(the person will walk away, they will 

stay safe, stay calm, get help, solve the 

problem, or even become friends with, 

the person they are scared of).  

 

 

 

 

✓ 67% at follow-up say using these 
skills would have a good outcome 
(they would be safe, people would 
listen, they would make friends) - 
6% more than at post-test – see 
graph above right 

✓ 4% suggest a negative outcome 
(they will get hurt, lose a friend)  

✓ 29% are not sure of the outcome. 

 

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 harm. 

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 family violence. 

18 schools primary, 
full-primary, 

intermediate and 
integrated; decile1-9 

(average =3.3)   
Auckland, BOP, 

Dunedin, Christchurch

104 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

3277 children,
aged from 8 to 14        

18% Asian/ African,  
27% Māori,

31% Pacific Island,

24% Pākehā
/European

6141 questionnaires were 
completed covering emotional 
literacy, people connections, 

relational and safety skills, 
wellbeing and satisfaction with 
and benefits of the programme

Children most 
at-risk make 
the greatest 

gains in 
wellbeing.

This is 
sustained 
at follow-
up (FU).

35% of at-risk 
children move 
from at-risk to 

positive 
wellbeing at 

post-test

They are 
more  

fearful 
and less 
positive

At pre-test 
45.2% of children 

have at-risk 
wellbeing 

(CORS/CES-DC1)

Children 

feel 

safer! 

         Less school bullying.  At follow-up, 8 months after pre-test: 
✓ A 41% drop in teacher observations of bullying. Teachers say “students will speak up if 

they see … bullying”; “bullying issues are dealt with before they escalate”. “attitudes 
towards bullying have changed” 

✓ For at-risk children there is a 32% drop in children worried about being physically bullied 
by other children, and a 22% increase in feeling they have friends who stick up for them. If 
you follow JSU strategies “you wouldn't get bullied and picked on”. 

Children use their new safety and 

relationship skills 

Of the children completing post-test, 82% 

of children identified that they would use 

five or more of 15 suggested safety and 

relationship skills, ranging from talking to 

someone that you trust (88% did this), 

stop and breathe slowly (80%) and go to a 

safe place (77%) to  talk to the person you 

are scared of (36% 

 

Only 1.9% of children did not indicate the 

use of a safety and relationship skill. 

Where assessed, these skills are sustained 

in follow-up. Children are significantly 

more positive about the outcomes of 

their use than they were in post-test - – 

see graph above right. 

 

 

Children find JSU helpful 

✓ 84% of the children rated the 
programme as helpful  

✓ 83% and 81% rated the 
programme as “interesting” and 
“fun” In 2019 JSU was more fun 
and more interesting than in 
previous years – up by 7%. 

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 

(wellbeing)”.  



Impact of Jade Speaks Up 3-year pilot - key statistics 2017 - 2019 

 

Contact elaine.dyer@jadespeaksup.co.nz.   Video report:  https://youtu.be/GCoJNkhnT1A 

                                                             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Teachers identified major improvements in classroom behaviours 

✓ 94% of teachers identified that children had made progress between 
and pre-test and post-test and 93% between post-test and follow-up 

✓ Improvement was noted in all areas with the top four areas of concern 
at pre-test dropping by 27% to 55%, with 81% of children knowing 
how to keep themselves safe at follow-up (up from 58% at pre-test}. 

✓ The number of children in the three areas that are very challenging - 
frequent anger issues, being often bullied and being regularly disruptive 
in class - dropped between 42% and 50%. This is equivalent to 314 
fewer disruptive children in the cohort – 2.55 per classroom.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The at-risk children improve most at follow-up  

914 children completed well-being assessments at post-test and 

follow-up. 460 were at-risk (scoring below 78 on CORS/CES-DC). 

They had, at pre-test, fewer safe family, friends & relatives, fewer 

safety skills, less safety knowledge and, at post-test, were less 

positive about JSU than the not-at-risk children. 

At follow-up, good outcomes for the at-risk children improved 15%, 

fuelled by a 16% drop in the worries that at-risk children have 

about their school environment. After the completion of the 

programme at-risk 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”, arriving 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”. 

 

 

JSU builds culture change that continues long after 

the programme has finished 

✓ 56% of all areas of concern have improved at post-

test – 6/11 areas for each teacher  

✓ 58% have further improved from post-test to 

follow-up  

✓ Areas of greatest concern to teachers make the 
biggest improvement (68%-91% of classes) 

✓ 41% note literacy has improved and 65% note a 
drop in frequent anger issues at follow-up 

✓ 48% of teachers at post-test note non-school issues 
of concern are more likely to be disclosed, with 41% 
noting further improvement at follow-up. 

 “I have been waiting 6 years for a programme like this that addresses the high needs in our school , impacted by 

the triple trauma of earthquake, shootings and Covid-19. The JSU programme uniquely  caters for all, including 

the students with complex needs, those with trauma, and those in stable home lives. The programme allows all 

to participate and shine.”- teacher from Te Ara Koropiko West Spreydon School. Christchurch.  

 

Outcomes for at-risk children using JSU skills 

show greater improvement at follow-up (FU) 

 

mailto:elaine.dyer@jadespeaksup.co.nz
https://youtu.be/GCoJNkhnT1A
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1. Executive Summary 

1.1 Introduction 

The analysis of questionnaire data from the Jade Speaks Up pilot programme over the period of 
2017 to 2019, involved 3277 children aged from eight to thirteen years and 104 teachers from 
eighteen schools. Three schools have run the programme over two years and one over three years. 
Ninety-five percent of the children completed at least one of the three questionnaires (pre-test, 
post-test and follow-up) evaluating the programme. In 2018, children from Years five and six were 
specifically included in the programme which increased the proportion of 8-10-year-olds in 2018 and 
2019. The cohort included substantial numbers of children from four major cultural groups 
(Asian/African, Māori, Pasifika and Pākehā/European). The schools, spread across New Zealand, 
included intermediate, primary, full primary, integrated and a high school with an intermediate 
section. The average decile rating of the schools was 3.26.  

1.2 Children’s questionnaires 

The analysis shows that, overall, the significant gains in wellbeing over the three years of the pilot 
programme have been small. The initial gains at post-test were not repeated in 2018 and 2019. This 
may be because of the introduction of a shorter 4-item version of the 20-item assessment which was 
much less sensitive to measuring change.  Also, the 8-10-year-old cohort which had shown no 
significant change in 2017 in any of the wellbeing measures at either post-test or follow-up 
increased substantially in 2018 and 2019.  However, subgroups, such as 11-year olds, and 
Pākehā/European children - show some improvement  at follow-up. Boys (54.4% of the cohort) are 
making strong and significant gains at follow-up across the three years of the pilot, with a 5.4% 
increase in the number of not at-risk boys between pre-test and follow-up – that’s equivalent to 96 
boys, almost one for every one of the 123 classrooms in the programme. 

The well-being measures used have cut-off points which indicate children at risk of poor mental 
health outcomes. At pre-test, 46% of the cohort fall below the at-risk cut-off point for the combined 
assessments. Their progress is of special interest, being the most vulnerable group. In their 
demographic makeup, the at-risk group have a 6% higher proportion of Pākehā/European children 
(33%). They are similar to the not-at-risk group in all other aspects. These at-risk children make 
significant gains between pre-test and post-test of between 6.4% and 10.3% across all areas of 
assessment and these gains are sustained at follow-up.  

In 2018 we introduced an assessment of the classroom environment, consisting of questions from 
the ClassMAP survey addressing the children's connection with teachers, their positive peer 
relationships and their concerns about being bullied. The 2018 and 2019 data showed a significant 
improvement overall in the children's perception of the classroom environment and a significant 
reduction in children's concerns about being hurt on purpose by other children. Most of this 
improvement came from the responses of the at-risk group who showed 32% reduction in worry 
about being hurt by other children and a 23% improvement in expected support if they were picked 
on by other children. A clear outcome from the environmental analysis is that children feel safer and 
better connected to their peers and that this is particularly true for the at-risk group. 

Responses to questions about children’s access to safe people and safe places confirms that the 
programme over the 2017-2019 period is increasingly able to get children to find more and diverse 
safe places and that there is a trend between pre-test and follow-up for children to find more and 
diverse safe places. The at-risk children are doing this as well. The age trends confirm the reliability 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=1HqXQS5vd9TrjA7CHvSHG6hzqrqBGvt5n
mailto:jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org
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of the data showing how children emerge from the protective cloak of family and schools to find 
safety in wider environments, how girls do better than boys at social connection and finding safe 
friends and the vital importance of relatives in providing safe places in Māori and Pasifika 
communities.  

There are highly significant correlations between tasks such as remembering phone numbers and 
the number of safe places and people named, the beliefs and strategies that keep children safe and 
the children's perception of the value of the programme. These correlations show that the phone 
numbers, the safe people and places are more than abstractions, they are becoming part of the daily 
life of the children.  

At pre-test, nearly 80% of the children have appropriate ideas about how to help themselves feel OK 
when they're feeling down or scared. This improves slightly between pre-test and post-test, which 
suggests that the JSU programme may not have much impact. However, there are powerful age and 
gender related forces which discourage older boys from using cooperative and cognitive strategies 
to reduce risk which may counteract the impact of the programme. The 8% overall increase in the 
stop and breathe slowly strategy for the at-risk group is a good example of the positive change that 
is being made by this group.  

When asked, children struggle to understand the meaning of what the right to be safe is, with only 
half of the answers given to this question at post-test being “correct”. The demographic data 
suggests as children mature and expect more freedom and responsibility to make their own choices, 
they become uncomfortable with the ideas that they are entitled to make mistakes; that it’s not 
their responsibility to learn how to physically defend themselves; and that taking considered risks is 
a key part of growing up. Boys and non-Pākehā/European cultures seem to feel this pressure earlier 
than girls and Pākehā/Europeans. A very positive finding in this section is that the at-risk children do 
make progress over the period from pre-test to post-test in all these areas and to a slightly greater 
extent than the not-at-risk group. 

The programme has been very successful in creating several non-violent strategies that children are 
prepared to use to keep themselves safe and this willingness persists into the follow up period. Of 
the seven strategies offered, children will, on average, identify five as being ones that they would 
use in a scary situation. At-risk children do well on this question, but there are clear concerns that 
older children and boys are less likely to use defusing strategies (walking away, going to a safe place, 
breathing and keeping calm) or strategies of social connection (asking a friend for help, calling for 
help, talking to an adult about what happened) than are younger children and girls.   

Children overall comment very positively about the use of the seven non-violent strategies to stay 
safe in scary situations, with only 5.4% at post-test predicting any bad outcome from the use of 
these strategies. This falls to 3.9% at follow-up, while the number of positive outcomes increases 
from 60.4% to 67% (29.9% don’t know or make no comment).  Boys, Pasifika children and 13-year-
olds are least likely to use these strategies, but it’s clear that the at-risk children are increasing their 
use of the strategies over time faster than the not-at-risk group. 

Children are asked to rate the degree to which the programme is interesting, fun or helpful and 
whether or not they would recommend the programme to a friend. In 2019, 86% of children 
positively rated the interest, fun and helpfulness aspects of the programme.  Only 6% wouldn’t 
recommend it and only 4% of the cohort had nothing positive to say about the programme. While 
at-risk children give lower ratings to these evaluative questions than the not-at-risk children, the gap 
between the two groups is narrowing, with the at-risk group in 2019 rating the programme as more 
fun than the total group did in 2017. This plus the higher overall levels of satisfaction in 2019 
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compared with previous years suggest that teachers are becoming even more effective in their 
delivery of the programme.   

2.3 Teachers questionnaires 

Eighty five teachers gave feedback in pre- and post-test and follow-up sessions about the quality of 
the JSU training, the nature of their student cohort, their values as teachers, the progress that 
students made over the course of the assessments, and the practicality and overall value of the JSU 
programme. Nineteen teachers gave feedback on two years of the programme, so that over the 3 
years of the programme 104 teachers  gave feedback for 123 classrooms.  Previously, in nearly three 
quarters of these classrooms, there has been a separate safety and relationship programme running 
in the current or in the previous year, with either Keeping Ourselves Safe or DARE being delivered in 
half the classes.  

The values that the teachers described as guiding their teaching were very consistent with the values 
and objectives of the JSU programme. Three quarters talked about having a passion for teaching that 
focused on the children's learning needs, listening carefully to their issues and concerns and making 
space for their creativity and playfulness. A majority of teachers named three other areas that 
inspired their teaching. Teaching is about building trust and relationships and creating a strong 
cooperative environment. It is also about creating an environment which is safe and predictable and 
one where there is a clear value base that includes high expectations of adults and children. One 
area seldom mentioned was the importance of teachers creating strong relationships with whānau 
and family.  

Teachers valued the programme - 89% of the teachers who reported on the training described it as 
overall helpful or very helpful. At post-test all teachers said they found the JSU manual was of some 
help with 84% rating it helpful or very helpful. They were similarly positive about the individual 
modules. 94% said the JSU film which is at the heart of the programme was helpful or very helpful. 
Least appreciated but still with two thirds of the teachers saying that it was helpful or very helpful 
was the use of the Child Outcome Rating Scale (CORS) - a quickly filled in assessment of how children 
were coping at various points in the programme. Teachers who found this assessment helpful, rated 
the average progress of children’s improvement in wellbeing at twice the level of teachers who did 
not find the CORS helpful and, perhaps, did not use it often or at all.  

At pre-test teacher\s were asked to assess the vulnerability of their children over 11 different factors 
covering disruptive behaviour, anger, bullying, sickness, supportive parents, poor literacy and non-
school issues of concern. These issues were rated as occurring in between 11% (frequent anger 
issues) and 31% (poor literacy for their age) of the children. However, the four greatest areas of 
vulnerability were that 37% of children were not able to ask for help, 41% were not supportive of 
children struggling to keep up; 42% did not know how to keep themselves safe and 51% were not 
able to talk about their feelings.  

At follow-up there was an improvement for every one of these factors with concern with the top 
four areas of concern at pre-test dropping by between 27% and 55%.  At follow-up 81% of children 
knew how to keep themselves safe (up from 58% at pre-test}. The number of children in the three 
areas that are very challenging - frequent anger issues,  being often bullied and being regularly 
disruptive in class - dropped between 42% and 50%. This is equivalent to 314 fewer disruptive 
children in the cohort – 2.55 children per classroom.  

The above assessments of child vulnerability was an indirect way of assessing change from the 
perspective of the teachers. A second and more direct approach was to ask teachers to comment on 
the degree of change that had occurred by post test and later on by follow-up, in the 11 factors that 
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we had used to assess child vulnerability. On average, on the 11 factors, there have been positive 
changes 54% of the time at post-test and 56% at follow-up. Negative change was only  recorded 1% 
of the time at post-test and 2% at follow-up. The four issues above that were of most concern to 
teachers at pretest were the ones at post-test and follow-up that the teachers rated as having the 
greatest change. Between 68% and 85% of teachers said that children had improved in their ability 
to ask for help, to be supportive of struggling children, to talk about their feelings and to keep 
themselves safe, not only at post-test but also at follow-up.  

At follow-up, four to six months after the programme had been completed there was further 
improvement in the behavioural factors that were of particular challenge to the teachers - 65% said 
that there were less frequent anger issues  and 62% said that fewer children were being often 
bullied. There was also teacher perception that the changes in the classroom environment were 
resulting in academic improvement as well. 41% of the teachers said that fewer children had a level 
of literacy that was below the expectation for their age. One area that did show a “negative” change 
was the number of non-school concerns that were being raised by children - 41% of teachers at 
follow-up felt that these had increased. This can be attributed to the development of a high-trust 
classroom environment where children feel more able to disclose matters of concern that aren't due 
to school influences. These changes are consistent with the children's data which indicates that 
children are increasingly benefiting from the use of the strategies and values taught in the JSU 
programme long after the formal teaching has finished.  

Classrooms that had high levels of disruptive behaviour at pre-test were ones in which children show 
the greatest gains in self-assessed wellbeing. These are the at-risk children that have made strong 
wellbeing gains at post-test. Teachers in classes where children’s self-assessed wellbeing was high at 
pre-test (not-at-risk) were more likely to identify reductions in class bullying and disruptive 
behaviour at post-test and an increase in behaviour supportive of children who are struggling to keep 
up.  There was also an overall reduction in vulnerability at post-test and increased support of the 
children by parents. These not-at-risk children have lower wellbeing scores at post-test, despite the 
positive changes reported by the teachers. There are almost no significant correlations between 
changes in child assessed well-being and teacher assessed vulnerability. The exception is a strong 
correlation between teachers' perceptions of an increase in children's disclosures about non-school 
issues of concern and an improvement in children's self-assessed well-being. Again, this is suggesting 
that when at-risk children feel able to talk about issues that concern them to teachers and 
classmates their sense of wellbeing improves.  

This inverse outcome of improvement in self-assessed wellbeing in at-risk children and a (smaller) 
decline in wellbeing for not-at-risk children follows an argument supported by literature that too 
high a level of self-esteem can be as problematic as too low and can be the cause of bullying and 
non-cooperative behaviour. The improvements that we see in child assessed wellbeing for the at-risk 
group (the bullied group and the group most likely making the disclosures) come about, in part, 
because the not-at-risk group are more empathetic and supportive around the difficulties that some 
of their classmates experience, and thus less certain of their own level of perfection. Teachers point 
to this in their comments - JSU … acknowledges sensitive issues that all children should be aware of 
either for themselves, or for how to support others. Another teacher explains: the value in the 
programme is different for different children. Some have never (and may never) experienced any 
violence in their homes and may gain value from being able to name their feelings and knowing how 
to help others.  

Teachers were asked how they rated the value of the programme at post-test and at follow-up. 82% 
rated JSU as having considerable value for somewhere between a minority and a majority of children 
and this increased to 90% at follow-up. Only one teacher at post-test rated the programme as having 
no value and none gave this rating at follow-up. In their comments, teachers explain how the 
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programme empowers children by teaching them that they have a right to be safe; building the skills 
that are important for safety and positive relationships; creating connection and cooperation 
between children and reducing children’s anxiety and stress. “WE loved it!  The KIDS loved it” said 
one teacher and there is a strong correlation between the teachers’ perception of the value of the 
programme and the children's perception of its value. This alignment between the teacher and the 
class reinforces those correlations in the children's data which connect children's satisfaction with 
the programme to their assessment of the degree to which they are listened to by the teacher. A 
teacher acknowledges the synergy that exists between the children's learning and the teachers’ 
learning - the students learnt so much through this unit. It had amazing value to the kids, and has 
also helped me with my teaching practice. 

Another teacher says JSU is a necessary programme in schools.  This is because it covers topics that 
are .. generally not discussed openly at school.  It's eye-opening and confronting, but in an age-
appropriate way. As we reopen the schools after lockdown, there are going to be many topics that 
will need to be discussed  and may well be eye-opening and confronting. We need to have, as one 
teacher tells us, a very powerful programme that deals with …[these] delicate issues in a child-
empowering manner. 

 1.4 Discussion  and conclusion 

Before the introduction of JSU into schools in 2017, we heard that teachers were looking for up to 
date programmes for their students to learn about keeping safe.  In the recent times of 
extraordinary events in New Zealand such as earthquakes and floods, mass shootings and epidemics 
of viruses, unemployment and economic hardship, many families are less able to cope well with the 
stressors in their lives. Consequently, more schools are seeking research- based programmes to 
support teachers as they build a safe place, five days a week for children to talk with a trusted adult 
about their fears and concerns. Throughout the pilot, management teams shared with JSU team 
feedback from the teachers which indicated willingness to implement this student wellbeing 
programme, even with the uncomfortable likelihood of disclosures occurring. Fostering wellbeing 
within a school structure takes time and commitment. This has been acknowledged in fields of 
educational research for more than 20 years. To make successful, lasting changes to wellbeing within 
the classroom setting, attention has to be paid to suitability of content, development of cognitively 
appropriate processes and safe contexts to enable teachers to address the wellbeing needs of 
students with confidence that they will have positive impacts on their students and can mitigate any 
negative impacts. 

As the programme has developed over the three years of this study the teacher and student voices 
have contributed to the ongoing adaptation of the programme. There is more to learn from the 
schools that participate and the developers of JSU continue to seek ways to partner with others 
working in this field. Although several schools, especially those repeating the JSU programme have 
commented that JSU is now their preferred well-being programme, the developers stress that this 
work can’t stand alone. Schools are pragmatic and will source several programmes and initiatives to 
meet the needs of their students. However, in all participating schools, JSU was the programme with 
an explicit focus on keeping safe around family violence.  

Modules 1-3 of JSU could enhance many other programmes which seek to improve the wellbeing of 
students through the development of intra- and interpersonal relationship knowledge and skills. One 
example is how JSU could align the Ministry of Education initiative Positive Behaviour for Learning 
(PB4L) (see Appendix 6). Both JSU and PB4L School Wide aim to strengthen a culture of caring within 
schools and mutual trust is a key component of that culture. Alongside any generic type in-school 
programmes the diverse nature of New Zealand communities must be considered.  In high needs 
communities, teachers need to be kept safe through more of a community development approach, 



 

18 
 

with stronger connections to Oranga Tamariki and other community support agencies.  A strength of 
JSU has been the engagement of agencies and support personnel alongside schools for consultative 
community hui and for the Professional Learning and Development days. JSU can provide a focus for 
schools and communities to build stronger local networks to address local concerns. 

Collaboration between JSU, other programmes or initiatives and significant decision makers in New 
Zealand will produce a more integrated and coherent result when addressing children’s wellbeing. 
The Government has provided leadership by producing the Child and Young Person Well-Being 
Strategy in 2019. The health and wellbeing of children becomes more evident in schools due to 
schools being the one place in society where large numbers of children gather for significant periods 
of time. Health and wellbeing contribute to how well students make the most of their educational 
opportunities. Ensuring children know who they can trust, feel safe and be able to talk openly with a 
trusted adult can alter the course of their life. Finding ways to include programmes such as JSU in 
the curriculum delivered in all schools is a priority action to further improve relationships and 
behaviours in New Zealand schools. 

Jade Speaks Up is the shovel-ready programme that we need in our schools to build the social 
infrastructure that will take us beyond Covid-19, beyond the old normal, to a place of safety and 
relationships  that replaces our desperate individual needs and desires with sustaining connection 
and collaboration.  

“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” Teacher’s comment 2018         
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2. Introduction 

The 2019 report on the Jade Speaks Up (JSU) relationship and safety programme for children age 

between 8 years and 12 years covers the third year of the three-year pilot programme funded by the 

New Zealand Accident Compensation Commission (ACC) involving eighteen schools, eight of which 

repeated the programme for more than one year, one hundred and twelve teachers and over 3000 

children. Two schools are now embedding the programme into their delivery of the Health 

Curriculum every year. This 2019 report is focused particularly on the voice of the child. From the 

students who have participated in the programme in their classrooms, we have over 4000 pieces of 

data gathered from the students pre, post and follow- up online surveys and the CORS (Child 

Outcome Rating Scales) student self-evaluation tool. The observations of student engagement from 

teachers have been included as important data gathered from professionals who dedicated at least 4 

years to gaining a teaching degree. This included becoming proficient in observing children closely in 

order to meet the needs of their students within the classroom.  

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 aligns closely with the 

Government’s Child and Youth Well-Being Strategy released in 2019 and addresses key components 

of the Ministry of Education’s Health Curriculum as well as the Social Sciences curriculum and Key 

Competencies.   

This report should not be read in isolation. It has been written as a continuation of the thread of the 

two previous reports which give expanded details of the background, tools and measures used in the 

research pilot. These can be found in the 2017 report (Bridgman, Dyer & O’Hagan (2018).  

The reports on the first two years of the pilot (Bridgman, Dyer & O’Hagan 2018, 2019) provide a full 

description of the literature justifying the pilot, elements of the programme and the design of the 

evaluation including measures used. Their 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 those earlier details to click on these two report hyperlinks in the 

reference section of this report.  

Jade Speaks Up is a programme for safe classroom exploration of being violence-free. It helps 

children and young teens to learn about: 

● emotions and safe ways to express them 

● how to unpack the concept of trust 

● the importance of having trusting relationships in our lives 

● the fundamentals of respectful relationships 

● how to keep ourselves safe from violence 

● how to make wise choices that keep ourselves and others safe 

The first three modules of the Jade Speaks Up programme provide a scaffolded approach for 

students to gain knowledge of emotional literacy, trust and self-calming strategies. They are led 

through experiential activities focused on everyday scenarios to build their vocabulary and develop 

skills to enable them to better understand themselves and others. As they explore the ways in which 

we all have internal feelings and different ways of reacting to situations students begin to clarify 
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their own ways of dealing with situations. Conversations arise in class which open up different 

heritages, cultures and viewpoints. Students learn the importance of listening to each other and 

learn to consider what leads to people’s behaviours rather than making judgements on behaviours 

alone. 

The teaching materials include a “Jade Speaks Up” film, a teaching manual, and a wide range of 

supplementary resources. In Module Four students are introduced to the Jade Speaks Up film which 

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 may 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. Modules Five and Six then unpack some of the factors which 

enable children to be agentic in scary situations. These include having a personal safety plan, being 

an active by-stander who knows how to access help for others and identifying ways to act 

responsibly and respectfully to ensure they and others feel safe. 

New teachers are prepared (with a one-day Personal Learning and Development (PLD) session) for 

teaching the programme. Repeating schools designate a teacher to keep an overview of the delivery 

of the programme, as well as the safety of the teachers and students. These Mentor Teachers are 

provided with extra PLD. The programme is implemented over a period of up to two school terms. 

The six modules cover Feelings and Friendship, Trust, Breathe and Self Calming, Keeping Ourselves 

and Others Safe, Personal Safety Plan and Choices to Keep Myself and Others Safe. The Sample 

Manual which outlines contents, introduction and Module One of the programme are provided as a 

taster of the programme is in Appendix 4. 

A key objective of the programme is to ensure that children are able to open up about their 

perspectives and experiences of being unsafe. While adults may pay more attention to really unsafe 

situations such as family violence, for children feeling unsafe can include times of being bullied or 

teased, or having personal triggers such as a person yelling or a door slamming that are related to 

historic events in their lives. Teachers are prepared for handling the class conversations and 

throughout the programme also provide their students with confidential means of informing the 

teacher of issues. For the child who ‘flies under the radar’ having these opportunities to 

communicate with a trusted adult begins to create the safety that was lacking before. 

As well as their PLD day, the teachers have two supervision sessions with the trainers during the 

delivery of the programme to ensure they are delivering the programme as intended, are coping 

with their students’ needs and are practising their own self-care strategies. 

This report covers the data from 2017 to 2019 and combines the datasets from the 3 years of the 

pilot to enable more in-depth analysis of the outcomes.   

2019 was a satisfying year for the JSU programme. We’d had encouraging results from the 2017and 

18 pilots. In addition to working with Years 7&8, we were consolidating our approach with Years 4, 5 

and 6 in primary schools. We had three schools that were repeating the programme alongside two 

new schools in Christchurch and Dunedin. We also continued a close relationship with Logos, the 

Catholic Youth Development team who conducted the programme at a large South Auckland boys’ 

school. Further conversations were held with NZ Police’s community education team as they 

identified potential schools where they could see the timely value JSU could offer to their 

community. Enquiries for the programme were regularly received and presentations were made in 

Invercargill and Dunedin. We began a relationship with Ngai Tahu and look forward to furthering 
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this. It has become more evident throughout the three years that many sectors of the community of 

New Zealand acknowledge that the safety and wellbeing of our children needs to be improved. 

There is also current consensus among many agencies and others that schools are the most effective 

place to focus strategies which can bring about community change because for every child in a 

school there is a circle of adults who can provide stability and safety for our children. Many of them 

do not have such a privilege in other areas of their lives. This report highlights the impact of one well 

researched in-school programme within New Zealand.   

The following key explains what the different uses of ‘JSU’ refers to throughout the report: 

Key: 

● JSU - the pilot programme 
● JSU team - the creators, developers and deliverers of the pilot programme 
● JSU video/film, or Jade Video/film - the pivotal animated 8-minute video created to highlight 

family violence in Module Four of the programme 
● JSU Trust - the Charitable Trust established and registered at the end of 2019 to take over 

from Violence Free Communities as the kaitiaki or guardians of the JSU mission and 
undertaking to provide a robust programme with accompanying resources for schools to 
become effective hubs for community change.  
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3 Analysis of children data  

3.1 Participant characteristics 

Table 1 gives a brief overview of the participants in the three-year Jade Speaks Up pilot programme. 
There was a total of 3277 children involved and the children who volunteered to do the assessments 
related to the programme completed over 6000 assessments. Nearly three quarters of the children 
completed the pre assessment (PRE) and just under half did the follow-up assessment (FU) some six 
to eight months after the programme had started and three to five months after it had finished.  In 
2018, children from Years five and six were specifically included in the programme which increased 
the proportion of 8-10-year-olds in 2018 and 2019. The introduction in 2019 of a large, boys only, 
intermediate school (INTG2) shifted the proportion of boys in the programme to 54.4%. The cohort 
included substantial numbers of children from four major cultural groups. 

 

Table 2 describes the 18 schools engaged over the three years of the pilot program, one of which 
repeated the program in 2018 and 2019 and three others who participated in two of the three years. 
The schools involved include four intermediate schools (INT), six full primaries (FP), four primary 
schools without intermediate classes (PR), two integrated intermediate schools (INTG), one 
alternative full primary (FPA) and one high school with intermediate classes (HS).  Some key points 
from table 2 are: 

• There were 123 teachers involved mainly in sole charge classrooms, but there were several 
shared classrooms as well.  

• The average decile level of the 18 schools is 3.26 and ranges from decile 1 to decile 9.  

• There was one school (INT2b) that did not complete a pre-test in their second iteration of the 
programme, and there were two schools FPA and FP3 who did not do the follow up test.  

• The average age of the school cohorts ranges from 9.5 years to 12.1 years with the younger 
cohorts all being in 2018 and 2019.  

•  One school (INTG2) had no female students  

• The school roles where often very heavily weighted in terms of one or two cultural groups 

There are no cultural double ups. Children often give themselves a different cultural label at 
different assessment points and frequently indicate they are part of more than one cultural group. 
Where children have used a different cultural identifier over the three-assessment points, the one 
that they have chosen most frequently was used. Otherwise, where children have given more than 
one cultural label the following procedure was used. 
1. If one of the labels was Māori then the child was coded as Māori 
2. If one of the labels referred to a Pasifika culture, then the child was coded as Pasifika if none of 

the other labels was Māori 

Table 1: Participation in the JSU research at pre-test and follow-up assessments as a function of age, gender and 

culture over the three years from 2017 to 2019.  

year 
students 
enrolled 

individual 
assessments PRE POST FU 

Av. 
age 

8  to 
10 11 

12 to 
14 girls boys 

Asian/ 
African Māori Pasifika 

Pākehā/ 
European 

2017 1272 2368 1087 809 472 11.21 380 1141 847 1,190 1,178 485 547 792 544 

2018 966 1964 795 669 500 10.74 690 772 501 964 1,000 316 771 433 444 

2019 1039 1809 510 712 587 11.07 450 637 708 636 1,160 327 312 673 485 

total 3277 6141 2392 2190 1559 11.02 1520 2550 2056 2788 3340 1128 1630 1898 1473 

total % of individual 
assessments 39.0 35.7 25.4  24.8 41.5 33.5 45.4 54.4 18.4 26.5 30.9 24.0 

total % students doing 
assessment 72 66 47           
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3. If one of the labels referred to an Asian or African culture, then the child was coded as 
Asian/African if none of the other labels were Māori or relating to a Pasifika culture. 

4. Children were coded as Pākehā/European if none of the other three cultural groups were named 
in their responses  

For the purposes of analysis, the schools have been grouped into four clusters: Intermediate schools 
(INT – 52.1% of the children), Full Primary (FP – 18.3%), Primary (PR – 10.6%), High Schools with an 
intermediate section including Integrated Schools (INTG+HS = 19.0%) 

 

3.2 Review of the key wellbeing outcome measures 

In comparing the data from 2017 to 2019, we have to firstly address the impact of the change in one 
of the key assessments. To keep the size of the questionnaire to children as short as possible we 
reduced the CES-DC from 20 items to four items for all schools in 2018 and for half of the schools in 
2019. This was done on the basis of a very strong correlation (r=0.89) between the long and short 
versions of the test which has been supported by the three-year data. However, there is a clear 3.19 
point average difference between the 4-item total score and the 20-item total score when these are 
both scaled to cover the 0 to 60 point range of the CES-DC. While this difference is not of concern in 
comparisons between pre-test post-test and follow-up assessments, as each child completes all 
these questionnaires using the same version of the CES–DC, it does present problems with 
comparison between groups using different versions of the assessment that have very different 
demographic characteristics.  

Table 2: Participant description showing the characteristics of schools involved and their age gender and cultural makeup 

along with the number of assessments each school had completed in the programme. 

School characteristics Assessment Age (years) Gender Cultural group 

school year roll Teachers decile n PRE POST FU Av. age 8-10 11 12- 14 girls boys 
Asian/ 
African 

Māori Pasifika 
Pākehā/ 

European 

FP6 2019 54 2 5 156 51 52 53 9.5 124 31 0 63 92 5 44 6 100 

PR1b 2019 80 3 4 169 52 58 59 9.9 138 30 0 75 93 46 48 47 27 

PR2 2018 22 1 3 54 16 18 20 9.6 48 6 0 21 33 17 20 4 13 

FP5 2018 87 3 3 209 75 66 68 9.7 156 52 0 98 111 32 83 56 38 

PR4 2019 87 3 4 223 71 78 74 9.9 182 40 0 110 112 15 51 19 137 

PR3 2018 21 1 3 66 18 24 24 10.0 48 18 0 32 34 2 19 6 39 

PR1a 2018 59 3 4 106 45 41 20 10.2 65 40 1 55 51 33 21 36 16 

FP4 2018 131 6 1 244 108 91 45 10.4 138 46 60 125 119 24 45 171 4 

FP2 2017 175 7 9 345 146 143 56 10.4 224 59 62 186 159 20 65 22 238 

INT4 2018 186 7 2 393 164 107 122 10.5 200 100 93 183 210 51 165 40 137 

FPA 2017 7 1 6 14 7 7 0 10.7 4 10 0 10 4 0 2 0 12 

INT3a 2017 192 7 5 442 165 161 116 10.9 38 397 7 256 186 111 63 128 140 

FP3 2018 66 3 3 85 41 44 0 11.0 22 40 23 51 34 6 48 12 19 

HSa 2017 148 6 1 207 111 47 49 11.1 34 121 52 124 83 2 164 7 34 

INT3b 2018 243 8 5 491 206 184 101 11.3 9 334 148 229 262 150 99 105 137 

INT3c 2019 251 8 5 615 209 183 223 11.3 4 407 199 250 361 172 72 161 206 

INT1 2017 293 12 2 609 264 197 148 11.4 56 274 279 294 315 147 105 273 84 

INT2a 2017 282 10 2 410 238 119 53 11.5 21 188 201 197 213 90 91 218 11 

FP1 2017 72 3 2 128 61 39 28 11.5 3 52 73 47 81 32 43 40 13 

HSb 2018 142 6 1 316 122 94 100 11.6 4 136 176 170 146 1 271 3 41 

INTG1 2017 110 4 2 213 95 96 22 11.9 0 40 173 76 137 83 14 104 12 

INT2b 2019 352 11 2 299 0 176 123 12.1 2 57 237 136 160 71 65 149 12 

INTG2 2019 215 8 1 347 127 165 55 12.1 0 72 272 - 344 18 32 291 3 

Total 
 3277 123 3.26 6141 2392 2190 1559 11.0 1520 2550 2056 2788 3340 1128 1630 1898 1473 
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In 2017 a key statistic to demonstrate the effectiveness of the programme was the change in the 
numbers of at-risk children between pre-test and post-test. Table 3 shows how at-risk is defined by 
the two assessments used in the research. It also shows how the switch to the short form of the CES-
DC has affected the calculation of the location of the at-risk cut-off point.  

 
In the tables that follow we will indicate where we are using adjusted scores for the CES-DC 
assessment. Wherever we are using at-risk data we will use the adjusted scores. 

Table 4 compares the well-being scores at pre- and post-test and at pre-test and follow up four 
matched cohorts across the three years of the pilot study. In 2017 there was a very significant 
positive shift between pre- and post- test on both the Child Outcome Rating Scales (CORS - Duncan, 
Miller &Sparks, 2003) and the Centre for Epidemiological Studies – Depression scales for Children 
assessment (CES-DC, Weissman, Orvaschel & Padian, 1980), but this was not replicated at follow up. 
In 2018, only the CORS change was significant in the pre-test / post-test comparison, but was 
significant also at follow-up.  In 2019, there were no significant differences for either sets of 
comparison, however in 2019 the advantage of follow-up over pre-test, is greater than that of post-
test over pre-test for both assessments for the first time. 

 
One of the problems immediately apparent is the score elevated by 3 to 4 points for CES–DC in 2018 
when the short form was used for all questionnaires relative to the 2017 and 2019 data where the 
long form CES-DC was used for at least half of the schools. The other point to note is that where, in 
2017, the CORS is indicating improvement between pre-test and post-test and pre-test and follow-
up, the short-form CES-DC shows no change, suggesting that it is a much less sensitive instrument 
than the 20-item version. Table 4 shows that the CES-DC was no longer detecting any significant 
contrasts between pre-test and post-test in 2018 and 2019. In 2019, the three schools that used CES-

Table 3 : At risk cut off points for CORS, CES-DC20, CES-DC4,  and the combined assessments.  Note that CES-

DC is scored 0-60 with 0= the lowest level of depression. We have reverse scored CES-DC to align it with CORS 

which scores 0-40 with 40= the highest level of wellbeing. Combining the two scales gives a range of 0-100. 

The at-risk cut-off points for both assessments are added together in the combined assessments. The CES-DC4 

while highly correlated with the CES-DC20 (r=0.89) has an average score that is 3.31 points higher (CES-

DC20=44.22: n=3361; CES-DC4=47.56: n=2736). Consequently, the at-risk cut-off point for CES-DC4 is set at 

3.31 points higher than 77. 

 not at risk at risk 

CES-DC20 >15/60 <16/60 

CES-DC20 reverse scoring <46/60 >45/60 

CES-DC4 reverse scoring <48.31/60 >47.31/60 

CORS <32/40 >31/40 

CES-DC20 reverse scoring + CORS <78/100 >77/100 

CES-DC4 reverse scoring + CORS <81.31/100 >80.31/100 

Table 4: Comparison of the wellbeing (CORS and CES-DC) scores matched pre- and post-test and matched 

post- and follow-up tests across the three years of the pilot study *=p<0.05, #=p<0.001. Repeated 

measures ANOVA 

 n TOTAL CORS CES-DC CES-DC+CORS   n TOTAL CORS CES-DC CES-DC +CORS 

2017 PRE 544 31.97# 43.73# 75.69#  2017 PRE 344 31.96 43.97 75.93 

2017 POST 544 32.95# 45.71# 78.67#  2017 FU 344 32.22 44.40 76.62 

2018 PRE 376 33.44* 49.71 83.15  2018 PRE 276 32.92* 48.77 81.69 

2018 POST 376 34.14* 49.71 83.85  2018 FU 276 33.62* 48.77 82.38 

2019 PRE 390 31.75 44.56 76.32  2019 PRE 343 31.53 44.70 76.24 

2019 POST 390 31.94 44.64 76.58  2019 FU 343 31.79 44.90 76.69 
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DC4 showed a 1.15 (n=206) drop between pre- and post-test, whereas the three schools that used 
CES-DC20 had a 2.21 (n=137) gain.  

Table 5 explores some of the reasons why the changes in wellbeing have not been sustained into 
2019.  As in 2017 there were no significant differences between post-test and follow-up which 
suggests that the gains made at post-test are not lost. Another thing that is immediately clear is that 
the intermediate level schools INT, HS and INTG (79.2% of the 2017 cohort, but only 60.8% of 2018 
and 2019) have, over the 3 years of the programme, made significant improvements in well-being at 
post test across all scales and in most subscales. Whereas the newcomers, the full primary and the 
primary schools, make no significant gains overall between pre-test and post-test, suggesting that 
the programme is less well-adapted to their needs. However, the primary schools have a one-point 
non-significant gain In the combined well-being assessment and significant improvement In how the 

Table 5:  Comparison of the wellbeing scores matched pre- and post-test, matched pre and follow up tests  using 

the combined across 2017-2019. Data for age,  gender and cultural comparisons is only given for pre and post-

test except where there is a significant comparison between  the pre- test and follow up data, which is indicated 

by the notation “f” attached to the pre-test/post-test data   *=p<0.05, ^=p<0.01, #=p<0.001. f=in the follow-up 

this comparison was also significant. Repeated measures ANOVA 

  

n 

CORS 

CES-DC 
CES-DC 
+CORS group /assessment 

ME (how am 
I doing?) 

HOME (how 
are things in 
my family?) 

SCHOOL how 
am I doing at 

school?)  

EVERTHING 
(how’s every 
thing going?) 

TOTAL 
CORS 

Total PRE 1310 7.99# 8.22# 7.93# 8.16 32.31# 45.67# 77.97# 

Total POST 1310 8.18# 8.39# 8.15# 8.28 32.99# 46.48# 79.48# 

Total PRE 958 7.92 8.18 7.88 8.08 32.07 45.57 77.64 

Total FU 958 8.04 8.3 7.9 8.21 32.46 45.83 78.29 

Total POST 1002 8.09 8.31 8.06 8.19 32.64 46.19 78.84 

Total FU 1002 8.04 8.31 7.95 8.22 32.51 46.24 78.75 
                  

Intermediate PRE 640 7.99# 8.3 7.99* 8.17 32.45* 44.01* 76.46# 

Intermediate POST 640 8.23# 8.37 8.17* 8.23 33.00* 44.95* 77.95# 

Full Primary PRE 268 8.17 8.11* 8.09 8.40 32.77 46.31 79.08 

Full Primary POST 268 8.29 8.41* 8.08 8.40 33.18 45.99 79.17 

Primary PRE 194 7.81 7.90 7.80^ 7.87 31.38 42.80 74.19 

Primary POST 194 7.91 8.15 8.13^ 8.05 32.23 42.99 75.23 

HS+ integrated PRE 256 7.95 8.42f*f* 7.79^ 8.19 32.36* 44.58^ 76.94# 

HS+ integrated POST 256 8.18 8.59F*f* 8.16^ 8.44 33.38* 46.46^ 79.84# 
  

8-10 years PRE 323 8.02 8.21 8.1 8.34 32.67 45.82 78.5 

8-10 years P0ST 323 8.11 8.29 8.14 8.24 32.78 46.12 78.9 

11 years PRE 556 7.88# 8.10f^ 7.92 8.07*f^ 31.98# 45.81 77.78 

11 years POST 556 8.21# 8.31f^ 8.12 8.28*f^ 32.93# 46.22 79.15 

12-13 years PRE 431 8.1 8.42 7.84^ 8.16 32.52* 45.45# 77.97# 

12-13 years POST 431 8.2 8.56 8.19^ 8.28 33.23* 47.20# 80.43# 
  

Girls PRE 556 7.88 8.23 8 8.04 32.14 45.98 78.12 

Girls POST 556 8.04 8.37 8.09 8.14 32.64 46.1 78.74 

Boys PRE 720 8.07* 8.24f^ 7.89# 8.27*f* 32.48*f^ 45.46^ 77.94#f* 

Boys POST 720 8.30* 8.40f^ 8.20# 8.38*f* 33.28*f^ 46.87^ 80.14#f* 
  

Asian/African PRE 253 7.98* 8.26 8.07* 8.13 32.44* 45.73^ 78.17^ 

Asian/African POST 253 8.23* 8.42 8.33* 8.29 33.27* 47.33^ 80.60^ 

Māori PRE 300 8.15 8.36 8.01^ 8.3 32.81 46.65^ 79.47 

Māori POST 300 8.27 8.49 8.28^ 8.34 33.38 47.08^ 80.45 

Pacific PRE 494 8.16* 8.47 7.91# 8.31 32.85^ 45.36# 78.21# 

Pacific POST 494 8.37* 8.56 8.23# 8.45 33.61^ 46.84# 80.46# 

Pākehā/European PRE 353 7.65 7.85*f^ 7.84 7.9 31.24 45.22 76.46 

Pākehā/European POST 353 7.85 8.07*f^ 7.83 8.01 31.76 45.17 76.93 
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children feel that they're doing at SCHOOL. Full primary school children feel that HOME (family life) 
has improved significantly, but showed almost no difference on the combined assessment. Finally, in 
one small improvement over the 2017 findings, the HS+INTG schools have a significant improvement 
in the HOME subscale between pre-test and follow-up. 

The school data is mirrored by the age data. The 8 to 10-year-old group (which only became a major 
part of the programme in 2018, with the active recruitment of Years 5 and 6) shows no positive gains 
between pre-test and post-test or between pre-test and follow-up. However, the 11-year-old and 
12-year-old intermediate groups show positive gains at pre-test/post- test and the 11-year-old group 
at pre-test/follow-up. In 2017 only the 12 and 13-year-old age group showed significant gains, and 
so the Year 7 and 8 children are making similar progress as in 2017.  

In 2017 boys showed significant wellbeing gains, whereas girls did not. Boys are 54.5% of the cohort. 
Except for HOME, the boy’s pre-test/post-test comparisons were significant across both scales and 
the CORS subscales. For the pre-test/ follow-up comparisons, there were significant results for two 
CORS subscales including HOME as well as the CORS and the combined CES-DC+CORS scales. Once 
again, a small but sustainable positive change at follow-up is being demonstrated, meaning that at 
follow-up there was a 5.4% increase in the number of boys not at risk (having a combined CES-
DC+CORS score greater than 77) and a 2.0% increase for the total cohort.  

Table 5 also shows that all cultural groups had a significant increase in at least one scale or subscale 
for the pre-test/post-test comparisons, with Asian/African and Pasifika children improving on two 
CORS sub scales and the combined CES-DC+CORS scale. Māori improved on SCHOOL which showed 
the greatest improvement of all the CORS subscales at post-test and is an indication that children 
felt that they were doing well at school.  The Pākehā/European group was the only one not 
significantly improving on either of the two scales. However, it was the only group to show 
improvement on the HOME subscale, and the only group to sustain this improvement into follow-up. 
These results are similar to those found in 2017, but the outcomes are better for Māori and 
Pākehā/European and in follow-up.  

Table 6 confirms that at post-test the CES-DC20 (with the inclusion of the 2019 data) remains 
significantly higher than pre-test in the somatic and depressive subscales as well as in the full scale. 
For the first time, due to the addition of the 2019 data, the somatic subscale is significant for the 
comparison between pre-test and follow-up. The somatic scale covers such things as being tired, 
irritable, not being able to concentrate or get started on things and not getting enough sleep. 
Limitations in this area of behaviour are a prelude to disruption in the class, and so a 5% 
improvement at follow-up may make a big difference for at-risk children and their classmates and 
teachers. 

 

Table 6: Comparison of the wellbeing as measured by the  CES-DC20 (20-item version) scores matched pre- 

and post-test and matched pre- and  follow-up tests for 2017 and 2019 (the years when the 20-item scale was 

used #=p<0.001. Repeated measures ANOVA. The subscales are averaged across a number of questions for 

each subscale and scored 0-3 where 0 is negative and 3 is very positive 

 assessment n somatic interpersonal problem depressive positive CES-DC20 

PRE  754 2.04# 2.43 2.37# 1.96 43.56# 

POST 754 2.18# 2.46 2.46# 1.99 45.29# 
 

PRE 480 2.04# 2.41 2.36 1.96 43.45 

FU 480 2.15# 2.40 2.41 1.90 44.35 
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In 2017 a key statistic to demonstrate the effectiveness of the programme was the change in the 
numbers of at-risk children between pre-test and post-test. Table 6 shows how at-risk is defined by 
the two assessments used in the research. It also shows how the switch to the short form of the CES-
DC has affected the calculation of the location of the at-risk cut-off point. Table 7 gives us the 
analysis of the change in numbers of at-risk children using the cut-off points in Table 3. 

In 2017 we had an 11.4% increase on the combined assessments from pre-test to post-test in the 
number of children who were not at-risk, but this was not sustained at follow-up. In 2018 there was 
no improvement between pre- and post-test using the combined assessments and the CES-DC4. 
However, there was a small improvement using the CORS assessment which was sustained into 
follow-up. In 2019, with the re-introduction of the long form CES-DC for half the schools, there was 
an 8.7% increase in the number of not at-risk children between pre- and post-test. This is sustained 
somewhat at follow up with 5.8% improvement, the best outcome at follow-up in the three years of 
the pilot.  
 

 
In summary, the data shows that overall, there has been only small number of significant gains in 
wellbeing that have been sustained at follow-up over the three years of the pilot programme. This 
may be because the introduction of CES-DC4 has hidden the progress made and the 8-10-year-old 
full primary and primary cohort (which increased substantially in 2018 and 2019) has shown no 
significant change in any of the well-being measures at either post-test or follow-up. Three 
subgroups, Intermediate level schools (INT and HS+INTG), 11-year-olds and Pākehā/ European 
children show some significant gains at follow-up. Boys, 54.4% of the cohort, are making strong and 
significant gains at follow-up across the three years of the pilot, with a 5.4% increase in the number 
of not at-risk boys between pre-test and follow-up. That’s equivalent to 96 boys, almost one within 
each of the 123 classrooms in the programme. 

3.3 At-risk and not-at-risk groups 

From a well-being perspective, the Jade Speaks Up program is not expected to improve the well-
being of every child, for example, those whose well-being is already high. Both the assessments of 
well-being have cut-off points which are intended to alert practitioners to children whose well-being 
is at-risk. These criteria have been given in Table 6 above. Table 8 gives some of the characteristics 
of the children who are at-risk compared with those who are not-at-risk and, in most respects, the 
two groups are similar. The average age is almost identical, girls are slightly less likely to be in the at-
risk group, as are Pasifika, Māori and African Asian cultural groups. The Pākehā/European cultural 
group, however, is 27% more likely to be in the at-risk group.  
 
The important question here, and throughout all the tasks under evaluation, is how well do the at- 
risk group do in comparison to the not at-risk group. Table 8 shows that the at-risk group make 
major gains between pre-test and follow-up with the percent improvement in scores being between 
6.4% and 10.3%. The scores of the not-at-risk group have a corresponding fall, with drops ranging 
between 1.8% and 5.5%. Almost all the gains made by the at-risk group occur between pre-test and 

Table 3: Percent increase of not at-risk children using wellbeing scores comparing pre-test to post test and 

follow-up over the three year of the pilot study. The CES-DC4 scores were adjusted in accordance with the cut-

off set out in table 3 

 CES-DC+CORS >77  CORS >31 

year PRE VS POST PRE VS FU PRE VS POST PRE VS FU 
2017 11.4% 3.2% 7.9% 1.7% 
2018 -0.8% 0.0% 4.0% 3.6% 
2019 2.9% 2.0% 1.3% 2.6% 
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post-test, but the falls for the not-at-risk group continue between post-test and follow-up, although 
not to the same extent as between pre-test and post-test. Not shown on table 8 is the small decline 
in 2017 in well-being scores between post-test and follow-up (CES-DC+CORS=69.09 at post-test and 
68.07 at follow-up), which by 2019 has changed to a small increase in well-being scores (CES-
DC+CORS=66.24 at post-test and 67.79 at follow-up). This data suggests that not only are the at-risk 
group significantly improving in well-being, but that the learnings of the programme are becoming 
increasingly embedded in the period between post-test and follow-up.  

 
The fall in well-being scores for the not-at-risk group may reflect one of the key teachings of the 
programme that children do not have to be the best at everything. Teachers are trained to use the 
CORS assessment independently in the classroom to get some idea of children who are feeling 
unsettled or unhappy in some area. They use the low CORS scores as a guide to positively intervene 
with children to see if they have concerns that need to be addressed. Consequently, children learn 
that teachers are more likely to give positive attention to low scores rather than high scores, that the 
completion of these well-being assessments has purpose and meaning beyond getting a high score 
and that it's OK at times not to be happy.   

The well-being measures used have cut-off points which indicate children at risk of poor mental 
health outcomes.  Forty-five percent of the cohort fall below the at-risk cut off point at  pre-test for 
the combined assessments. Their progress is of special interest. In their demographic makeup the at-
risk group look like the not-at-risk group except that they have a slightly higher proportion of boys 
and Pākehā/European children. These children make significant gains in wellbeing between pre-test 
and post-test of between 6.4% and 10.3% across all areas of assessment – 35% are no longer in the 
at-risk category - and these gains are sustained into follow up. 

3.4 Assessment of the classroom environment 

In 2018 we introduced an assessment of the classroom environment. This consisted of 6 questions 
from the ClassMAP assessment of school environments, and assessed the children's connection with 
teachers, their peer relationships and their concerns about being bullied. In 2019 we reduced the 
questions to four but covering the same three areas with two questions relating to bullying. Table 14 
presents the results from these questions in the 2018 and 2019 questionnaires and shows significant 
improvements overall in the children's assessment of school environment, and a reduction in one of 
the areas of bullying - being concerned about being hurt on purpose by other children. Overall (not 
shown in Table 14), progress continues between post-test and follow-up, except with the question 
on the teacher listening carefully. 
 

Table 4: Demographic characteristics of the at-risk (pre-test CES-DC+CORS less than or equal to 77) and the not at-

risk group (pre-test CES-DC+CORS >77) and comparison of well-being scores at pre-test, post-test and follow-up. 

*=p<0.05, ^=p<0.01. #=p<0.01. No test for significant differences between post-test and follow-up 

Assessment n age Girls 
Pākehā/ 

European Pasifika Māori 
African/ 

Asian 

CORS 

CES-DC 
CES-DC 
+CORS ME HOME SCHOOL EVERYTHING TOTAL CORS 

PRE≤77 442 10.8 47.7% 33.3% 24.7% 23.5% 18.6% 6.67# 7.15# 6.76# 6.80# 27.38# 36.02# 63.40# 

POST 442 10.8 47.7% 33.3% 24.7% 23.5% 18.6% 7.24# 7.56# 7.39# 7.46# 29.65# 39.64# 69.30# 

FU 442 10.8 47.7% 33.3% 24.7% 23.5% 18.6% 7.22# 7.62# 7.19^ 7.50# 29.53# 39.73# 69.25# 

% change pre-test to follow-up 8.2% 6.5% 6.4% 10.3% 7.9% 10.3% 9.2% 

PRE>77 520 10.9 48.5% 26.2% 27.9% 25.4% 20.6% 9.00^ 9.05* 8.85# 9.18# 36.08# 50.76# 86.83# 

POST 520 10.9 48.5% 26.2% 27.9% 25.4% 20.6% 8.90* 8.96* 8.80 8.87# 35.52# 48.96# 84.48# 

FU 520 10.9 48.5% 26.2% 27.9% 25.4% 20.6% 8.75^ 8.89* 8.52# 8.82# 34.97# 47.99# 82.96# 

% change pre-test to follow-up 2.8% -1.8% -3.7% -4.0% -3.1% -5.5% -4.5% 
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The data is split into at-risk and not-at-risk groups and the number of times children make negative 
responses at pre-test and follow-up to the four questions is recorded. At pre-test 82 of the 285 at 
risk children say that they are almost always or often worried about being hurt by being hurt on 
purpose by other children and 109 children say they never or only sometimes have friends who will 
stick up for me if I am picked on. By follow-up the number of children with these concerns drops by 
20 in both for both questions and overall, there is 16% drop in the concerns that at-risk children 
have about their school environment.  

The not-at-risk children have less than half the number of concerns of the at-risk group, and overall, 
have no more concerns at follow-up than they had at pre-test. Their area of greatest change is a 
drop of 11% in the number of children who don't feel supported by their friends when they are being 
picked on. Whereas 29% of the at-risk children are worried about physical bullying, only 13% of the 
not-at-risk children express the same concern. Including both groups, the drop in the number of 
children worried about physical bullying is 21% and in the number of children who don't feel 
supported by their friends when they are being picked on is 19%. 

This data reinforces that the broad measures of well-being relate to specific concerns such as 
bullying and peer support and question of how well these environmental measures correlate with 
the well-being measures. At pre-test, the correlation of the total ClassMAP with CES-DC = 0.10, but 
by follow-up it’s 0.39, showing that the connection between measures is growing in the minds of the 
children. The way that teachers listen to children is not correlated with how children feel about 
themselves at pre-test (r=0.02 with CES-DC) but it is significantly correlated at follow-up (r=0.18, 
n=350). The clear outcome from the environmental analysis is that children feel safer and better 
connected to their peers and that this is particularly true for the at-risk group. 

3.5 Access to safe people and safe places 

Table 10 shows the responses to two questions. The first is a question about whether the children 
know the phone numbers of key friends who are not family members that they can trust if they need 
help. The overall performance on this task has declined over the three years of the pilot. However, 
59% know some or all these numbers, and between pre-test and follow-up an additional 12% of 
children learn these numbers, with both the at-risk and not-at-risks making significant progress, 
although starts from a higher base.  Table 11 shows that older children do better at this task than 
younger children, and while girls are not significantly better than boys, the significant interaction 

Table 5: Children's evaluation of the classroom environment using four ClassMAP questions at pre-test and follow-

up and comparing the at-risk and not at-risk groups. *=p<0.05 (2018 and 2019 data combined – repeated 

measures ANOVA) 

  

My teacher listens 
carefully to me 

when I talk 

I have friends who will 
stick up for me if 

someone picks on me 

I worry that other 
kids will say mean 
things about me 

I worry that other kids 
will hurt me on 

purpose total 

assessment n 
0=never, 1=sometimes, 2=often, 3=almost 

always 
0=almost always, 1= often, 2=sometimes, 

3=never  
PRE 615 2.40 2.21 2.04 2.24* 8.89* 

FU 615 2.42 2.27 2.09 2.33* 9.11* 
 

number of times scored never or sometimes often or almost always  
PRE≤77 284 54 109 102 82 347 

FU 284 55 89 93 62 299 

% change PRE to FU 1.8% -22.5% -9.7% -32.3% -16.1% 
 

PRE>77 331 38 40 43 29 150 

FU 331 41 36 44 30 151 

% change PRE to FU 7.3% -11.1% 2.3% 3.3% 0.7% 
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between gender and culture tells us that Paifika boys do worse than other groups, possibly because 
of less access to cell phones.  

Table 10: Responses to the questions: 1)  Do you know the phone numbers of the friends or adults (not family 

members) that you can trust if you need help? (% having some or all of these numbers) 2)Do you know 

somewhere you can go that is safe? Where is this? Both average and % scores.  

 
Comparisons across the years of the pilot (One-way Anova), and PRE, POST and FU using matched data with 
completed wellbeing assessments across the three-assessment periods (Repeated measures ANOVA). 
Comparison Not-at-risk and At-risk (one-way Anova) groups across PRE, POST and FU assessments with 
matched data (repeated measures ANOVA).  
 
#=p<0.001; ^=p<0.01, *=p<0.05. Where there are more than two comparisons, Tukey's HSD post-hoc test is 
used and abc notation used to indicate which comparisons are significantly different.  

total n 

% knowing 
some 
phone 

numbers 

average 
people/ 
places 
named home friends relatives school 

average 
safe 

people 
named 

average safe places 
named (police, local 
shops,, parks, distant 

places} 

all years, all data 6127 58.6%       1.19  50.8% 21.0% 23.4% 11.5%       1.09  0.10 

2017 a 809 69.0%       1.15  46.8% 21.4% 22.7% 9.9%       1.04  0.12 

2018 b 669 54.4%       1.16  45.1% 22.9% 24.1% 11.7%       1.05  0.11 

2019 c 713 61.3%       1.35  55.0% 20.6% 31.4% 13.5%       1.25  0.10 

significance (p)   #a:bc  #c:ab  #c:ab ns #c:ab ns #c:ab ns 

Matched data with completed wellbeing data 

PRE 963 53.3%       1.22  57.7% 20.7% 19.7% 12.4%       1.13  0.09 

FU 963 65.3%       1.27  51.2% 27.1% 25.9% 10.1%       1.17  0.10 

 significance (p)    # ns # # # ns ns ns 

PRE a 745 53.8%       1.23  58.0% 21.1% 19.6% 13.0%       1.14  0.09 

POST b 745 66.0%       1.32  53.3% 26.4% 27.0% 13.8%       1.23  0.09 

FU c 745 66.0%       1.29  51.0% 28.0% 27.0% 11.4%       1.19  0.11 

significance (p)   #b,c:a  ns  *a:c *c:a ^bc:a ns  ns  ns 

Comparison of the not-at-risk group (CES-DC+CORS >77) with the at-risk group (CES-DC+CORS ≤77) 

Not-at risk group 1284 64.1% 1.34 57% 26% 27% 14% 1.26 0.08 

At-risk group 951 58.9% 1.21 50% 24% 21% 11% 1.09 0.12 

significance (p)   * # # ns ^ * # ^ 

Not-at-risk group: matched data with completed wellbeing data PRE,POST and FU 

PRE a 423 56.5%       1.28  62.1% 20.6% 21.0% 13.8%       1.21  0.07 

POST b 423 68.0%       1.37  54.7% 27.8% 29.7% 14.5%       1.29  0.08 

FU c 423 67.8%       1.37  54.0% 29.2% 29.0% 13.6%       1.28  0.09 

significance (p)   #b,c:a ns *a:c *c:a ^b:a,*c:a ns ns ns 

At-risk group: matched data with completed wellbeing data PRE,POST and FU 

PRE a 323 50.2%       1.18  52.1% 21.8% 17.7% 12.0%       1.06  0.12 

POST b 323 64.0%       1.25  51.4% 24.6% 24.3% 12.9%       1.15  0.10 

FU c 323 62.5%       1.19  47.0% 26.2% 22.4% 8.5%       1.06  0.13 

significance (p)   #b:a1,^c:a ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 

 
The children are also asked: do you know somewhere you can go that is safe? Table 10 shows that 
over the three years of the programme, children named significantly more places and increasingly 
named their homes, their friend’s homes, their relative’s homes and more safe people overall. 
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However, when we compare pre-test and follow-up data there is a significant 6% reduction in the 
naming of home, a 6% increase in the naming of friend’s and relative’s homes. What this is telling us 
is that children are increasing the range of places which are islands of safety for them and which 
means they can be more confident beyond the safety the cocoon of the home which for some 
children may not be a particularly safe place.  The not-at-risk group shows the same significant 
pattern of responding as the total group but the at-risk group does not and is significantly worse 
than the not-at-risk group on all but one measure relating to the question of safe places and safe 
people - they name more “safe” places. These are the beach, the bush, the park, the golf course, the 
“trees I can climb”, the “underground hut” or the “bomb shelter … “100 kilometres north”.  Where 
children at-risk identify these “safe’ places they are most often the only people/places named and 
rather than implying safety they give a sense of the vulnerability of that group.   

Table 11: Age, gender and cultural differences in responses to the questions: 1)  Do you know the phone 

numbers of the friends or adults (not family members) that you can trust if you need help? (% having some or 

all of these numbers).  2) Do you know somewhere you can go that is safe? Where is this?.  Comparisons using 

POST-TEST data only1  (3-way  ANOVA). #=p<0.001; ^=p<0.01, *=p<0.05. Where there are more than two 

comparisons, Tukey's HSD post-hoc test is used and abc notation used to indicate which comparisons are 

significantly different. Where there are significant interactions the AGC notation stands for age, gender and 

culture. n=2185 

group n 

% 
knowing 

some 
phone 

numbers 

average 
people/ 
places 
named 

home friends relatives school 

average 
safe 

people 
named 

average safe places 
named (police, local 
shops, parks, distant 

places} 

8 a 34 38.2% 1.09 41.2% 32.4% 14.7% 17.6% 1.06 0.03 

9 b 134 43.3% 1.20 43.3% 18.7% 29.9% 16.4% 1.08 0.12 

10 c 349 57.9% 1.18 49.3% 25.1% 21.0% 11.2% 1.08 0.11 

11 d 880 65.0% 1.21 49.2% 24.0% 24.8% 10.5% 1.10 0.10 

12 e 668 65.6% 1.26 49.4% 18.6% 29.3% 12.3% 1.14 0.13 

13 f 120 65.8% 1.21 56.7% 10.8% 30.0% 8.3% 1.11 0.10 

significance (p) 
#def:a*; 

c:d*, f:d^, 
de:b# 

ns ns nsAG* ns ns ns ns 

girls 966 65.8% 1.30 48.4% 26.8% 30.0% 13.5% 1.22 0.09 

boys 1219 59.6% 1.15 49.7% 17.5% 22.9% 10.0% 1.02 0.13 

significance (p) nsGC* ns ns ^AG* ns ns ^ * 

Asian/African a 420 65.7% 1.25 56.9% 25.2% 15.7% 15.0% 1.16 0.10 

Māori b 539 64.9% 1.19 44.1% 21.6% 34.8% 6.9% 1.09 0.10 

Pacific c 710 56.5% 1.21 45.1% 13.4% 33.2% 12.4% 1.09 0.13 

Pakeha/European d 516 64.9% 1.22 53.8% 29.9% 15.3% 12.4% 1.12 0.10 

significance (p) 
#abd:c* 

GC* 
ns 

*a:bc#; 
d:bc* 

ns # bc:ad# ns ns ns 

 
Table 11 shows that there are age trends showing less reliance on home and school as a safe places 
as children age , but few are significant. Younger girls are more likely to name friends as their safe 
people and older boys less likely. Girls name significantly more safe people than boys, but boys name 
significantly more safe places then girls. While girls name parks, beaches and bush as much as boys 
do, 37% of the time they are also naming people, whereas boys do this only 21% of the time, 
suggesting that they are more vulnerable than girls.   Māori and Pasifika children are significantly less 

                                                           
1 For most presentations of demographic data we use post-test data only as only in post-test are all the 
questions presented. 
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likely to name home as a safe place than Asian/African or Pākehā/ European children, but 
significantly more likely to name a relative's home.  

This data confirms that the programme over the 2017-2019 period is increasingly able to get 
children to find more and diverse safe places and that this increases between pre-tests and follow-
up. The demographic trends confirm the reliability of the data in showing how children emerge from 
the protective cloak of family and schools into wider environments, how girls do better than boys at 
social connection and the vital importance of relatives in Māori and Pacific communities.  The 
importance of these seemingly wrote tasks of remembering phone numbers and naming safe people 
and places becomes clear when we look at the highly significant correlations (p< 0.00001) between 
remembering phone numbers and the number of places and people named, the beliefs and 
strategies that keep children safe as well as children's perception of the value of the programme. 
These correlations show that the phone numbers, the safe people and places are more that 
abstractions, they are becoming part of the daily life of the children. More on this as we explore this 
data in greater detail  in the following sections. 

3.6 Making yourself safe 

Table 12: Response to the question: What are some ways that you can help yourself feel OK, when you're 

feeling down or scared? Analysis of “yes” answers to 4 response categories, and a “no” answer to the pick a 

fight … option. Comparisons using PRE and POST-TEST data only for years, PRE vs POST and at-risk and not-

at-risk groups (2-way and 1-way ANOVAs). #=p<0.001; ^=p<0.01, *=p<0.05. Where there are more than two 

comparisons, Tukey's HSD post-hoc test is used and abc notation used to indicate which comparisons are 

significantly different.  

Group or sub-
group 

N (pre 
and 

post) 

talk to 
someone 
you trust 

stop and 
breathe 
slowly 

play a game on 
your phone/ 

computer 

pick a fight or start an argument 
with someone/ try and frighten 
the person you are scared off 

say kind 
things to 
yourself 

average 

All years 4580 89% 78% 70% 87% 67% 78% 

2017 a 1894 90% 81% 70% 91% 72% 81% 

2018 b 1464 89% 80% 73% 89% 70% 80% 

2019 c 1222 86% 72% 67% 79% 53% 71% 

significance (p) ^a:c *b:c #ab:c *b:c #ab:c #ab:c #ab:c 

At-risk  1166 87.6% 76.3% 70.6% 87.1% 63.5% 77.0% 

Not-at-risk 1454 92.5% 83.8% 71.2% 91.5% 71.9% 82.2% 

significance (p)  # # ns # # # 

PRE matched 1310 89.7% 76.9% 68.4% 90.0% 68.3% 78.7% 

POST matched 1310 90.4% 83.2% 73.3% 88.6% 67.2% 80.5% 

significance (p) ns # ^ ns ns ns 

At-risk PRE 
matched 583 86.4% 73.1% 67.2% 88.3% 62.8% 75.6% 

At-risk POST 
matched 583 88.7% 79.6% 73.9% 85.9% 64.2% 78.5% 

significance (p)  ns ^ * ns ns * 

Not-at-risk PRE 
matched 727 93.0% 80.7% 69.6% 91.6% 73.7% 81.7% 

Nat-at-risk POST 
matched 727 92.0% 86.8% 72.8% 91.3% 70.2% 82.6% 

significance (p) ns ^ ns ns ns ns 

 
Table 12 shows the responses in five different categories to the question: what are some ways you 
can help yourself feel OK when you're feeling down and scared? There was a significant drop in the 
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expected outcomes to these questions over in 2019 compared with the previous years across all five 
questions. While there is a 5-6% significant improvement between pre-test and post- test (these 
were the two occasions when the questions were asked) for response options (stop and breathe 
slowly and play a game on your phone/ computer), there was no significant improvement overall for 
this group. The at-risk group’s responses were significantly below those of the not-at-risk for all the 
questions, but they made significant progress between pre- and post-test on two questions and 
overall, whereas the not-at-risk on made significant progress for stop and breathe slowly. 

Table 13: Age, gender and cultural differences in responses to the questions: What are some ways that you can 

help yourself feel OK, when you're feeling down or scared?  Analysis of “yes” answers to 4 response categories, 

and a “no” answer to the pick a fight … option. Comparisons using POST-TEST data only  (3-way  ANOVA). 

#=p<0.001; ^=p<0.01, *=p<0.05. Where there are more than two comparisons, Tukey's HSD post-hoc test is 

used and abc notation used to indicate which comparisons are significantly different.  

 n 

talk to 
someone 
you trust 

stop and 
breathe 
slowly 

play a game on 
your phone/ 

computer 

pick a fight or start an argument 
with someone/try and frighten 
the person you are scared off 

say kind 
things to 
yourself Total 

8 a 34 79.4% 82.4% 76.5% 85.3% 76.5% 80.0% 

9 b 133 88.7% 80.5% 63.2% 88.0% 75.2% 79.1% 

10 c 348 89.4% 81.3% 71.3% 90.5% 73.9% 81.3% 

11 d 879 87.7% 79.7% 69.7% 85.9% 64.8% 77.6% 

12 e 668 90.1% 80.8% 73.5% 85.2% 61.1% 78.1% 

13 f 120 86.7% 69.2% 76.7% 65.8% 50.0% 69.7% 

significance (p) ns 
*a:f 

#bcde:f ns ,#bc:f #c:e *ae:f *b:e 

#bc:def 
#a:f 

^a:de 
#c:f ^de:f 

*b:f 

girls 964 89.7% 84.1% 62.3% 89.0% 72.6% 79.6% 

boys 1218 87.7% 76.4% 78.2% 82.6% 59.2% 76.8% 

significance (p) ns ^ # # # ^ 

Asian/African a 420 89.8% 81.2% 73.8% 88.6% 64.5% 79.6% 

Māori b 539 90.4% 79.4% 74.2% 84.2% 64.6% 78.6% 

Pacific c 710 87.6% 78.9% 70.7% 80.8% 63.5% 76.3% 

Pakeha/European d 513 87.1% 80.5% 66.7% 90.4% 68.4% 78.7% 

significance (p) ns ns *ab:d #d:c ^a:c *b:c ns ns 

 
Table 13 (using post-test data only) illustrates demographic features which help explain the weaker 
performance in 2019.  Firstly in 2019 the ratio of boys to girls shifted from 50:50 to 65:35 because of 
the introduction of a large boys only Intermediate school (INTG2). Boys are significantly less likely to 
indicate they response categories appropriately – they will say yes to the pick a fight .. question 
17.4% of the time vs 11% for girls and strongly favour playing a game on your phone/ computer ,  but 
are less positive than girls in their responses to the other questions, particularly say kind things to 
yourself (a 13.8% difference). Secondly, the ratio of older (11-13 years) to younger children shifts 
from 5.22 in 2017 to 1.87 in 2018 and 2.98 in 2019. The 8-10 year olds are significantly more positive 
overall about using these strategies, except for playing a game on your phone/ computer and talk to 
someone you trust. Relative to the 2017 data, 2018 was held up by a much bigger 8-10 year-old 
cohort, while 2019 did receive a small increase in 8-10 year olds, it had big increase in 11-13-year old 
boys. Finally, while, overall, there are no significant cultural differences, Pacific children use these 
strategies less than other groups and are significantly less likely to say no to the pick a fight … 
strategy. Eight-four percent of the boys-only school were Pacific. In combination, these three 
demographic factors seem to have depressed the 2019 use of these strategies when the child is 
down or scared. 
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The answers to the responses to this question about strategies for staying safe are correlated with 
other strategy, belief, satisfaction and wellbeing data at very high levels of significance (p<0.00001). 
The stop and breathe slowly strategy, a key safety strategy taught in the programme as Breathe, 
Think and Do with its own special song, is correlated (p<0.00001) with knowing phone numbers, 
naming safe people and places, all the wellbeing scales and subscales and almost all the questions 
on strategy, belief and programme satisfaction and with two ClassMAP measures  my teacher listens 
carefully to me when I talk and  I have friends who will stick up for me if someone picks on me. We 
know from teacher reports that students frequently use this stop and breathe slowly strategy and 
the correlations suggest its positive impact across a wide range of settings in the school  

Nearly 80% of the children have appropriate ideas about how to help themselves feel OK when 
they're feeling down or scared. This only improves slightly between pre-test and post-test, which 
suggests that the JSU programme may not have much impact. However, there are powerful age and 
gender related forces which may mask the impact of the programme over the three-year period of 
the pilot. The 6.5% overall increase in the stop and breathe slowly strategy for the at-risk group is a 
good example of the positive change that is being made. 

3.7 The meaning of the right to be safe 

Table 14: Responses to the question: What are some of the things 'I have a right to be safe' could mean for you?  

Analysis of 6 response categories. Comparisons using PRE and POST-TEST data only for years, PRE vs POST and at-

risk and not-at-risk groups (2-way and 1-way ANOVAs). #=p<0.001; ^=p<0.01, *=p<0.05. Where there are more 

than two comparisons, Tukey's HSD post-hoc test is used and abc notation used to indicate which comparisons are 

significantly different. 

Group or sub-
group 

n 

It’s not OK 
to bully or 
threaten 

others %yes 

No-one should 
ever make me 

feel scared    
%yes 

People should 
look after me 

when I am 
scared %yes 

All kids should be 
safe all the time and 

never do anything 
risky %no 

All children 
should be 

taught self-
defence %no 

I need to be 
the best at 
everything 

%no 

average 

All years 4580 63.4% 61.6% 56.2% 20.8% 18.4% 58.0% 46.3% 

2017 a 1894 59.7% 60.5% 52.9% 27.6% 21.5% 48.6% 45.1% 

2018 b 1464 62.3% 60.7% 67.6% 13.6% 15.5% 65.7% 47.6% 

2019 c 1222 69.0% 62.8% 45.8% 18.1% 16.6% 61.4% 45.6% 

significance (p) #c:ab  ns #b:ac #a:c #a:bc *c:b #a:b ^a:c #bc:a ^b:a 

At-risk 1166 62.8% 61.4% 51.0% 22.2% 17.2% 61.5% 46.3% 

Not-at-risk 1454 67.5% 66.1% 62.7% 22.7% 16.9% 63.8% 50.1% 

significance (p) * * # ns ns ns # 

PRE 1310 64.3% 62.2% 58.3% 21.7% 15.2% 60.8% 47.2% 

POST 1310 65.9% 65.3% 55.5% 23.2% 18.9% 64.5% 49.2% 

significance (p) ns ns ns ns ^ * ^ 

At-risk PRE 
matched 

583 61.9% 59.7% 52.1% 21.6% 15.6% 59.5% 45.1% 

At-risk POST 
matched 

583 63.6% 63.1% 49.9% 22.8% 18.7% 63.5% 46.9% 

significance (p) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 

Not-at-risk 
PRE matched 

727 66.7% 64.6% 64.4% 21.9% 14.7% 62.2% 49.1% 

Nat-at-risk 
POST matched 

727 68.2% 67.5% 61.1% 23.5% 19.1% 65.5% 50.8% 

significance (p) ns ns ns ns * ns ns 

 
Not-at-risk children hold significantly stronger beliefs than the at-risk children about their right not 
to made to feel scared, or to be bullied or threatened, and their right to be looked after when they 
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are scared. This is another demonstration of the vulnerability of the at-risk group, but the significant 
gains made between pre-test and post-test are equally shared by both at-risk and not-at–risk groups 
although, on their own, not significant. 
 
Table 15 shows the demographic trends in response to the right to be safe questions. There are 
three questions that show strong age trends. Younger children more than older children are 
significantly more likely to believe that it’s OK to be bullied, reflecting their position in the pecking 
order, but, for possibly the same  reasons,  they also feel more strongly that they should be looked 
after when they are scared and that they should not have to be the best at everything. The older 
children are in effect saying that if they get hurt, it's their responsibility. This fits with the low 
percentage no responses to the statements that all kids should be safe all the time and never do 
anything risky and all children should be taught self-defense. This tells us something of the 
responsibility generally that children feel about having to take responsibility for protecting 
themselves.  

 
Compared with girls, boys show a similar relationship to the one seen between younger and older 
children. Forty-six percent of boys feel they have to be the best at everything compared with 35% of 
girls and significantly less feel  that people should look after them when they're scared. It's as if, as 
children get older, they have an expectation that they're going to have to fend for themselves 
against the vicissitudes of life and that boys feel this pressure earlier than girls.  

There may be a cultural component to this as it's clear that the Pākehā/European children compared 
with other cultures are significantly less likely not to feel the need to be the best at everything or not 

Table 15: Age, gender and cultural differences in responses to the question: What are some of the things 'I have a right 

to be safe' could mean for you?  Comparisons using POST-TEST data only  (3-way  ANOVA). #=p<0.001; ^=p<0.01, 

*=p<0.05. Where there are more than two comparisons, Tukey's HSD post-hoc test is used and abc notation used to 

indicate which comparisons are significantly different. Where there are significant interactions the AGC notation 

stands for age, gender and culture. n=2185 

Group or sub-group n 

It’s not OK 
to bully or 
threaten 

others %yes 

No-one should 
ever make me 

feel scared    
% yes 

People should 
look after me 

when I am 
scared %yes 

All kids should be 
safe all the time and 

never do anything 
risky %no 

All children 
should be 

taught self-
defence %no 

I need to be 
the best at 
everything 

%no 

average 

8 a 34 62% 65% 62% 29% 15% 71% 50% 

9 b 133 54% 54% 63% 23% 16% 68% 47% 

10 c 348 59% 62% 63% 19% 19% 66% 48% 

11 d 879 63% 61% 52% 21% 20% 61% 46% 

12 e 668 71% 68% 51% 21% 17% 52% 47% 

13 f 120 68% 61% 43% 14% 18% 49% 42% 

significance (p) ^e:bc *e:d ns ^c:def *b:f ns ns 
#c:e ^bd:e 

*bc:f 
ns 

girls 964 66% 64% 58% 20% 16% 65% 48% 

boys 1218 63% 62% 51% 21% 21% 54% 45% 

significance (p) ns ns # ns ^ # * 

Asian/African a 420 77.1% 67.9% 55.5% 17.9% 19.0% 57.6% 49.2% 

Māori b 539 55.5% 58.8% 56.2% 19.5% 18.9% 56.4% 44.2% 

Pacific c 710 63.7% 63.8% 45.9% 16.1% 16.1% 50.4% 42.7% 

Pakeha/European d 513 64.1% 61.4% 61.0% 30.2% 20.7% 74.2% 52.0% 

significance (p) 
#a:b ^a:cd 

^cd:b 
*a:b #d:c ^ba:c #d:abc ns #d:abc 

#d:bc 
#a:c 
^a:b 
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to do anything risky, but do feel they have a right to be looked after when they're scared. Overall 
Māori and Pacific children present as being significantly less entitled to protection than the other 
two cultural groups.  Asian/African children are significantly more likely to agree that it's not OK to 
bully or threaten others, suggesting that it is more of an everyday concern for them. On the other 
hand, Māori children are the least concerned about bullying which may reflect a higher cultural 
tolerance of it. 

The same factor, an increase of older boys in the 2019 cohort , that depressed the 2019 scores In the 
previous section on strategies to make yourself safe will have also had a small depressive impact on 
the scores in table 14 is in this section, suggesting that after accounting for the demographic 
differences the 2019 data is at least as positive as 2018s.  

The responses to the questions in this section also significantly correlated (p<0.00001) with data 
across the breadth of the questionnaire, in particular the response to the question should people 
should look after me when I am scared correlates with all the responses to the response categories 
of the following question in 3.8 below on how to respond to a scary person, all the wellbeing scales 
and subscales except HOME, all the measures of satisfaction and the ClassMAP question my teacher 
listens carefully to me when I talk. It is the question that more than any other question demonstrates 
the difference between the at-risk group and the not-at-risk group (12%) and ensuring that the 
answer is yes is one of the core tasks of the project. 

Children struggle to understand the meaning of what the right to be safe is, with only half of the 
answers at post-test being correct. As they mature and expect more freedom and responsibility to 
make their own choices, children are uncomfortable with the idea that they are entitled to make 
mistakes, that it’s not their responsibility to learn how to physically defend themselves and that 
taking considered risks is a key part of growing up. Boys and non-Pākehā/European cultures seem to 
feel this pressure earlier than girls and Pākehā/Europeans. A positive finding in this section is that 
the children do make progress over the period from pre-test to post-test in all these areas and that 
the at-risk children make as much progress as the no-at-risk children.   

3.8  How to respond to a scary person 

Table 16 gives another view on how children might respond if they were scared of someone. 
Children could respond positively to any or all of seven non-violent strategy categories and the 
average “yes” response was 70% in 2018 and 68% in 2019, which was significantly higher than the  
55% gained in 2017. Boys, once again, respond significantly less positively that girls which will mean 
that relative to the previous years the 2019 data reflects a better outcome than 2018 as well.  

This assessment, done only at post-test and follow-up demonstrates that children have learnt new 
strategies and that the positive response to all strategies is sustained at follow-up, months after the 
programme has finished. The positive response to some strategies, such as walk away when that 
person was there and ask for a friend to help sort things out, ssignificantly increase between post-
test and follow-up.  Overall, the not-at-risk group respond significantly more positively then the at-
risk group, but show no significant changes between post-test and follow up whereas the at-risk 
group has a significant improvement with asking for a friend to help sort out things  

Once again there are clear age trends in the data. Younger children more likely to suggest going to a 
safe place and just breathing and keeping calm as options, whereas older children are much more 
likely to suggest talking to the person that you are scared of. As with the data in Tables 9 and 10 , 13- 
year-olds seem to be the least likely to anticipate positive options for dealing with scary situations or 
thinking constructively about their right to be safe.  
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Table 16: Response to the question: What do you think would happen next if you did these things? (the strategies 

in table D). Seven category options  Analysis of categorised responses. Comparisons across the years of the pilot 

(1-way ANOVA, and POST and FU using matched data (Repeated measures ANOVA). Comparison of Not-at-risk 

and At-risk (one-way ANOVA) groups across POST and FU assessments with matched data (repeated measures 

ANOVA). Age, gender and cultural differences (3-way ANOVA.) #=p<0.001; ^=p<0.01, *=p<0.05. Where there are 

more than two comparisons, Tukey's HSD post-hoc test is used and abc notation used to indicate which 

comparisons are significantly different. 

Group 

N  

walk away 
when that 

person was 
there 

ask for a 
friend to 
help sort 

things out 

go to a 
safe place 

call for 
help 

talk to an adult 
about what 

happened when 
you could 

just 
breathe 

and keep 
calm 

talk to the 
person 
you are 

scared of 

average 

Total POST & FU 3750 67.6% 67.5% 76.1% 62.7% 69.5% 71.9% 35.6% 64.1% 

2017 POST & FU a 1281 58.9% 53.1% 71.4% 51.4% 61.0% 60.5% 26.2% 54.6% 

2018 POST & FU d 1169 74.2% 75.2% 78.8% 68.1% 74.1% 78.0% 39.7% 69.7% 

2019 POST & FU c 1300 68.9% 73.5% 76.2% 66.9% 72.0% 75.7% 39.8% 67.6% 

significance (p) #bc:a #bc:a #b:a *c:a #bc:a #bc:a #bc:a #bc:a #bc:a 

           
POST 914 68.3% 66.4% 78.1% 62.6% 72.7% 74.9% 34.9% 65.6% 

FU 914 73.4% 71.5% 75.2% 61.9% 69.8% 71.1% 32.8% 65.2% 

significance (p) * * ns ns ns ns ns ns 

At risk 920 68.8% 67.3% 75.7% 61.5% 68.4% 71.2% 32.7% 63.9% 

Not-at--risk 908 72.9% 70.7% 77.6% 63.0% 74.1% 74.8% 35.0% 67.0% 

significance (p) ns ns ns ns ^ ns ns * 

At-risk POST 460 65.9% 62.4% 77.4% 62.4% 71.5% 72.6% 33.0% 63.6% 

AT-risk FU 460 71.7% 72.1% 73.9% 60.6% 65.1% 69.7% 32.5% 63.6% 

significance (p) ns ^ ns ns * ns ns ns 

Not-at-risk POST 454 70.7% 70.5% 78.9% 62.8% 73.8% 77.1% 36.8% 67.2% 

Not-at-risk FU 454 75.1% 71.1% 76.4% 63.4% 74.6% 72.4% 33.3% 66.6% 

significance (p) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 

           
8 34 64.7% 67.6% 79.4% 64.7% 67.6% 79.4% 20.6% 63.4% 

9 134 70.1% 63.4% 81.3% 66.4% 73.9% 77.6% 35.8% 67.0% 

10 349 63.9% 64.5% 77.9% 64.8% 74.2% 74.5% 30.9% 64.4% 

11 880 64.7% 65.1% 75.6% 61.9% 70.2% 72.3% 34.7% 63.5% 

12 668 65.7% 64.5% 77.2% 64.4% 69.2% 72.5% 39.7% 64.7% 

13 120 58.3% 67.5% 73.3% 63.3% 63.3% 71.7% 41.7% 62.7% 

significance (p) ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 

girls 966 68.2% 69.9% 82.1% 69.2% 76.2% 79.5% 34.2% 68.5% 

boys 1219 62.2% 61.0% 72.5% 59.1% 65.7% 68.0% 37.2% 60.8% 

significance (p) ^ # # # # # ns # 

Asian/African a 420 69.0% 66.9% 78.8% 63.1% 72.1% 76.0% 32.6% 65.5% 

Māori b 539 64.7% 66.6% 76.4% 64.9% 72.0% 74.0% 40.1% 65.5% 

Pacific c 710 62.7% 64.5% 75.5% 66.1% 68.5% 74.1% 39.7% 64.4% 

Pakeha/European d 516 64.5% 62.0% 77.1% 58.9% 69.8% 68.4% 28.7% 61.4% 

significance (p) ns ns ns *c:d ns ns #bc:d ns 
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The data in Table 16 emphasizes, to a greater extent than in Tables 9 and 10, a big gap in the ability 
of boys and girls to deal with scary situations. While boys are more likely than girls to talk to the 
person they're scared of, this can look more like not backing down in a potential conflict situation 
because of their reluctance compared to girls to do other things such as ask a friend for help, to call 
for help, talk to an adult about what has happened or to go to a safe place. Just spending a few 
moments to breathe and keep calm seems much more difficult for boys.   

The cultural comparisons show that Māori and Pasifika children are much more likely to think that 
talking to the person you're scared of is a good option while also maintaining a high level of support 
for other options. Pākehā/European children give the least support to talking to a person that you're 
scared of and on average give the least support to all response options. This suggests that the more 
collective Māori and Pasifika cultures can more easily access good strategies for dealing with scary 
situations.  

Once again there are a high number of very significant (p<0.00001) correlations with the questions 
in this section and the rest of the questionnaire. Once again there is a question that stands out – do 
you ask for a friend to help sort things out? The responses to the question correlate with knowing 
phone numbers, naming safe people and places, all the wellbeing scales and subscales except 
HOME,  almost all the questions on strategy, belief and programme satisfaction and with the 
ClassMAP measure I have friends who will stick up for me if someone picks on me. The 9.7% 
improvement between pre- and post-test for the at-risk group on the question of asking for a friend 
to help sort things out is a strong signal that the programme is working for these children in the core 
area of building friendships.  

3.9 The children’s voice – comments on what would happen if they used JSU strategies 

Children were asked what they thought would happen if they used the strategies they had selected 
as a response to a scary person. Their comments were categorised into negative, neutral and 
positive outcomes and then subgroups of those last two categories. Sixty percent of the children 
thought that there would be a good outcome from using the strategies. Table 17 summarises these 
results. 

The responses fell into a number of categories. 

• Six percent of the children were clear that there probably would be a bad outcome – I 
wouldn’t have much friends, I would get hurt or abused and bullied, the situation would end 
up in a fight, I would Jackie Chan them in the face, it would end up in the principal’s office or 
the cops would be called.  

• A third of the children thought that nothing would happen or didn't know what would 
happen or didn't comment. This a very small percent felt that it could go either way - 
sometimes bad, sometimes good. It could be a learning situation as whatever the outcome 
something might change and if something changes then I know what to do in a situation. 

• Sixty percent of the children thought that there would be a positive outcome. 
o They would be safer (I would be safe and out of danger, things would be sorted out by 

me and my friends/parents. We would probably make a safe plan,  the world would be a 
safer place). 

o They would come become friends with the scary person (I make new friends and people 
will like me more than they did before  and we won’t fight most of the time and i wont 
get in toruble at school and i wont [be] sad),  

o They would be able get help if they felt threatened (The person was scared of might 
change because I told an adult and they might not scare me anymore,  The person I am 
scared of would be taken care of). 
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o They would be able to walk away from the challenging situation or ignore it (if i was 
scared of someone and they come up to me i would say Hi and walk away. they would of 
left me alone and i would of keep walking)    

o They wouldn't be frightened by what was happening, they would keep calm (I might be 
able to calm down and figure out a solution. breathe think and do) or they could be 
brave (I would be proud of myself for standing up for the person) 

o they would be able to sort out the problem that was occurring between themselves and 
the scary person (I would figure out how to deal with the problem, it would all get 
sorted out!!!!!)   

o About a quarter of the children weren't specific about how things would change, they 
just thought that the outcome would be a good one - there wouldn't be a fight, I’d be 
happy, something good will happen, I wouldn't of been in trouble and I wouldn't have to 
worry about it, people will do the right thing like what i did.  

2018 has a significantly less positive outcome than 2017 and 2019.  possibly because of specific 
challenges in the engagement of children that were experienced in three schools in that year, 
however, the data from a matched group of 376 2018 children for post-test and follow-up showed a 
significant 9% overall improvement in positive outcomes, which is slightly better that the significant 
improvement (6.6%) shown across all years in Table 17. This shift supports the argument that the 
change in classroom culture that has been established by the JSU programme continues to have a 
strong impact months after the programme has finished. 

The vulnerability of the at-risk children is clear in Table 17. They are significantly less positive about 
the outcomes of using non-violent strategies than the not-at-risk group and have 50% more neutral 
and bad outcomes at post-test.  However, that gap narrows at follow-up. The at-risk group  has 
significantly more positive outcomes at follow-up than at post-test, whereas the not-at-risk do not 
show a significant overall change,  although both groups have significantly more good outcomes and 
more sorted outcomes between post-test and follow-up.   

There are two significant age differences in Table 17,  the first a component of the second and 
suggesting that younger children found it more difficult than older children to comment on the 
outcomes of using the strategies suggested.  However, in both cases the picture is confused by the 
fact that the 13-year olds were also reluctant to comment. This highlights a trend that we have seen 
in these questions about how to be safe (OK),  the right to be safe and safety strategies where the 
13-year olds have the weakest (more vulnerable) responses (see Tables 13. 15 and 16).   

Boys also have significantly lower scores than girls across these three tables and particularly in this 
one, Table 17, where they are 14% behind girls in positive outcomes. It’s not that boys have more 
bad outcomes than girls, it’s their reluctance comment that is the problem. Once again the higher 
proportion of boys will depress the 2019 data relative to 2018 and 2017, which makes outcome for 
2019 in this question more impressive.   

Looking at culture, Pacific children have twice as many bad outcomes as the other control groups. 
Given that 59% of the 13-year-olds are Pacific children and nearly three-quarters are boys, it is 
possible that these children think they are big enough and strong enough to stay safe without using 
protective strategies.  

Children overall are very positive about the use of seven nonviolent strategies to stay safe in scary 
situations with only 5.4% at post-test predicting any bad outcome from the use of these strategies. 
This falls further to 3.9% at follow-up while the number of positive outcomes increases from 60.4 % 
to 67% (29.9% are don’t know or made no comment). We may need a different approach to 
convince boys, Pasifika children and 13-year-olds to use these strategies more, but it’s clear that the 
at-risk children are increasing their use of these over time. 
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Table 17: Response to the question: What do you think would happen next if you did these things? (the strategies in table D). 

Analysis of categorised responses. Comparisons across the years of the pilot (1-way ANOVA, and POST and FU using matched 

data (Repeated measures ANOVA). Comparison of Not-at-risk and At-risk (one-way ANOVA) groups across POST and FU 

assessments with matched data (repeated measures ANOVA). Age, gender and cultural differences (3-way ANOVA.) 

#=p<0.001; ^=p<0.01, *=p<0.05. Where there are more than two comparisons, Tukey's HSD post-hoc test is used and abc 

notation used to indicate which comparisons are significantly different. 

OUTCOMES 
Bad 
out 

come 

neutral positive 

Group or sub-
group 

N 

could 
go 

either 
way 

don't 
know, not 
sure, no 

comment 

nothing 
would 

happen 

total 
neutral 

out 
come 

good 
out 

come 
be safe 

become 
friends 

get 
help 

calm 
down 

walk 
away 

ignore 

be 
brave, 

not 
bullied 

sort out 
the 

problem 

total 
positive 

out 
come 

Total POST & FU 3750 5.8% 1.5% 29.6% 2.8% 33.9% 26.3% 19.2% 3.7% 4.2% 2.5% 1.5% 1.6% 2.3% 60.3% 

2017 POST & FU 1281 6.0% 1.1% 26.9% 2.0% 30.0% 19.4% 24.4% 3.4% 5.3% 4.4% 2.7% 3.2% 3.0% 64.0% 

2018 POST & FU 1169 5.3% 1.7% 35.5% 2.1% 39.3% 27.2% 15.0% 4.1% 3.4% 2.3% 0.4% 1.2% 1.7% 55.3% 

2019 POST & FU 1300 6.2% 1.6% 27.1% 4.1% 32.8% 32.4% 17.9% 3.6% 3.8% 0.6% 1.5% 0.3% 2.0% 61.1% 

significance (p) ns ns ^b:a #b:c ns #b:ac 
#c:ab 
^b:a 

#a:b 
^a:c 

ns ns #a:bc ns 
#a:c 
^a:b 

*a:bc 
#a:b 
^c:b 

 

POST all matched 914 5.46% 1.75% 29.73% 2.40% 34% 28.68% 17.19% 3.95% 4.60% 2.52% 1.75% 1.97% 1.10% 60.66% 

FU all matched 914 3.83% 1.53% 25.36% 2.07% 29% 27.58% 22.44% 3.51% 5.14% 2.95% 1.31% 1.98% 3.40% 67.21% 

significance (p)   ns ns * ns * ns ^ ns ns ns ns ns # ^ 

AR all 920 5.5% 2.4% 31.6% 2.9% 37.0% 26.2% 18.2% 2.4% 4.3% 2.6% 1.6% 1.5% 1.8% 57.5% 

NAR all 908 3.7% 0.9% 23.5% 1.5% 25.9% 30.1% 21.5% 5.1% 5.4% 2.9% 1.4% 2.4% 2.6% 70.4% 

significance (p) ns * # * # ns ns ^ ns ns ns ns ns # 

POST at-risk 
matched 

460 7.0% 2.4% 34.1% 3.0% 39.6% 26.5% 15.7% 2.4% 3.9% 2.0% 1.5% 2.0% 0.9% 53.5% 

FU at-risk 
matched 

460 4.1% 2.4% 29.1% 2.8% 34.3% 25.9% 20.7% 2.4% 4.8% 3.3% 1.7% 1.1% 2.8% 61.5% 

significance (p) ns ns ns ns ns ns * ns ns ns ns ns * * 

POST not-at-risk 
matched 

454 4.0% 1.1% 25.2% 1.8% 28.0% 30.9% 18.8% 5.5% 5.3% 3.1% 2.0% 2.0% 1.3% 68.0% 

FU not-at-risk 
matched 

454 3.5% 0.7% 21.6% 1.3% 23.6% 29.3% 24.2% 4.6% 5.5% 2.6% 0.9% 2.9% 4.0% 72.9% 

significance (p) ns ns ns ns ns ns * ns ns ns ns ns * ns 
 

            8 POST 34 2.9% 0.0% 44.1% 5.9% 50.0% 38.2% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 47.1% 

            9 POST 134 4.5% 1.5% 35.1% 0.7% 37.3% 28.4% 15.7% 3.7% 6.0% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 0.7% 58.2% 

          10 POIST 349 6.3% 0.9% 36.4% 2.0% 39.3% 24.9% 17.2% 2.6% 4.9% 1.1% 1.7% 1.4% 0.9% 54.4% 

          11 POST 880 7.5% 1.7% 29.3% 1.7% 32.7% 25.3% 19.2% 4.0% 3.3% 3.6% 1.7% 1.6% 1.7% 59.8% 

          12 POST 668 6.9% 1.6% 29.2% 3.6% 34.4% 28.7% 17.2% 3.4% 3.7% 2.2% 1.5% 1.8% 1.3% 58.7% 

          13 POST 120 9.2% 0.8% 40.0% 1.7% 42.5% 22.5% 15.0% 5.0% 2.5% 2.5% 0.0% 0.8% 0.8% 48.3% 

significance (p) ns ns * ns * ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns 

Girls POST 966 7.0% 1.4% 24.7% 1.1% 27.3% 28.9% 22.8% 3.6% 5.1% 2.7% 1.4% 1.0% 1.1% 65.6% 

Boys POST 1219 6.9% 1.5% 37.0% 3.3% 41.8% 24.7% 13.5% 3.5% 2.7% 2.5% 1.6% 2.0% 1.5% 51.4% 

significance (p) ns ns # # # * # ns ^ ns ns ns ns # 

Asian/African 
POST 

420 6.2% 2.1% 21.7% 1.9% 25.7% 30.2% 21.7% 3.8% 3.8% 2.9% 2.6% 2.9% 1.4% 68.1% 

Māori POST 539 6.3% 1.1% 37.5% 1.9% 40.4% 24.7% 15.0% 3.7% 4.1% 1.9% 1.3% 1.7% 1.1% 53.2% 

Pacific POST 710 9.6% 2.0% 30.0% 3.2% 35.2% 25.1% 18.6% 3.8% 2.7% 2.8% 1.1% 1.1% 1.3% 55.2% 

Pakeha/European 
POST 

516 4.7% 0.6% 35.7% 1.9% 38.2% 27.5% 15.7% 2.9% 4.8% 2.7% 1.6% 1.0% 1.6% 57.2% 

significance (p) ^c:d ns 
#bd:a *b:c 

*c:a 
ns 

#bd:a 
^c:a 

ns *a:b ns ns ns ns ns ns 
#a:bc 
^a:b 
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3.10  The children’s view of the programme – how did it rate? 

Children were asked at post- test two rate the program in terms of how interesting, how much fun 
and how useful it was and to indicate whether or not they would recommend it to other children.  

 

Table 18 gives the children's ratings to these questions and the rating categories used. On average 
children find the programme somewhat interesting, fun and helpful (over 80% make a positive 
judgment on these three questions) and only 8% wouldn’t recommend the programme to a friend. 
Children are  more likely to rate the program as helpful rather than as interesting or fun although in  
in 2019 children appear to be enjoying the programme more than their 2018 and 2017 counterparts 
with a 5-6% Increase in those who say the programme is interesting and a 7-9% increase in those 
who say that the programme is fun.  

Table 19  At-risk children’s ratings of the value of the programme  compared with the rating of the not at-risk group over 

the three years of the programme. 

year group n 
How interesting 

was it 
How much 
fun was it? 

How helpful was 
it? 

Would you recommend 
this course to a friend? 

average 
difference 

total 

at-risk 780 2.52 2.45 2.72 1.36 

  not at-risk 1097 2.91 2.80 3.11 1.50 

difference 0.38 0.35 0.40 0.15 0.32 

2017 

at-risk 242 2.52 2.42 2.71 1.38 

  not at-risk 436 2.82 2.61 3.08 1.48 

difference 0.29 0.19 0.37 0.10 0.24 

2018 

at- risk 216 2.33 2.18 2.51 1.29 

  not at-risk 317 2.85 2.78 3.11 1.51 

difference 0.52 0.60 0.60 0.22 0.49 

2019 

at-risk 322 2.66 2.65 2.87 1.39 

  not at risk 344 3.08 3.06 3.16 1.53 

difference  0.42 0.42 0.30 0.15 0.32 

 

Around 4% of the children only gave not at all or no responses to these four evaluative questions. 
Sixty-two of these children had completed both wellbeing assessments and of these, half had at-risk 
scores, higher than expected, given the 41% that are at-risk in the cohort overall.  Table 19 shows 
that the at-risk children do not present as finding the programme as interesting, fun or helpful as the 
not at-risk group and are less likely to recommend the programme than those in the not at-risk 

Table 18: Children's ratings of the value of the JSU programme over the three years of the pilot programme  

   

How interesting 
was it 

How much fun 
was it? 

How helpful 
was it? 

Would you recommend 
this course to a friend? 

year n 
Average rating: 0=not at all, 1= not sure, 2 =a little 

bit, 3=somewhat, 4=a lot 
Average rating: 0=no, 

1=maybe, 2=yes 

total 2101 2.72 2.63 2.93 1.43 

2017 752 2.68 2.53 2.92 1.43 

2018 657 2.59 2.49 2.81 1.40 

2019 692 2.88 2.87 3.03 1.47 

  % positive (rating of 2,3 or 4) % yes or maybe 

total 2101 83% 81% 84% 92% 

2017 752 82% 79% 86% 91% 

2018 657 81% 77% 81% 92% 

2019 692 87% 86% 86% 94% 
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group. While the average score difference of 0.32 between the at-risk and the not at-risk groups 
over the three years of the pilot is concerning, it is in the same range as the difference between the 
overall cohort in 2018 and 2019 and what is encouraging is that the difference between the at-risk 
and the not at-risk groups reduced by a third between 2018 and 2019, that the 2019 at-risk group 
are having slightly more fun that the not at-risk group were in 2017 and that their perceptions of the 
programme were as positive as for the total group in 2018. 

In looking at this relationship between the wellbeing and the course evaluation measures There are 
highly significant correlations that tell us what the key drivers are for powerful positive outcomes.  
By far the strongest ClassMAP correlations with the children's ratings of programme value (r= an 
average of 0.20) is their rating of the degree to which teachers listen to them. The strongest 
correlations with the CORS subscales (also around r=0.20) are with the SCHOOL subscale (r=0.23). 
The children’s perception of these two factors – the teachers and school - play a large part in 
determining children’s satisfaction with their learning. The very positive and improving satisfaction 
ratings of the children demonstrate the progress that is being made. 
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4. Discussion 

 

4.1 Introduction 

The three-year Jade Speaks Up research pilot focused on two fundamental building blocks of 

changing patterns of family harm. The first is the need for children to learn how to unpack what it 

takes to build relationships with elements of trust and empathy. The second is children's need to 

have effective strategies they can easily use to keep themselves safe around family violence. The 

primary focus was on social-emotional learning with a long-term view of changing destructive 

behaviours in society, by having the programme delivered in schools mostly by classroom teachers. 

A secondary focus was the positive outcomes for children of learning to trust their classroom 

teacher more. The secondary focus then broke down into two subsets of (a) the positive outcomes in 

relationships in classrooms and (b) the positive outcomes for children academically.   

The discussion sits the data within the broader base of positive psychology. Dr Denise Quinlan, a 

researcher and Teaching Fellow at the University of Otago describes positive psychology as ‘the 

branch of psychology dedicated to the study of what enables human flourishing, and aimed to 

support individual school and community flourishing’ (2017). While a full literature review was 

provided in the 2017 report supporting the research of JSU,  reference is made within this discussion 

to authors such as Lantieri, Goleman, Perry and Tony Ryan as a selection of writers from the field 

which the developers of the JSU programme have drawn on extensively.  

The earlier reports of 2017 and 2018 have addressed the teacher’s perceptions of the programme’s 

impact on students’ academic achievement, particularly in literacy. In this discussion we draw 

together the voices of the students, teachers and senior management teams with the evidence that 

the implementation of JSU in schools leads to changed behaviours and attitudes, with more students 

using effective strategies to keep themselves safe in situations such as family violence and bullying. 

The teacher narrative material contained in this report has largely been gathered from online 

teacher supervision sessions and follow up interviews. Our recommendations for the continuation of 

JSU are presented in the following chapter accompanied by the final key question: What measures 

do we need to take in 2020 to further address the wellbeing needs of Years 5-8 students?  

 

 4.2 Children’s growth with Jade Speaks Up 

4.2.1 The core approach of the programme 

Throughout the pilot evidence has been gathered of students’ learning gained from the JSU 

programme in emotional literacy, competencies in managing self and relating to others, unpacking 

the concept of trust and being able to name safe places and trusted people. The programme was 

developed with a core approach based on a framework of social constructivism: the learning 

happens within contexts which are largely social in nature. Peers and teachers socially mediate and 

enrich the student's learning experience.  

The programme’s sequence of modules includes activities based on everyday scenarios such as 

children sharing ‘mean’ stories with each other about a classmate, or having to ask a neighbour for 

help when inadvertently locked out of home. These activities allowed the students to collectively 

examine a shared frame of reference in which they were already experienced. They made deeper 

analyses of what was happening in these scenarios to unpack nuances of trust. The new shared 
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understanding of trust could then act as a reference point for them to review their individual past 

experiences. Within this context, students gained clearer understanding of the need to have in place 

some safety measures which they had previously taken for granted. Students rose to practical 

challenges such as naming safe places and learning the phone numbers of trusted adults in their 

lives and there was an 12% increase in children knowing these numbers. These are examples of 

shifts in the awareness of teachers that children needed to learn strategies which adults have 

previously taken for granted as already known. They also indicate that when students were 

positioned as being experienced in the everyday scenarios, they were primed to later take on other 

new learnings around staying safe from a place of self-efficacy. The data confirms that the 

programme over the 2017-2019 period is increasingly able to enable children to find more and 

diverse safe places and that they retain this knowledge beyond the implementation of the 

programme in class. The 8% overall increase in the ‘stop and breathe slowly’ strategy for the at-risk 

group of students is another example of the positive changes that have occurred. 

 

4.2.2 Learning gains of students 

Throughout the first three years of taking JSU into schools, principals and teachers observed that the 

programme brings classes together and teachers see improvements in student use of language to 

deal with issues. JSU has also had an impact on student beliefs and changes in understanding of 

what behaviours are or are not acceptable. Students deepened their understanding of whom to trust 

and what trust looks like in different scenarios.   

In 2019 new and repeating schools noted that both boys and girls named emotions more accurately, 

talked about feelings more and were aware of how emotions can be read in different ways. Students 

learned how to ‘read’ their classmates, they could be feeling this… or they could be feeling that. One 

class took photos of each other while in ‘role’ and used the photos as conversation points on how 

facial expressions could be interpreted in different ways which was really valuable for the students. 

Teachers commented on the increased empathic listening in the classroom, as students respectfully 

and supportively heard one another’s stories of their experiences. Students also pre-empted their 

own behaviours and used breathing activities to calm down. New language of ‘I don't feel safe’ was 

used by students when seeking help from teachers to cope with another student. Students were 

relating to difficult situations in the stories told from the manual and could see that there are ways 

that you can get through the problems. Some began asking for help for their friends. In an all-boys 

schools, the students increased their ability to explain feelings and ideas to others more clearly. One 

teacher in this school noted that she got more information of “what goes on in their heads” than she 

had gained from the boys when they were engaged in other curriculum activities. The boys also 

became more aware of others.  

Students enjoyed opportunities to express their opinions and share their wisdom with each other. 

One teacher commented on her “ridiculously mature” 8-year olds, many other teachers were 

surprised by students of all ages and their perceptive observations as they created characters of a 

‘typical’ family in their neighbourhood. The quality of social emotional learning and the subsequent 

in-depth conversations were highlights for many of those participating in the JSU programme.   

There has been a significant change in the students' ratings and comments on the degree that the 

programme was interesting, fun and helpful. In 2017 and 2018 these ratings were almost identical 

and there was an overall increase in 2019 of between 5-9%. Their positive comments on what was 

helpful increased by 7% from between post-test and follow-up. 42% of students in 2019 state only 
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good things about the programme (up from 37% 2017/18) in response to what was not so good 

about JSU and 85% responded positively when asked what was good about JSU (uip 10% on 

2017/18).  We surmise that this encouraging trend reflects the increased enthusiasm and confidence 

that teachers hold towards delivery of the programme. In line with Trauma Informed practice, 

providing a balance of physical, mental and emotional activities is now seen as essential best 

practice by teachers to increase student engagement and with the inclusion of new activities the 

programme was seen by teachers as even more clearly tailored to meeting varied student needs.  

With their increased experience of teaching the programme, many repeating teachers were now 

guiding their students more explicitly in collective thinking activities in the programme. One second 

year JSU teacher reported that the Trust Continuum line brought up a number of ‘What if’ type 

conversations and deepened the children's thinking around implications of situations the students 

may encounter in real life. Teacher-generated questions such as ‘is it possible your friend may be 

taking advantage of you?’ helped students unpack what may be going on beyond the surface 

features of the scenarios.   

Over the three-year period of the pilot nearly 80% of the children had appropriate ideas about how 

to help themselves feel OK when they're feeling down or scared. While it could be suggested that 

the JSU programme may not have had much impact when the results from pre- and post- test 

student’s evaluations are compared, it must be remembered that over the three years more schools 

have been repeating the programme. With many classes set up as composite age bands, there were 

students engaging with the programme in Year 5 or Year 7 who would have then filled out a pre-test 

the following year as a Year 6 or Year 8. The next section discusses the comparisons of age, gender 

and culture. 

 

4.3 Age, Gender and Culture 

4.3.1 Age 

 
The average age of all children across the three years of the pilot is 11 years old, though children 

aged between 8-13 participated in the programme. In the first year most of our students were in 

Years 7&8, but in both 2018 and 2019 the range of ages expanded to include Years 5&6 as well as 

several children in composite classes from Year 4.  

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 data2 measuring children’s perspectives of their class environment showed that 

younger children were more positive about their teachers than older children, but also more 

concerned about bullying and predicted 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 manual is designed to allow teachers to select from a variety of exercises appropriate to the age 

and maturity levels of their students and this was popular with teachers. On the uptake of JSU 

                                                           
2 In 2018 and 2019 the JSU evaluators began to use a new short evaluation measure drawn from 
ClassMAP (Doll, Spies, Leclair, Kurien & Foley, 2010) to enquire about children’s perspectives of the 
class environment 
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strategies, the younger children were just as fast as older children and have the same proportion of 

positive outcomes and in most other respects are no different from the older children. There are 

very clear age trends around naming safe places. Older children are much more likely to name home 

and relative’s homes as places of safety, whereas younger children name friend’s homes and school 

much more frequently. Younger children are more likely to suggest going to a safe place and just 

breathing and keeping calm as options, whereas older children are much more likely to suggest 

talking to the person that you are scared of. There are concerns that older children and boys are less 

likely to use defusing strategies (walking away, going to a safe place, breathing and keeping calm) or 

strategies of social connection (asking a friend for help, calling for help, talking to an adult about 

what happened) than are younger children and girls.  

  

4.3.2 Gender 

 
In both 2017 and 18, the gender balance was roughly 50:50, the ratio of boys to girls changing in 

2019 to 65:35 because of the introduction of a large boys only Intermediate school into the pilot.  

There are other interesting trends in gender responses to the programme in addition to the ones 

named above. Some of these were evidenced in the selection of strategies addressing What are 

some ways you can help yourself feel OK when you're feeling down and scared? There was a very 

clear disinterest of boys and older children in using the say kind things to yourself strategy. Boys 

were less in favour of most strategies - 8% less for stop and breathe slowly, 7% more likely to use 

fighting and arguing as a way of resolving conflict, and 2% less for talking to someone you trust. Boys 

do however have a strong preference for playing a game on your phone/computer as a strategy for 

resolving fear or depression. This is a concern. 

Girls do better than boys at social connection, shown by their naming of more safe places than boys, 

particularly friend’s and relative’s homes and school. Boys are slightly more likely to name a 

community location as a safe place than girls. Girls have better strategies to help themselves feel OK, 

are more able to describe emotions and respond actively to the comment questions but are 

apparently more uncomfortable in talking about personal issues. Dr Paul Wood, a New Zealand3 

psychologist and author names the importance of emotional literacy, especially for boys who may 

have grown with a very narrow range of ‘allowable’ emotional expressions that limit their ability to 

communicate accurately about their experience. 

 

4.3.3 Culture 

 
The collective culture of Māori and Pasifika Island students came through strongly in the data, and 

also in the stories shared by Kaiako and other teachers in the Māori and Pasifika bilingual and 

immersion units. Each year we heard of the alignment of the cultural values as well as the interactive 

ways of learning which lead to the deeper sharing of what was happening in the total lives of their 

students. Following participation in JSU, one team spoke of the school-wide establishment of the 

practice of starting each day with a 30 minute round of “What’s happening in my wairua today?” 

where students can use a thumb signal or refer to colours to indicate how they are to their teacher 

and classmates. 

                                                           
3 ‘How to Escape from Prison’  Paul Wood, Harper Collins 2019  
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Another activity which teachers began to adapt to support this cultural value in 2019, was the Stone 

Soup story. The Mentor Teacher used drama conventions learned from JSU the previous year to 

engage students as characters in the story. The students developed the story into a powerful 

message of how sharing can lead to having enough for everyone.   

Threads of cultural influence appeared in the voice of the children too. Māori and Pasifika children 

were less likely to name home as a safe place than Asian/African or Pākehā/ European children, but 

more likely to name a friend's home and twice as likely to name a relative's home. This emphasizes 

the vital importance of relatives in Māori and Pasifika communities. Only 6.9% of Māori name school 

as a safe place which is roughly half of the other three cultural groups.  

One of the key outcomes from the three years of the pilot is that while Māori and Pākehā/European 

children do make progress with JSU and appear to enjoy the programme, the outcomes for these 

two groups is not as great as for Pasifika 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. Further development of JSU 

resources involving performing arts, static art and storytelling could strengthen the engagement of 

Māori students.  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.  

Regardless of the mix of ages, gender and culture, in every class within New Zealand schools there is 

a high likelihood that some children are living with family harm. And that many children who may or 

may not have violence occurring in the home are part of families with stressors which lead to child 

anxiety. These stressors include poverty, lack of job security, and adult mental wellbeing issues. 

Children are very alert to the anxieties of their parents and caregiver. The section below discusses 

the children’s pre-existing knowledge of having a right to be safe and looked after. This is followed 

up with a discussion on how teachers are prepared for and how they handle disclosures. The section 

concludes with the types of disclosures children have made through or after JSU was implemented. 

 

4.4 Disclosures and handling of disclosures 

 
4.4.1 Children’s knowledge of rights and beliefs around other people looking after them in 

scary times 

The children’s responses to questions related to children understanding that they have a right to be 

safe revealed that compared with girls, boys are 7% less likely to feel that people should look after 

them when they're scared. Overall Pasifika children present as being less entitled to protection than 

the other three cultural groups. In addition, only 43% of 13-year olds feel that people should look 

after them when they are scared compared with 63% of 8 to 10--year olds. It's as if as by the time 

children become teenagers, their view of society is that they're going to have to fend for themselves 

against the vagaries of life. Māori and Pasifika children feel this most and boys feel this pressure 

earlier than girls. This is an alarming revelation. In the light of the mental wellbeing and suicide rates 
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of our young people, in particular boys, this signals serious consideration. In 1993 New Zealand 

ratified the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) which set out in detail 

what every child needs to have a safe, happy and fulfilled childhood. Article 19 of the convention 

reads: 

Governments should ensure that children are properly cared for and protect them from 

violence, abuse and neglect from their parents, or anyone else who looks after them. 

In 2016 the Scottish Government printed a version of the UNCRC written for children and young 

people. In that document Article 19 reads: 

 You must be kept safe from harm and protected against violence. You must be given proper 

care by those looking after you. If you think you or anyone else is in real danger then you 

should speak to an adult you trust – maybe a teacher, a social worker or ChildLine. (Sourced, 

March 2020) from: https://www.gov.scot/publications/un-convention-rights-child-guide-

children-young-people-2/  

One of the resources provided in the JSU teacher’s manual is a full page copy of UNCRC and in 

Module Five of the Year B cycle  the first activity encourages classes to explore the right of the child 

to be safe, and to develop this message into posters, murals which may be displays in the classroom 

or around the school. However, in our searches for New Zealand developed versions of the 

document in child friendly language we have yet to find a resource that sets out Article 19 as clearly 

as that of the Scottish Government, making it implicitly clear to all children that they have the right 

to speak to an adult they can trust, and further that their teacher can be considered a person they 

can speak to if they need protection from harm and violence. 

 

4.4.2 PLD for teachers on handling of disclosures  

 
Before the introduction of JSU into schools in 2017, we heard that teachers were looking for up-to-

date programmes for their students to learn about keeping safe. Throughout the pilot management 

teams shared with JSU team feedback from the teachers which indicated willingness to implement 

this student wellbeing programme even with the uncomfortable likelihood of disclosures occurring. 

This willingness has been evident each year during the initial PLD day for participating teachers when 

the likelihood of disclosures is covered with an in-depth look at family violence and how it impacts 

on children. In 2019 JSU trainers introduced a variation of the Duluth wheel of violence, focused on 

the impact on children, the Children’s Domestic Violence Wheel. This exercise is key in raising 

teacher awareness of the ways that family violence can show up in the behaviour of children in their 

class. The JSU trainers balance this grim information for teachers with a copy of the Equality Wheel 

and the Nurturing Children Wheel. Additionally, JSU PLD includes consideration of the do’s and 

don’ts of handling disclosures and links to online courses about Complex Trauma offered by the 

Werry Centre and the Queensland University. These online courses are required study for the 

Mentor Teachers in repeating schools. Raising awareness of teachers to understand these elements 

has been an important part of the safety net created to support teachers in supporting their 

students.  

JSU PLD also provides an opportunity for teachers to meet a representative from Oranga Tamariki 

(O.T.) who makes a presentation on the process for teachers to follow to contact O.T. and what is 

likely to occur as follow up to any enquiries or referrals to O.T. Teachers always have questions and 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/un-convention-rights-child-guide-children-young-people-2/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/un-convention-rights-child-guide-children-young-people-2/
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comments for the O.T. and are moved by the information they unpack from Duluth’s wheel of 

violence and its impact on children. The need for care of teachers is evident and JSU training also 

provides time and resources for teachers to consider how they will implement self-care strategies 

both individually as well as in teams. In both 2018 and 2019 mentor teachers in repeating schools 

have been provided with additional professional learning development (PLD) by the JSU trainers to 

ensure every repeating school has a staff member charged with overseeing the wellbeing of 

participating teachers. All new schools nominate a staff member as a coordinating teacher for the 

programme and all teachers are supervised by the JSU team through their delivery of the 

programme ensuring each teaching team have access to outside support should the student 

disclosures cause them concern. For a fuller outline of the JSU approach to PLD and supportive 

supervision of teachers please refer to the 2017 Research Report, pp11-12.  

4.4.3 Disclosures to teachers 

When JSU was introduced to schools in 2017 there was some anxiety from teachers about possible 

disclosures and how to handle them well. As their confidence grew through repeating the 

programme, the teachers realised they were supported by the school management team, SENCOs, 

SWiS and RTLB’s to handle what came up. As well they realised they had support from the JSU team 

of supervisors and external agencies. One principal noted that during the first three years his staff 

had implemented the programme, he had watched the teachers running the programme smoothly, 

confidently dealing with what emerged along the way. Invariably throughout the pilot, when school 

management believed in the importance and relevance of the programme they invested in the 

teachers by providing effectual support  in terms of time-tabling and ensuring teachers had back up 

with procedures for contacting external agencies which strengthened teachers resolve to do this 

programme well.  

Most of the disclosures regarding family violence occurred privately when students sought out their 

teacher to talk with one on one. Several schools observed that their school counsellor was in more 

demand as students self-referred. In one school, students chose to talk with the school counsellor 

rather than their teacher. At JSU’s trainer suggestion, some teachers provided a secure box for 

confidential communication by students which was an important conduit for private communication 

with their teacher and was looked at daily by the class teacher. Teachers have been surprised by 

some students who have spoken up. These kids are extremely good at hiding what they are coping 

with in their lives outside school. In the vast majority of cases, students quietly talk to a teacher or 

counsellor outside the class session rather than make a disclosure in front of the whole class.  

 A case study:  

One repeat school requested extra support from the JSU supervision team after a serious 

student disclosure to a teacher. A Year 6 student had made a disclosure about violence at 

home from Dad towards Mum. The teachers discovered that prior to her disclosure she had 

indicated online she was contemplating suicide. Other students had become involved in the 

online conversation. The Deputy Principal had phoned Oranga Tamariki but no-one picked 

up the phone, so she sent through a paper/on-line report. 

The JSU supervision team immediately phoned their O.T. contact with the local Family Harm 

team and contacted the Principal to ensure counselling support was arranged for the 

student. The O.T. contact promptly phoned the Mentor Teacher and took steps to ensure 

that this case was followed through in urgency. The Principal arranged counselling support 

and the teachers later informed JSU of positive changes in the student. The JSU supervision 
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team provided these teachers with written and verbal suggestions on following up with 

individual students and the whole class as well personal self-care for both teachers. 

In some schools, teachers went to their management team or school counsellor for support when 

some students told their stories which were difficult for teachers to hear, particularly from those 

students with high needs. It was most stressful when nothing seemed to happen after reaching out 

to external agencies for help. Some principals felt very lucky to be able to access workplace support 

for the teachers through their board of trustees. The JSU team was acknowledged by both 

management and teachers as playing a significant role in supporting teachers through the 

supervision sessions. 

The SENCO from one of the Intermediates commented: “JSU makes it OK to let students at risk know 

that they are not the only one living in these situations. The programme is really good for opening up 

the students to safe opportunities to tell their stories”. School Boards and the SMTs of some 

participating schools are identifying a need to strengthen their Disclosures Policies, procedures and 

staff PLD in relation to these matters. Sections of the JSU manual e.g. indicators of risk, have been 

inserted into their policies. They provided in-school PLD around procedures for all the teachers. 

Schools have strengthened their links with external agencies. RTLB’s, SWiS and O.T. personnel 

support school staff with disclosures.  

4.4.4 Types of disclosures 

Sadly, over the three years of having JSU in schools, child disclosures of tough stuff within their 

homes have continued. What came through from all the repeating schools in 2019 was the increase 

in student anxiety often due to the stressors beyond the classroom. Suicide in families, as well as 

students cutting and suicidiation were issues which contribute to anxiety in all schools. Students also 

disclosed violence witnessed at home, neglect and being left to fend for themselves. Cases of 

unacceptable behaviour at home by new partners towards solo parents were also brought to 

teachers’ attention.  

It was new to hear this year of student self-cutting associated with transitional changes, for example 

two girls began self-cutting when their teacher left the school. Anxiety about unknown new teachers 

or how long their regular teacher will be away is leading to behaviours such as self-harm.   

One student who had disclosed prior to the programme disclosed again during the programme with 

more details. This may have amped up the response from Oranga Tamariki. Other children with 

more minor abusive behaviours towards them, excessive drinking or an unpredictable, explosive 

adult behaviours were disclosed. At least two Principals observed that it is very difficult to get follow 

through from Oranga Tamariki. Many of these disclosure scenarios fell below Oranga Tamariki’s 

threshold of being severe enough to do much about, a comment which has been echoed by other 

schools since 2017. Principals worry that the signs the teachers are hearing or seeing are not 

followed through until the situation becomes much more serious. Principals acknowledged that O.T. 

are under-resourced and consequently schools get inconsistent feedback from Oranga Tamariki as to 

what has happened after the disclosures are made. The practice instituted since 2017 of including a 

senior local Oranga Tamariki social worker within the JSU PLD for teachers has strengthened the 

relationship between participating schools and the agency. One new principal passed all disclosures 

on to Oranga Tamariki as she preferred them to make the decision as to what needs to happen. 
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Sometimes children disclosed in less direct ways than approaching the teacher. If impacted by the 

JSU film, students have disclosed that “it's like that at home”. The animated JSU film often led to 

class conversations where some children spoke up about what was happening in the film from the 

place of being an ' expert’ about that kind of situation happening at home. In one classroom, one 

new child approached their teacher to inform her of a home invasion incident during the weekend. 

The student wanted his teacher to know that he left the house to get help and by the time he got 

back the police had arrived. JSU supervisors monitored and supported each of the teaching teams 

through skype supervision as teachers supported the students through their emotions.  

The teachers in one new school stated that JSU unpacks the reasons underlying family harm and 

scary behaviours of others. It develops an ethos of ‘we are all in this together, we all care about each 

other’. It gives real enough scenarios for the children to apply in their own lives. For some students, 

the student disclosures opened their awareness of what life is like for some of their classmates. 

Some of the children this year have brought up generational family harm saying, “My Dad was hit as 

a boy”, “my mum used to be hit, so it’s okay if she hits us when we do something wrong”. One 

teacher led the students to thinking ahead about their own future parenting role by asking ‘is that 

the kind of father that you want to be?’.  

Against this backdrop of disclosures, it is heartening to note in the data that 65% of all girls and 62% 

of boys believe that no one should ever make me feel scared. The narratives from participating 

teachers strongly indicate that when JSU is introduced and repeated in classrooms, children are 

more likely to turn to their teacher as a trusted person when they need to talk about forms of harm 

or violence occurring in their lives. One form of harm is bullying which we discuss more fully in the 

following section. 

4.5 Bullying  

While the JSU programme is a New Zealand-developed initiative, it is also highly aligned with the 

best exemplars within the US Centre for Disease Control’s 2014 review of best practice (David-

Ferdon & Simon, 2014). The exemplars which JSU aligns with are from the category of Universal 

School-based Youth Violence Prevention. Such programmes “provide students and school staff with 

information about violence, change how youth think and feel about violence, and teach nonviolent 

skills to resolve disputes” (p22).  JSU has evolved over the three years as the developers draw on the 

data gathered from children as well as the feedback and advice from participating teachers and from 

the JSU Advisory Group which is made up of experts from a mixture of cultures within the fields of 

education, health and youth development. This on-going assessment of the impact of the 

programme and the willingness of the developers to alter and adapt the programme after listening 

to the voice of students and teachers as well as seek advice from other experts contributes to 

repeated positive outcomes in students behaviours such as the reduction of bullying. In 2018 and 

2019 further evaluation tools were added to provide more specific detail of what was happening 

within the classroom setting. The use of the ClassMAP measure was new to 2018 and identified a 

strong drop in perceived bullying behaviours by the children and a strong correlation between 

student satisfaction and positive teacher behaviour. Overall, by follow-up the drop in the number of 

children worried about physical bullying is 21% and in the number of children who don't feel 

supported by their friends when they are being picked on is 19%. 
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4.5.1 How children deal with bullying and conflict 

From the children’s data gathered over 2017- 2019 a picture of how 8-13-year olds deal with 

situations such as bullying and conflict has emerged. The data has unpacked differences in age 

groups, genders and cultures.  Girls may be more protected from bullying than boys as they are 

more likely to feel that they have friends who will stick up for me and care about me a lot. Younger 

children were more likely than older children to expect to be bullied.   Asian/African children are 

much more likely to agree that it's not OK to bully or threaten others, suggesting that it is more of an 

everyday concern for them. On the other hand, Māori children are the least concerned about 

bullying which may reflect a higher cultural tolerance of it.  

When we look at the courses of action the students know they can use in bullying and conflict 

situations, the cultural comparisons show that Māori and Pasifika children are much more likely to 

think that talking to the person you're scared of is a good option. Maori and Pasifika children also 

retain a high level of support for other options. Pākehā/European children give the least support to 

talking to a person that you're scared of. On average Pākehā/European children give the least 

support to all response options, suggesting that children from the more collective Māori and Pasifika 

cultures can more easily identify relational strategies for dealing with scary situations. However, this 

may not mean they are yet to fully apply their knowledge or that they are able to embrace parts of 

this knowledge as this teacher narrative demonstrates: 

An incident of physical violence in the playground occurred in one of the larger schools in 

2019. Instead of standing around to watch or trying to solve the problem themselves, some 

of the boys went straight to a teacher for help. This was a change from past bystander 

behaviours. The class held a conversation about the incident afterwards, about the need to 

breathe, identify what's happening, then choose to do something safe. The instigator was 

also reminded of the breathe, think and do strategy and he responded that he ‘knew’ the 

strategy but he had forgotten it out there in the playground. 

Once again there are clear age trends in the data. Younger children are more likely to suggest going 

to a safe place and just breathing and keeping calm as options, whereas older children are much 

more likely to suggest talking to the person that you are scared of. However, 13-year olds seem to 

be the least likely to explore positive options for dealing with scary situations or thinking 

constructively about their right to be safe.  

The vulnerability of the at-risk children is clear in the data. Although overall there is 16% drop in the 

concerns that at-risk children have about being hurt by  other children, they are much less positive 

about the outcomes of using non-violent strategies than the rest of the cohort and have double the 

number of negative outcomes at post-test. This is unsurprising, given that the at-risk children are 

those more likely to have complex needs including those resulting from complex trauma made up of 

a number of adverse childhood experiences (ACEs). Nonetheless the at-risk children make 

favourable progress between post-test and follow-up with similar percentage improvement in 

positive outcomes as the rest of the cohort. Significantly, this group also makes a bigger drop in 

predicted negative outcomes. 

4.5.2 JSU strategies to increase children's choices  

An evolving bullying culture as students get older is in part what JSU is aiming to address and the 

improvement that was seen in 2017’s positive outcomes months after the JSU programme had 

finished, was repeated in 2018 and 2019. The data emphasizes a big gap in the ability of boys and 



 

53 
 

girls to deal with scary situations. While boys are more likely than girls to talk to the person they're 

scared of, this can look more like not backing down in a potential conflict situation because of their 

reluctance compared to girls to do other things such as ask a friend for help, to call for help, talk to 

an adult about what has happened or to go to a safe place. Just spending a few moments to breathe 

and keep calm seems much more difficult for boys. The new module introduced in 2019 on He Hā he 

Whakaarō he Mahi / Breathe and Self Calming had mixed results. Some teachers described the 

students ‘struggling’ with this Module, and even though some had done mindfulness in earlier 

classes. Others had never experienced these slower self-calming activities and found it difficult to sit 

still. - especially the high energy kids who were often boys. Of all the self-calming activities the 

simple breathing activities tended to be most popular. The module brought up many helpful class 

conversations about different learning needs and anxiety.  

During the self-calming activities one teacher intentionally observed children from families known to 

be at-risk, wondering how they would engage. Some of the students had no reference points of 

what ‘calm’ feels like. They may need other learning before being able to use the self-calming 

activities presently in the manual. A teacher reminded the children of the All Blacks breathing 

collectively before a match to become centred and focused. He also used the breathing techniques if 

a child was angry to help them change their anger. Like teachers delivering the new module on self-

calming, the Logos facilitation team reported that the simple breathing activities were the most 

popular. They used a new ‘count to 9’ self-calming activity because it was a tool that the students 

can use on their own. Logos observed some students really enjoyed it however the team also had to 

deal with the challenge of getting the right balance between the behaviours of more disruptive 

students versus those who followed the instructions.  

JSU supervisors coached the teachers to also integrate these activities into other learning times. 

Teachers recognised the benefits of persevering and were self-motivated to repeat the self-calming 

activities. Some combined them with other mindfulness strategies so that on the second and third 

times it got easier. When there is too much stress in a child’s life their capacity to self-regulate is 

compromised and it takes patterned, repetitive activity to build the neural systems necessary to 

manage stress (Szalavitz & Perry, 2010).  

In the pre-test teacher surveys, bullying was a concern to many teachers, with each class having on 

average three children who were often bullied. Throughout the three years of the programme being 

in schools, teachers regularly noted that students changed how they relate to other students and 

became more likely to respond to another child after calming down and thinking about choices. The 

two phrases ‘breathe, think, do’ and ‘I have a right to be safe’ continued to be used by students and 

teachers beyond the in-class implementation of the programme each year. The assessment of 

children's responses to the use of nonviolent choices if they were scared of someone was done only 

at post-test and follow-up. The average “yes” response to using nonviolent choices was 63% in 2019, 

which was up from 51% in 2017. This demonstrates that children have learnt new skills such as just 

breathing and keeping calm over the course of the programme and these skills have been sustained 

at follow-up, months after the programme has finished. At post-test 56% of teachers noted a 

reduction in bullying rising to 62% at follow-up 

Children were also asked what they thought would happen if they used the strategies they had 

selected as a response to a scary person. The data for post-test and follow-up from a matched group 

of 914 children show a 7% overall improvement in good outcomes to 67% with bad outcomes 

dropping to 4%.. However, looking at culture, Pasifika children have predicted twice as many more 

bad outcomes that the rest of the cohort. Given that 59% of the 13-year olds are Pasifika children 
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and nearly three-quarters are boys it is possible that these children think they are big enough and 

strong enough to stay safe without using the protective strategies promoted by JSU.. 

4.5.3 Bullying and cultural perceptions 

 Some student cultural attitudes and practices connected to bullying behaviours were brought into 

focus, particularly when JSU was facilitated in a predominantly Pasifika boy’s school, through the 

Logos team of Pasifika youth workers. The team adapted the everyday scenario activities to allow for 

expression of what is modelled to children by adults in situations of a child not doing well at school. 

The team was shifting students thinking regarding what the parent characters could do differently 

instead of using physical violence when a child is in trouble or fails academically. The message from 

Logos to the students was that violence is not the way to deal with someone making a mistake or 

“failing”. Logos is addressing the cultural context of using forceful discipline within families which 

can be internalised and predispose a child to behave that way towards others outside the home 

(Szalavitz & Perry, 2010). Having team members who are Pasifika gives Logos connections with 

Pasifika students based on a shared understanding of their home life which the team can address 

with cultural awareness and sensitivity. In the same school one teacher had a follow-up conversation 

to a Logos session with her class. The class discussed discipline at home with a cross-cultural 

perspective. The boys thought that ‘white people’ didn't hit their children and were surprised to 

hear from their Palagi teacher that this wasn’t the case. Of course, the question of culture is open to 

interpretation. In one of our new schools from a small community within a major city, the teacher 

and principal commented that incidents of family harm are more to do with the culture of a child’s 

family than with cultures in general.  

Cultural transmission of the use of violence has other impacts on the development of a child's brain 

which can explain the older boys' predictions of bad outcomes to the use of nonviolent choices. 

When aggression and violence are intrinsic parts of home life the fight-flight part of the brain grows 

in size and shuts down the contemplative part of the brain. When home discipline includes methods 

of shaming, humiliation and physical pain a child's brain is being ‘designed’ to react aggressively, not 

to think of how different or positive the outcomes could be from making alternative choices. In the 

long run these alterations to the structure of the brain lead to less creativity and resilience for 

individuals to cooperatively cope with high stress times such as when there is some national threat 

to society (Rand, Dreber, Tore Ellingsen, Fudenberg & Nowak, 2009; Szalvitz & Perry, 2010). 

 

4.5.4 Changes in student’s strategies 

The at-risk group uses as many positive strategies at post-test as the rest of the cohort and these are 

maintained into follow-up. A 10% shift from post-test to follow-up in the number of at-risk children 

asking for a friend to help sort things out is a very positive indication that the school environment is 

supporting these children in their connection with other children.  

During the pilot teachers observed that students are more confident about seeking/asking for help. 

77% noted improvement in this area. Classes “as a whole [are] very comfortable talking about issues 

and concerns”. As a result, “most students will speak up if they see something happening - like 

bullying” and “a number of bullying issues are dealt with early before they escalate”. 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 one school are pushing the bystander responsibility to respond safely 

to bullying behaviours. One teacher noted in 2018 that when his class did speeches six students 
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chose topics around bullying, abuse and verbal abuse. Their awareness of what is “not right” had 

been heightened by the JSU programme. Speaking up about bullying is one of the changes in peer 

culture which occurred through JSU. The next section looks in depth at other changes as reported by 

students and teachers. 

4.6 Changes in student peer culture 

When changes in the culture of student peer relationships is discussed it could be easy to conjure up 

a picture of students making changes amongst themselves based solely on their range of knowledge, 

values and beliefs. While the social constructivist model of learning posits that children are active 

meaning makers working on making sense of themselves and the world around them, the teacher 

plays a vital role in mediating their learning. As Kohn (2006) explains in his book, Beyond Discipline: 

From compliance to community, “Learning comes from discovering surprising things- perhaps from 

grappling with a peer’s different perspective -and feeling the need to reformulate one’s own 

approach. It entails playing with words… and ideas, coming to understand these things from the 

inside out and making them one’s own. Skills are acquired in the course of arriving at that deep and 

personal understanding, and in the context of seeking answers to one’s questions” (p.66). Teachers 

take a lead role in every classroom in helping students to work through this process of engaging, 

remembering, understanding, analysing, and finally reaching conclusions on how one ought to act. 

So, when we examine changes in student peer culture through JSU we must first clarify that 

invariably there was a strong correlation between what teachers did in their classroom and the 

engagement of students as well as any changes in peer culture. One Mentor Teacher described this 

correlation in a cultural context thus, “Student hauora (wellbeing) takes precedence. How can you 

teach a child if you don't attend to their hauora?” This correlation remained strong across the three 

years of the pilot and provides a context for the data and teacher narratives discussed below. 

The programme helped by providing opportunities for students to explore interrelationships as a 

class and in small groups, thus integrating the new students with the established class. JSU helped 

build trust amongst the students and between students and their teacher faster as the students 

developed skills that enhanced relationships in the classroom. Management teams stated that the 

JSU programme gave students another angle from which to build resilience. The clear outcome from 

the environmental analysis is that children feel safer and better connected to their peers and that 

this is particularly true for the at-risk group. Family harm and poverty impact on students and 

teachers found the JSU programme provided assistance in developing student empathy as well as 

enhancing the ability of students to support each other. 

4.6.1 Changes for repeating students 

 
Mentor Teachers observed that children repeating the programme put more into the second time 

and that none commented unfavourably on repeating any of the activities. Repeating the 

programme for a second year and combining it with other in-school work meant their students knew 

more about wellbeing, bullying and violence. This cycle of revisiting and integrating JSU with other 

work contributed to the deeper thinking about relationships with other people and keeping safe 

demonstrated by the children. The Logos facilitation team also observed that Year 8 students were 

more confident participating than they had been the previous year when participating as Year 7 

students. The boys now had prior knowledge of feelings and kindness towards others saying, “we've 

talked about that haven't we?” In 2019 the JSU team heard new comments regarding student 

responses to the variety of relevant film clips provided. Children responded well to the film material 

provided because, as one student explained to his teacher, they provided ‘visual guides’ for students 
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to deconstruct and critically interrogate in order to understand the concepts of violence and safety. 

One boy, who after watching the film ‘I Trust You’, googled some Instagram hashtags then shared 

with his class talked about the ‘safety pin movement’ in the USA. Wearing a safety pin was to signal 

being a person who is trustworthy for others to approach if they are feeling unsafe in public places. 

This resulted in a classmate wearing a safety pin on his jersey all the time to signal he is trustworthy.  

As had happened in 2017 and 2018 teachers in the new participating schools commented strongly 

on students becoming more open, talking about issues with them. The programme increased 

student support for each other in classes that had already been empathetic and supportive to each 

other. Some teachers kept the new emotions vocabulary wheel up on the wall and students 

continued to refer to it. They developed increased nuances of emotional vocabulary. Students 

particularly wanted to talk about their experiences of different emotions. Schools noted that the 

extended time frame of the programme in 2019 made it possible for teachers to give sufficient time 

for the deep conversations the students engaged in and they made the links to issues coming from 

their own lives such as family suicide, mental health issues and medications. It was also enlightening 

for students whose family life is safe and ‘normal’ to hear their classmates speak openly about these 

tough issues they are dealing with. Some teachers have learnt alongside their students that some 

children live in tough situations. One experienced teacher stated: 

“It's been a good teaching and learning for us together to empathise with the children that 

live with trauma that is different for me and my core group of students who have not 

experienced things like this. To a sheltered child, it's quite confronting to hear of this, but it 

has extended their ability to understand the kids and the reasons why they act in the ways 

that they do”.   

Teachers observed students became more aware of choices they hadn’t thought of before. To hear 

students voicing their thoughts and to let them work through their thoughts was highly valued.  

During supervision one teacher acknowledged both the immediate and long-term benefits of JSU 

when she reflected on the class conversations prompted by JSU. She described her class as having 

mature conversations and spoke of one 8-year-old who commented during a class discussion “I get 

it! This [JSU] is about us isn't it! Because we're going to be future parents”. This suggests the child is 

holding a dual awareness of her learning in the present moment about family relationships while 

also realising this was relevant to her and her classmates in the future. She is developing deeper 

insights into what she is learning as she reflects on the activities and conversations within her class 

of 8-10 year children, considers what it could be like to be a parent herself and draws links between 

the two realities. 

As students engaged in the class conversations and activities, teachers built upon these experiences 

by leading their classes into conversations to think through what they had done. This led some 

classes to review their class contracts for being a safe learning community. Other classes made 

decisions on how they would conduct themselves both in the room and in the playground. When 

teachers led students in dialogues which allowed the children to refer to their own life experiences, 

it appears to have contributed to observable lasting positive changes in student peer culture. 

Students began to see their peers as people with lives beyond the classroom and feelings that had 

previously remained hidden. Empathy developed and positive changes occurred between student 

post- test and follow-up evaluations of what could happen if they use strategies learned from the 

programme. Children’s negative and neutral predicted outcomes dropped and positive outcomes 

from their use of JSU strategies increased, demonstrating that the changes in classroom culture 

made by the programme continue to have a strong impact months after the programme has 

finished.  
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4.6.2 Consolidation of changes  
 

Many of the answers that students gave regarding their satisfaction and recommendation ratings of 

the programme show that their learning has not been simple and automatic. They have had to think 

hard and deeply about some of the issues that have been brought to their attention through Jade 

Speaks Up. Children develop their social reasoning skills at different rates and have different starting 

places dependent on their experiences of social interactions during the first 100 days of life. JSU 

requires children to step into the shoes of others and this takes practise which includes participating 

in reflective conversations discussing a situation and the actions of other people. By engaging in 

these class conversations, the children are actively constructing linguistic representations of peoples 

thinking and this means thinking hard and deep. Dr Peter Johnson, professor of education at the 

University of Albany discusses the significance of classroom conversations which develop children's 

natural aptness to work out what is going on inside other people. Dr Johnston stated:  

The second dimension of social imagination is …. The ability to imagine and reason about 

other’s actions, intentions, feelings and beliefs from multiple perspectives. This dimension is 

slower to develop...We tend not to think of social imagination as part of schooling. But social 

imagination is the foundation of civil society. It is what makes a relationship work (or not). 

(2012, pp 69-70) 

As teachers embedded the reflective conversations into their class culture the children had on-going 

opportunities provided to recognise that others routinely have different perspectives and different 

experiences. We all have days that begin badly for us, we all have past experiences we may not have 

shared with others. Over time the students' support for each in the JSU classes consolidated and this 

was revealed in the follow-up student evaluations and teacher interviews.  

The use of the ClassMAP measure was new to 2018 and identified a strong drop in perceived 

bullying behaviours by the children and a strong correlation between student satisfaction and 

positive teacher behaviour. In 2018/19 there was a 17% drop in between pre-test and follow-up in 

children worried about being hurt by other children – that’s 46 children across the cohort, almost all 

at-risk, who are feeling much safer. At follow-up there’s also a 16% drop in the number children who 

feel they don’t have friends will stick up for them if someone picks on them (57 more children with 

good friends across the cohort.   The ClassMAP data pointed strongly to the way in which learning 

from the JSU programme is consolidated in the follow-up period.  Relationships between teachers 

and their students contribute to many aspects of how well children do at school. The following 

section discusses the importance of teacher - student relationships and the value of JSU in 

developing those relationships. 
 

4.7 Importance of Teacher-Student relationships 
 

Across all participating schools throughout the first three years, management and teachers stated 

that the class teachers were the best facilitators for this sensitive programme because they know 

the children and they are reflective practitioners. Teachers look at patterns within the children's day, 

children's behaviours and children's lives and they are sensitive to the needs of their students. The 

teachers also have regular team meetings to debrief, support each other as well as students and 

plan ahead. 
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Many researchers and writers in the social emotional learning literature stress the importance of 

trusting relationships between children and a caring, secure adult in their lives. Daniel Goleman in 

Lantieri (2014) writes of the base of this relationship becoming a safe haven, “a zone of strength 

from which they may venture forth to explore, to master something new, to achieve. A secure base 

can become internalised when children are taught to better manage their anxiety and so more 

keenly focus their attention. This enhances their ability to reach an optimal zone for learning as well” 

(p.2) 4  For many children, their teachers are the safe person in their lives and the JSU teachers are 

aware of this.  

 

4.7.1 Changes in teacher student relationships 

 
Throughout 2017-2019 teachers observed that JSU highlighted their care of students to the 

students. A new development that emerged in the 2019 end of year interviews was teachers 

affirming for themselves, that in their schools, they were developing a culture of teachers wanting to 

help students and their families more than previously. Teachers looked afresh at all children who 

may look okay and yet need extra support, not just the ones they know about with issues outside 

school: 

“I have often just walked past these kids that might look OK, because I am used to 

responding to the more extreme behaviour of others. JSU has highlighted for me that it's not 

just the kids with the acting-out issues that need help, but that ALL kids need to be watched 

out for, sometimes there are ones that fly under the radar”.   

Over 2017-2019 a number of teachers and principals commented that the programme heightened 

staff willingness to look beyond the problematic behaviours and ask themselves “what is this 

behaviour pointing out about the needs of the child?” Teachers reported improved quality of 

conversations between colleagues regarding student pastoral care needs. The programme gave a 

context for teachers to hold such conversations about children who were or were not coping and to 

explore together reasons for this. More noticeable in the 2019 year has been the improvement of 

these conversations involving support staff such as teacher aides interacting with the teachers and 

children.  

As part of the PLD offered to all teachers JSU includes some exercises in listening skills. Several 

teachers comment that they have later run these exercises with their students. Children were asked 

through the ClassMAP surveys if they considered that their teachers both listened to and respected 

them. In 2018, one school where the pre-test response to the question about teacher listening was 

given a low rating, The JSU team shared this result with the school and offered to conduct a listening 

skills PLD for staff. Although the PLD didn't occur, the raised awareness of the teachers addressed 

this issue. At post-test and follow-up this rating had significantly improved.  

 

4.7.2 Interrelatedness of teacher enthusiasm and student enthusiasm for JSU 

 
Throughout the pilot we have seen evidence of the interrelatedness of teacher attitudes and student 

enthusiasm for the material. The majority of teachers are enthusiastic and the enthusiasm from their 

students comes through in the data. 13% of students did say parts of the programme were boring, 

repetitive, not  very entertaining and fun, pointless.  However, in one classroom 18% of students 

                                                           
4 p2 from introduction to Building Emotional Intelligence. Linda Lantieri. Sounds True, 2014 
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commented that they found the programme ‘boring’. The atypical elevated occurrence of this 

comment within one class is an indicator of an issue which needs to be followed up by the Mentor 

Teacher. The students lack of enthusiasm could be pointing to a teacher who is unhappy or lacks 

confidence in delivering the programme or handling the impact of the programme. Through PLD and 

supervision, some teachers have revealed that the programme has brought up memories of their 

own past experiences. Therefore, a policy on responding to teachers who become unhappy with JSU 

was developed in 2019, to guide responses to such a situation. This policy and the accompanying 

procedures is now included in the Mentor Teacher PLD . The core relationship between teacher 

attitudes and student enthusiasm attests to the importance of ensuring that teachers are well 

supported by mentor teachers, management and the JSU team.   

The consolidation of shifts in students are well observed by teachers throughout implementation of 

the programme into the months beyond. This has a cumulative effect of increasing teacher 

enthusiasm and commitment to the programme. The following section discusses the teachers' 

perceptions of change.  

4.8 Teachers perceptions of change 

“Research tells us that wellbeing, or lack of it, has a clear influence on student learning. When our 

young people feel safe and supported in their school environment they are more engaged and ready 

to learn.” Iona Holsted, Secretary for Education, New Zealand, 2017. 

Fostering wellbeing within a school structure takes time and commitment. This has been 

acknowledged in fields of educational research for more than 20 years. Authors such as Goleman, 

Lantieri and Naomi Drew were urging educators and policy makers to use their influence to create 

change within our schools in the 1990s. It was recommended that we begin acknowledging that 

children need a new set of ‘basic’ learning to be provided within school settings. Bluestein (2001) 

includes Naomi Drew’s recommended list of basics written in 1999. Among them are “respect for 

self and others, the ability to work cooperatively, a sense of empathy toward others, anger-

management skills, a sense of hope and personal responsibility, nonviolent  conflict resolution 

competence and the understanding that our actions do have an impact on our world and our 

life”(p.85). Recommendations such as these from a number of significant educators and researchers 

have contributed to shifts in education. In New Zealand a set of essential skills were included in the 

2000 curriculum document. These consisted of: 

● Communication skills 

● Social and Cooperative skills 

● Problem Solving skills 

● Self-management and competitive skills 

● Physical skills 

● Information skills 

● Numeracy skills  

● Work and study skills.  

These were reduced and replaced by the present-day key competencies in the2007 Curriculum 

document. The five key competencies are: 

● Thinking 

● Using language, symbols and texts 

● Managing self 
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● Relating to others  

● Participating and contributing.  

However, shifting the focus from the more academic key competencies to those associated with 

wellbeing has been slow. To make successful, lasting changes to wellbeing within the classroom 

setting, attention has to be paid to suitability of content, development of cognitively appropriate 

processes and safe contexts to enable teachers to address the wellbeing needs of students with 

confidence that they will have positive impacts on their students and can mitigate any negative 

impacts.  Over the three years of the JSU pilot, schools who implemented the programme have 

indicated growing awareness of their need to address student wellbeing needs. They could no longer 

afford to rely on external agencies to provide in-school programmes such as Keeping Ourselves Safe 

which teachers could build upon. School senior leadership teams had begun seeking programmes 

which classroom teachers could fit into their timetables, deliver to their classes and support each 

other with additional support from management, SWiS or RTLBs and external agencies. Schools were 

willing to step into the lead role of addressing student wellbeing. 

 

4.8.1 Benefits of teachers implementing JSU 

There are several benefits of classroom teachers implementing this wellbeing programme. These 

benefits include but are not limited to the following. JSU allowed teachers to develop a cross-

curricular approach for students to explore wellbeing. They were able to adapt the programme to 

align with the cultures of the school, they received information from the students on their own self-

evaluation of their wellbeing and could follow up quickly with pastoral conversations. In the second 

year of the pilot teachers identified major improvements in students’ behaviours in the classroom. 

Improvement was noted in areas of concern that teachers held prior to introducing the programme. 

Teachers four main areas of concern for their students were 

● Not able to talk about their feelings 

● Don’t know how to keep themselves safe 

● Not supportive of [other] children struggling to keep up 

● Not able to ask for help. 

 

Teachers from the two new schools in 2018 were delighted at the depth of insights from the 

students. Teachers commented that every child wanted to contribute, turning class discussions into 

“rich powerful conversation”. The students particularly wanted to talk about their experiences of 

different emotions. Almost one-third (28%) of the teachers who completed the 2018 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 in groups better… sharing ideas on how to resolve [problems]” 

and generally, having the “ability to understand and build positive relationships with their peers … 

They speak up if they don’t like the way they are being treated or spoken to”. These responses are 

similar to the responses made in 2017 and 2019.  Some teachers reported that their pedagogy 

altered during the programme as they grew in awareness of how the group work and interactive 

activities allowed students to do more talking and to set the pace of their work with less teacher talk 

needed.  
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4.8.2 Teacher perceptions of change in the children in their classrooms 

Twenty-one percent of teachers in 2018 emphasized 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 were “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 film clip about the Arab American 

talking about trust [and] reaching out for a hug. This teacher had several Arabic speaking students in 

the class and this film helped break down barriers, showing that trust is important to all of us. 

Some teachers found it eye opening to see what the programme has done for students when Logos 

as outside facilitators delivered the programme and teachers observed. Not all of the teachers in this 

school had bought into the importance and relevance of the programme for their students before 

Logos began facilitating it in 2018. That noticeably changed during 2019 and Logos delivering the 

programme again in 2020 could impact further on teacher’s pedagogy. In contrast, other schools 

that had classroom teachers delivering the programme stressed that they would not want anyone 

other than the class teachers to run the programme as it gave them such valuable insight into the 

students, their responses and needs. 

The impact of the programme was highlighted each year when follow up interviews and evaluations 

were completed some 10 weeks after classroom implementation had ceased.  Just under one third 

of the teachers in 2018 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”.  Children now “take time to reflect and listen to their 

body reaction before undertaking an action”.   

Over the period of the pilot a large majority of teachers (between 73% and 82%) identified student 

improvement in all the four main areas of concern which indicated a major shift in their students’ 

confidence. This ranged from students being “a little bit more confident that they will be listened to” 

and had “a slightly greater self-confidence” through to “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 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”. 

We observed in 2019 more teachers recognising the importance of upskilling themselves to respond 

to the wellbeing needs of their students.  One South Island Principal in 2019 was leading her 

teachers in examining the effects of trauma more fully through a variety of research and resources. 

The staff started this exploration three years ago due to an insurgence of children with high 

behaviour needs. In one of her classrooms there were 13 children with high needs and the teacher 

had struggled for most of two terms to pull the group together. The teacher stated that JSU had 

finally united this cohort. In another school, one teacher observed that when one of their teaching 

team left their school part way through 2019, they had to redistribute an entire class between the 

remaining three teachers. Each teacher had nine new students start in their class around the time 

that the Jade programme began. This teacher wondered how much longer it would have taken to 

get to know the new students without the programme. This comment was echoed by other teachers 

who began teaching classes later in the year due to unexpected changes in school staffing.  The 
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programme helped by providing opportunities for students to explore interrelationships as a class 

and in small groups, thus integrating the new students with the established class.  

 

4.8.3 Teacher observations of impact of JSU on student literacy 

Teachers participating in JSU identified about 31% of children at pre-test as having poor literacy 

levels for their age.  At follow-up, 41% of teachers noting improvement in this area. This change has 

been consistent all three years of the pilot. There is a growing body of research now linking student 

wellbeing with classroom engagement and academic improvement. Dr Donna Cross is a Professor 

with the Faculty of Medicine, Dentistry and Health Sciences at the University of Western Australia 

and has conducted rigorous research with over 30,000 primary and secondary students and their 

teachers and families. Dr Cross notes that feeling safe at school, feeling connected to school and 

teachers, and peer support all support students’ mental and emotional wellbeing. She describes 

wellbeing as ‘the oil of learning’. Bagshaw (in Gluckman, 2011) quotes Luthar’s (2006) maxim that 

“resilience rests, fundamentally, on relationships” and claims that “schools that have high 

expectations, moderate classroom sizes and in which teachers treat students with warmth, positive 

regard and support also have good outcomes academically” (p. 81).  

JSU classrooms increasingly become 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 42% noting 

further improvement at follow-up. As children became more trusting of their teachers and 

classmates, an outcome of a more trusting class environment was better learning. This may be what 

teachers are reporting when more than a third of them believe they have fewer children with poor 

literacy.  One teacher also noted that “the way that literacy was an integral component [of the 

programme] and art/drama etc. also meant delivery/planning for JSU was practical”. This suggests 

that JSU also provided teachers with literacy related activities which may have contributed to 

student improvement.   

 

 4.9 Teachers delivery of the programme and student engagement 
 

The placement of the JSU sessions within the daily timetable was important as teachers wanted 

enough time each day to monitor the impact of the programme on students before they left school 

for the day. Teachers often declared that they would not want anyone other than themselves 

running the JSU sessions (e.g. teacher aides/ relievers or outside facilitators) as the invaluable 

insights gained by listening to their students' responses and contributions enhanced their capacity to 

take care of the ‘whole child’. Sometimes the classes were conducted in single cell units, while in 

others they were team taught as part of a Modern Learning Environment. In schools where teachers 

could do team teaching together, with strong collegial support, some newer teachers were able to 

observe both their lead teacher and the students during activities. 

The principal and teachers of the school using John Hattie's Mindframes for teachers5 saw JSU as a 

programme which provided a framework and opportunities to implement Hattie's model, 

                                                           
5 John Hattie's 8 Mindframes for teachers 

    I am an evaluator / activator 
The success and failure of my students’ learning is all about what I do and don’t do. I am a    
change agent 
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particularly the mind frames of teachers being change agents, using dialogue more than monologue, 

embracing the challenge of learning about sensitive topics such as family harm, and developing 

positive relationships in class and staff rooms. No matter how the programme was delivered, it was 

established by careful team planning based on the initial teacher PLD day and supported by 

reflective supervision sessions with the JSU team.  

 

4.9.1 Adaptations to suit class cultures 

An important feature of JSU is the delivery of this social change programme by classroom teachers. 

Apart from one small team of Youth Workers in Auckland, children experienced their teacher 

implementing the programme and weaving JSU practices and values into other programmes they 

were already running e.g. Waiora, bilingual work, and Te Whare Tapa Whā, as well as traditional 

concepts of tinana, wairua and whānau. The increasing use of Te Reo in the manual and resources 

was appreciated, as teachers used the phrases to unpack the deeper meaning of the different 

modules. It became noticeable in 2019 that repeating teachers were putting more thought into 

cultural adaptations and metaphors which could be worked into JSU to align with the particular 

cultures of their classrooms and the kaupapa of their kura. Some teachers noted that they were 

linking JSU to the Pasifika model for teaching Pasifika students - Tapasā.  One Tongan teacher was 

translating the Jade material into Tongan for her students. 

 

4.9.2 Combining JSU other curriculum areas 

In one school this year some classes were split in half, with half of students learning Mandarin while 

the other half participated in the JSU programme and vice-versa. Smaller numbers made it easier for 

teacher management and also led to greater student engagement. The teachers also more 

proactively integrated the programme into Social Sciences, Culture and Literacy as well as Health & 

Physical Education, which may contribute to greater student engagement.  One teacher began 

linking her class exercise sessions with the emotions module and extended the student’s vocabulary 

around emotions. She also made connections to JSU during other class activities around peace and 

conflict. The teachers in one new school noted that through their buddy class system the students 

had shared their learning from JSU with students in another class.  

4.9.3 Delivery in-school by external facilitators 

In the one exception to teacher delivery, the JSU team twice supported the Logos team as they ran 

the programme within Auckland Catholic schools. In 2017, JSU trainers conducted a teacher 

orientation session ahead of the school’s engagement with Logos. In 2019 the JSU team also 

provided the teachers with copies of the manuals to support their awareness of the material to be 

covered by Logos and guide possible follow-up activities. Some of the JSU team also attended a 

                                                           
      I want to talk more about learning than about teaching 
      Assessment is part of my impact 

I use dialogue more than monologue 
      I enjoy challenge and never retreat to ‘doing my best’ 

Its my role to develop positive relationships in class and staff rooms 
           I am passionate about and promote the language of learning. 
Retrieved 28.03.20 from https://www.fractuslearning.com/8-mind-frames-teachers-impact/   

https://www.fractuslearning.com/8-mind-frames-teachers-impact/
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‘graduation’ session with the boys, to reinforce the key messages of the programme as certificates 

were handed out.  

As external facilitators, the Logos team of three facilitators had several significant strengths, 

including that they are young Pasifika, so held heightened awareness of what students are 

experiencing in their lives. The Logos team leader is now into his fifth year of facilitating this material 

and has had extra training and supervision support from the JSU team. When receiving sensitive 

material voiced by the boys, Logos could stay neutral and pass information on within the school 

system for disclosures. The class teachers gave positive feedback to the facilitating team. They 

enjoyed having a team come in with a variety of people and voices to engage their classes. The team 

delivered the programme in an empathic, warm manner which connected the students to the 

material as well as encouraging stronger connections between students, their teachers and pastoral 

staff. The student feedback from both of the Logos-run JSU programmes was very positive. 

However, there were some challenges experienced by the external facilitators, specifically in the 

preparation time, of not knowing the students’ abilities or learning needs prior to delivery of the 

programme. This meant the facilitators often had to cope with students' needs that they were not 

prepared for. One student came straight from the Pacific Islands and had very little literacy, while 

another boy was on the ASD spectrum and the team wasn’t informed about either of these students’ 

particular needs.  The team subsequently suggested creating a document for teachers for listing the 

learning needs of students to be passed on to the team prior to beginning sessions with each class. 

So, while external facilitators did support delivery of the programme in two schools of the pilot, they 

did so in the context of a close and collaborative relationship with the school’s academic and 

pastoral staff. However, it is the belief of the JSU team and many of the schools that we have 

worked with that the classroom teachers are the best placed to deliver the material to their 

students.  

 

4.10 Mentor Teachers   

 
In a step towards greater autonomy for the repeating schools, the development of the Mentor 

Teacher (MT) role meant that schools could use their ‘JSU experienced’ teachers more effectively to 

support the teaching team and liaise with the JSU team and the school management. Introduction of 

MTs allowed the JSU team to change the required supervision sessions from two to one for the team 

of teachers, and create an individual supervision for each new MT.  This enabled the JSU team to 

hear in more detail what was working well in schools, as well as what extra support was needed. In 

two of the repeating schools the principals confirmed that this combination of PLD and supervision 

for teachers and the MT provided suitable support for their participating teachers and was both 

necessary and appropriate.   

In the smaller repeating school with two repeating teachers and one new teacher, the MT found the 

role compatible with her existing responsibilities. She had the full support of her principal, her 

colleagues and knew the JSU supervisors were easily contactable. She used online planning tools 

more collaboratively with her teaching team so that all teachers were more aware of the timeline for 

both teaching and research tasks. She established a check-in/reporting system with the newest JSU 

teacher who knew he could request the MT to take over facilitating any activities if needed. This MT 

also monitored students' reactions to the teacher delivery and gave the teacher feedback. Through 

supervision, the JSU team became aware of issues in one repeating school and sent 
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recommendations to the MT to support her in monitoring the teachers and the fidelity of the 

programme.  

The MT Memorandum of Understanding was co-created by the JSU team and the new MTs in 2018 

and was subsequently provided at the beginning of the year as a useful document for the MT’s to 

inform their principals of all that the role entailed. One MT reported that her MOU became an item 

included in her upcoming appraisal time with the principal. All the MTs indicated their intention to 

hold team discussions at the end of the year regarding their role and what to do differently next 

year. By the end of 2019 it was apparent that senior management teams and principals were 

recognising the responsibilities undertaken by the MTs. This may lead to some teachers being given 

management units when they take on the role of MT. 

Providing the smaller group of MTs with extra PLD has been a satisfying development of the 

programme and appears to have lightened the administrative load of the JSU team in supporting the 

school, while encouraging greater buy-in from the school.  

 

4.10.1 Changes to manual 
 

This year during the initial PLD day JSU trainers coached the teachers to use a script provided to pre-

frame the pivotal animated JSU film (portraying a husband shouting at his wife and breaking 

crockery while the children watch) in a factual way to give students a sense of what they will see.  

The addition to the manual was the script which provides careful wording for teachers to ensure 

there were no surprises for students when watching the film. The JSU team also talked about the 

warm-up to the film provided by the second Gingerbread scenario of family stress. These scripts 

were revisited during the teacher supervision sessions to pre-frame the Jade film prior to showing it 

to students. JSU supervisors coached the teachers to ensure that Module Four, which deals directly 

with family violence, was not run just prior to a holiday break.  

Throughout the first three years of having JSU in schools the programme has highlighted to teachers 

the recommendation of the New Zealand Curriculum for Health and Physical Education which states: 

“In health and physical education, the focus is on the well-being of the students themselves, 

of other people and of society through learning in health-related and movement contexts”. 

P 22, Ministry of Education,2007. 

In 2019 the programme was formatted into a two-year delivery of content, currently presented as 

Year A and Year B. With this new formatting, the JSU team is noticing schools are finding their own 

preference for how to use the content in a way best suited to their school. All schools need to start 

with Year A as it offers the foundation upon which to build future iterations. Apart from that proviso, 

the JSU team is now monitoring different ways participating schools decide to implement the Year A 

and B content. One of the repeating intermediate schools teach all their Year 7 students a 

combination of Year A and Year B programme in their first two terms of school. Another 

intermediate school is repeating the programme every second year with the whole school cohort. A 

primary school runs the Year A and Year B in consecutive years with their composite Years 5&6. They 

have just begun implementing the programme with the Year 4 &5 cohort also.  

4.10.2 Changes to teacher PLD 

In 2018 teachers in Christchurch and Dunedin requested the PLD be extended from one to two days. 

Teachers in both cities had students whose families had been impacted by the earthquakes and the 

Mosque shootings. The teachers were impressed by the one-day PLD which provided them with the 
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means to meet the diverse needs of their stressed communities. They sought more support to reach 

a fuller understanding of the impact of trauma and how they could best improve the wellbeing of 

their students. 

This led the JSU team to begin looking at the possibility of designing a two stage PLD process for 

teachers with the first day dedicated to modules 1-3 unpacking emotional literacy, trust and self-

calming strategies as building blocks of resilience and wellbeing for all schools. The second day of 

PLD, offered a month later, provides opportunity for feedback from staff on delivery of the 

programme as well as covering Modules 4-6, focused more fully on the violence prevention, safety 

and choice making aspects of the programme.   

By developing two days of PLD which can be delivered a month apart the JSU team opens up options 

for schools which are seeking tools to foster student wellbeing without committing to introducing 

the topic of family harm into classrooms. In the recent times of extraordinary events in New Zealand 

such as earthquakes and floods, mass shootings and epidemics of viruses such as measles, many 

families are less able to cope well with the stressors in their lives. Consequently, more schools are 

seeking research- based programmes to support teachers as they build a safe place, five days a week 

for children to talk with a trusted adult about their fears and concerns.  Given the strength of the 

programme’s development and research, JSU could be positioned either within or alongside the 

Ministry of Education’s Positive Behaviour for Learning (PB4L) School Wide Initiative for schools to 

access.  In the 2017 report we discussed PB4L and how JSU may be aligned as one of the PB4L 

programmes (pp 13-16). At this new point in the development of JSU we contend that there is even 

more call for investigating the options of partnering JSU with PB4L. 

4.11 The limitations of the programme 

In this section we discuss some limitations of the programme in its current form. Because this 

programme contains messages promoting attitudinal and behavioural changes within the classroom 

setting it is important that we address these limitations of the programme. In 2017 the classes 

participating in the programme were mainly Years 7-8 with very few Year 5 and 6 students involved. 

JSU is now being implemented in classes spanning Years 4 - 8, bridging a significant range of ages 

from 8 years through to 13-year olds. Comparing 8-10-year-old children in the programme with 11-

year olds and 12-13-year olds shows differences in maturity and responses to the programme in 

certain areas. One reasonably clear age trend in 2019 is that the older children are much more likely 

to predict bad outcomes of using nonviolent strategies when in conflict with another person than 

the younger children. However, both the youngest and the oldest groups are the least confident of 

the outcome of using non-violence strategies.  Looking at culture, Pasifika children have predicted 

twice as many bad outcomes when using nonviolent strategies as the other control groups. Some of 

the shifts have been slight, such as the small but sustainable positive change for boys became 

evident at follow-up, meaning that at follow-up there will be a 5.4% reduction in the number of boys 

at-risk and a 2.6% reduction for the total cohort. Given that boys were less in favour of using most of 

the nonviolent strategies for dealing with scary people, the small shifts of boys in the at-risk group is 

hopeful, alongside boys (and especially Pasifika boys) generally very positive enjoyment of the 

programme. Boys have many aggressive role-models and societal norms to contend with and the 

current limitations of the JSU programme may indicate a strong need to partner with other 

programmes more directly aimed at boys, particularly Pasifika boys.  

While the data indicates that we may need a different approach to convince boys, Pasifika children 

and 13-year olds to use the JSU strategies more, it's clear that the at-risk children are increasing their 

use of these strategies over time. 
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4.12 Future transition from research to evaluation 

 

As rollout of the programme expands the number of participating schools, variables will also 

increase. More students will have been exposed to the programme and shared their learnings 

beyond the classroom with families and friends. Teachers find different ways to tailor the contents 

of the programme to their class and school needs, while still following the recommended sequence 

of lessons. The age range means some children may first meet up with the programme as a Year 4 

student and encounter it again later as a Year 7 student. This means some Year 7 classes may begin 

with students holding a mixture of prior knowledge depending on whether or not this is their first 

time participating in the programme. Teacher enthusiasm for the programme thus far has tended to 

increase as teachers implement the programme over a number of years and as discussed earlier, 

there is a direct correlation between teacher enthusiasm and student participation. Establishing 

control groups for baseline data will become more challenging as the programme is disseminated.  

And teachers are pragmatic professionals. While the teacher’s manuals are being retained by the 

schools rather than by individual teachers, we recognise that any teacher who recognises the value 

of JSU is highly likely to keep a copy of at least some of the activities to use in other schools.  The 

increasing numbers of schools wanting the programme will also stretch the existing small team of 

trainers/ supervisors and researchers. Increasing requests are being received from local networkers, 

police and school clusters to be held on a waiting list for future participation.  

Additionally, we are already hearing of child-therapists and social workers outside schools who 

include the JSU film and some activities in their therapy and group sessions. Released with the 

original film were facilitator guides for both therapists and parent educators alongside the first 

teacher's manual. Decisions about withdrawing these guides has yet to be made, but considering 

that the film itself was altered to include a more positive message about the police and their support 

role, making contact with the people who purchased the original package is possible and desirable. 

Further distribution of the original resource was ceased in 2017, though the JSU team are often 

being approached for replacement copies.  

So, the JSU Trust recognises the time has arrived to transition away from incorporating a thorough 

research process into each year's implementation of the programme. The research will be replaced 

with a credible independent evaluation process. The JSU team is in the process of assessing 

information on evaluation processes to determine which will best suit.  

Models of evaluation are being explored, for example the process used by PB4L. An independent 

evaluator conducts a range of interviews with participating teachers, students and management, 

and reports on the application of the PB4L initiative. The JSU team has already designed an 

alternative process that entails a lighter load for teachers. In 2020 the three sets of student online 

evaluations have been replaced with interviews in Term Four with a focus group from each school 

comprising up to 10 students randomly selected. The online pre- post- and follow-up teacher surveys 

have been retained as well as the follow-up interviews in Term Four with teachers and management.  

 

4.12.1 Shifting the monitoring of CORS to schools in the transition 
 

The use of CORS is one example of delegating increased responsibility to the schools. As part of 

developing sustainability of the programme and involving teachers more in monitoring their student 

well-being, in 2019, the JSU team passed the monitoring of students CORS assessment over to the 
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teachers. Two tutorial films on implementing and assessing the results of the CORS tool were 

created and provided to all schools as well as incorporated into the PLD sessions. In some schools 

the Mentor Teacher used the CORS results to target individual students for follow-up. The MT 

watched the tutorial films and encouraged the teachers to watch. One Mentor coached the other 

teachers in the importance of the child scores and looking for patterns in the scoring as well as how 

to follow-up with individual children through open questions such as  “Are you ok? I noticed you 

scored yourself low for … (school, home, myself, everything) in the CORS”, giving them time to say 

what they need to without pushing for information.  

 

Teachers would discuss the CORS results together. The CORS tools enabled the student voice to be 

heard by the teachers confidentially. Some students initially appeared to have accepted that their 

life was as good as it could get and scored the four aspects of life as 10, 10, 10, 10, when teachers 

knew their life was not 10/10. The teachers hoped that by doing the programme, students may 

become more real in their scoring. However when a child scored homelife very low, it led to a 

teacher conversation and in some schools they brought whānau in to put strategies in place for 

home. The teachers continued monitoring that child.  

Principals agreed with their Mentor Teacher that CORS is a valuable tool for the schools and teachers 

to monitor the wellbeing of their students. Principals saw JSU as providing opportunities to support 

children and their families. The Assistant Principal of one new school commented: 

 “This programme gives our children support and language to know how to cope out there in 

the world. This has given our children the safety to have a voice about their lives.” 

One new team of teachers in 2019 did not make use of the CORS tool or the tutorial films although 

the JSU team had advised them during the PLD day as to the location of these on their flash drive. 

They were advised to view the tutorial and administer the CORS tool as soon as possible. In future 

PLD it will be clarified with all Mentor Teachers that they are to ensure their teachers know of the 

CORS resources and use them.  

 

4.12.2 Useful feedback and evaluation material for schools 

In the 2019 follow up interviews, management teams of all the schools stated that they wanted a 

reality check on what students were dealing with both in and out of school. The data that has been 

provided to schools from the JSU research team on the impact of the delivery of JSU in the 

classrooms provided that reality check.   

The principals felt the following would be useful:  

1. Student voice on the effectiveness of the programme and any common themes which come 

through from student feedback 

2. Do kids feel safer? 

3. Do the kids know what to do and feel empowered to be able to take action and to be heard? 

4. The safety of students with their teachers 

5. Do students feel that issues are dealt with effectively and in a timely manner? 

6. Feedback on the student needs in the school would be very helpful information.  

7. Feedback on student well-being within the school would be very helpful information. 

8. How does the programme add value to the teacher’s toolkit? 
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9. How does the programme add value to the student’s toolkit to support themselves and to 

help others? In the past students have tended to help each other rather than seek out the 

adults. Their friends are generally the first ones they go to when they are having issues. 

10. Information on cultural aspects of the programme particularly for Pasifika students. 

11. Are disclosure rates in other schools going up? 

12.  Evidence of student application outside the classroom of strategies learnt in the programme 

13.  How are schools connecting with whānau through this programme? 

 

One school now runs a student survey regularly which came out of their first year of participation in 

JSU in 2017. Their school survey is now regularly changed with input from each year's student 

cohort.  While the exact form and frequency of future evaluations is yet to be confirmed, some 

process of quality control and feedback on the fidelity of the programme is useful.  
 

4.13 Teacher narratives further supporting student voice on the impact of the 

programme 

 

The discussion above has strived to present the student data and voice on the impact of the 

programme. Throughout the discussion we wove together the student voice with supportive 

narrative collected from teachers during supervision sessions and follow-up interviews conducted 

late in Term Four. These have then been further supported with references to other research and 

resources developed internationally to support children while whole communities strive to reduce 

family harm. 

In addition to the teachers narratives included throughout the earlier sections of this discussion 

there are narratives clearly outlining the professionalism of teachers and willingness of schools to 

become hubs within communities so that ‘whole villages’ can come together to address New 

Zealand's shocking statistics of family violence and its impact on children. Teachers and Senior 

Management teams shared their initiatives to engage with parents differently through the influence 

of the JSU programme. Schools also described the interrelationship they were actively seeking 

between JSU and other agencies or resources available. We include these narratives below. 

 

4.13.1 Outreach to parents 
 

Throughout the whole development of JSU it has been recognised that changing the course of family 

harm needed to include outreach to parents. JSU began by resourcing children to learn some safety 

strategies, the primary one of asking for help if worried or scared. The challenge was how to engage 

parents in a useful way to raise their awareness of skills, strategies and behaviours linked to their 

children's wellbeing without putting parents in a place of deficit and defensiveness.   

Most of the participating schools began their connection and outreach to parents some time prior to 

implementing JSU. With the introduction of JSU some schools built upon these existing connections 

to inform them about the programme. A few parents talked to teachers about JSU to gain further 

clarity about the programme when they were approached for consent to have their children 

participate in the research. In 2019 teachers commented that the students were the best advocates 

for the programme to the parents. Some students included JSU work in their student-led 

conferences to share with parents and caregivers.  
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The JSU team has provided all schools with parenting tips sourced from SKIP and added the message 

‘Breathe, Think, Do’ translated into many languages. These tips focused on the principles of effective 

discipline, as many of the disclosures received by teachers were of excessive use of force in the 

name of discipline. JSU’s team also provided schools with a list of local agencies who could support 

parents when these were available. Many areas develop such lists in response to the White Ribbon 

Day promotions. Courses available to parents to support positive parenting were also promoted. 

As a result of having the parenting tips, schools came up with the following innovations to support 

their outreach to parents: 

●  Putting the parents' tips up as mini- posters in the school foyer 

● Including one parenting tip at a time in school newsletters with some key ideas 

accompanying them.  

● Making other suggestions for parents based on resources from JSU such as having a glitter 

jar at home to highlight what happens in the brain when emotions become high. 

● Using the glitter jar for parent-child conversations or actions taken to self-calm. 

● Encouraging parents to ask their children to teach the parent the calming breathing exercise 

so the parent and child could use them together. 

 

One school counsellor, along with one of the teachers involved with JSU, led an enquiry in 2019 into 

student well-being by asking parents for feedback on what they thought was needed within the 

school. As a result of this consultation, the school established a group of students they call the 

Bridge Builders. They are not mediators but are similar. Students can go to the group of Bridge 

Builders for help sorting out issues with other students. This was an example of parents being put in 

a place of strength and contributing to ways in which the school provided services for student 

wellbeing. Schools in the JSU pilot reported that they are increasingly the first port of call for parents 

to get the support they need from an external source. Two schools mentioned new parental 

behaviours of Mums who had altercations with partners and then came into the school seeking help.  

Outreach to parents is an area that merits further attention as the support for parents alongside 

their children is an important way of keeping children, with their heightened awareness of self-care 

strategies and rights, safe. Unfortunately, there is no one silver bullet which alone can alter what is 

happening for our children in their homes. Therefore, collaboration with iwis, agencies, school wide 

initiatives and NGOs which support parents will be an ongoing aspect of developing the 

sustainability of JSU in schools.  Lantieri (2014) argues: “ Children who are well nurtured and whose 

parents help them learn how to calm down when they are upset, for instance, seem to develop 

greater strength in the brains circuits for managing distress; those whose parents neglect them will 

be more likely to act on aggressive impulses or have trouble calming down when they are upset”. 

(p2)  

4.13.2 Relationship with other programmes and agencies 
 

As indicated earlier, although several schools, especially those repeating the JSU programme have 

commented that JSU is now their preferred well-being programme, the developers stress that this 

work can’t stand alone. Complex social issues such as are being tackled here are not changed with a 

one-size fits all mentality. It became more apparent in 2019 that schools have an increasing need for 

suitable resources to support them in looking after the wellbeing needs of students. The JSU team 

began hearing of schools running programmes which had not previously been mentioned alongside 

our work in schools.   



 

71 
 

These included 

●  Dweck’s Growth Mindset to encourage students to give things a go 

●  the Mana Potential programme designed by Angeline McDonald 

●  ‘Beyond the Screen’ run by personnel from The Parenting Place 

●  Gary Simpson's Compassionate Trauma Resolution 

●  the ‘Kichido’ programme as a self-calming technique 

● Heather Forbes and her book ‘Help for Billy.’  

● Australian resources Calmer Classrooms and Making Space for Learning  

● One school bought in the Brainwaves programme for the Year 7s. Initially the boys thought it 

was funny and then became shocked to learn that shaking a baby can damage the brain  

● EFT tapping 

● ‘Sparklers’  

● Yoga sessions as additional mindfulness and wellbeing sessions run for students  

● Girls Self-Defence Aotearoa New Zealand, funded by the Ministry of Social Development and 

ACC 

● John Hattie’s 8 Mindframes for teachers 

 

All teachers in one of the repeating primary schools run the ‘Kichido’ programme which is a 

breathing programme that provides students with self-calming, breathing strategies.  In the JSU 

sessions at this school the teacher pointed out that some people here ‘flip their lids’ and led the 

conversation onto the need for having self-calming strategies. In her explanation she included the 

need for people to have time out to allow their brain to settle down before we can expect them to 

be ready to think things through rationally. This conversation was based on the JSU teacher PLD and 

a new request to the JSU team in 2019 was to run other teacher workshops on the brain of Year 7 

and 8 students to establish a deeper understanding of their behaviours.   

Another one of the repeating schools was an Attachment Theory school and the teachers observed 

that JSU runs alongside attachment theory by giving specific activities and skills for naming and 

managing the emotions under behaviours. The programme provides specific language for both 

teachers and students to connect internally with emotions and be more understanding of self and 

others.  

However, in all participating schools, JSU was the programme with an explicit focus on keeping safe 

around family violence. Other programmes such as KOS are seen as covering general safety and then 

personal safety. JSU expands on interpersonal safety. In the end of year interviews some 

management teams were indicating that with JSU in place, other programmes they had previously 

run may not be so necessary. MTs were recommending the JSU programme to other teachers and 

other schools when on courses, at conferences or in Kahui Ako clusters. As JSU becomes more 

established in schools, teachers and management are keen to explore embedding this programme 

into their school’s delivery of the health curriculum. They are discussing how they implement JSU 

with facilitators of other wellbeing programmes as well as with ERO who requested more 

information about the JSU programme from one MT. 
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5. Recommendations and Conclusion 

 

5.1 Introduction 

There are several areas of recommendations arising from the research of the 2019 pilot to be refined 

during the project work of 2020.  

These are grouped into: 

1.      Operational recommendations 

2.      Content of programme 

3.      Areas to further develop 

4.      Wider roll-out strategies  

 

5.2 Operational Recommendations 

Training and supervisory support for teachers: ensuring that the benefits of the teacher PLD and 

supervision component of the programme is maintained and strengthened. 

PLD and supervisory support for teachers continues to be a key component in ensuring teachers are 

well prepared for implementing the programme and handling any disclosures safely. Both PLD and 

ongoing supervision strengthens the teachers' engagement with the contents of the programme, and 

ensures schools are effectively managing disclosures with their policies and procedures while 

improving the well-being of students. Requests for extended PLD have been received over the pilot. 

 

Our recommendations are: 

• Extend the PLD from one day into two days. The focus of the first day will be Modules 1-3: 

unpacking emotional literacy, trust and self-calming strategies as building blocks of resilience 

and wellbeing for all schools. The second day of PLD, offered a month later, will provide 

feedback from staff on delivery of the programme and will cover Modules 4-6, focused more 

fully on the violence prevention, safety and choice making aspects of the programme.  

• Continue to ensure that senior management is included in the PLD for teachers, for at least 

the first half-day.  Involving management assists the school in making systemic commitment 

to the programme and strengthens school relationships with outside agencies as SMTs gain 

clearer understanding of what the programme entails, and ensure safe, responsive 

procedures are in place for handling the inevitable disclosures. 

• New participating schools prepare for JSU by including in-school Professional Learning 

Development (PLD) for all teachers on their school’s procedures for implementing policy and 

procedures of responding to disclosures from or about vulnerable students. As has been 

demonstrated through the pilot, when personnel from local branches of Oranga Tamariki, 

Anglicare or similar agencies are involved in this PLD, relationships strengthen between 

school and support agencies. 

• Provision of ongoing support for teachers while delivering this sensitive material is essential. 

Continue teacher supervision in the form of two Skype supervision sessions for all 

participating schools.     

• Continue to identify Mentor Teachers (MTs) in each repeating school. Continue to provide the 

MTs with additional PLD and support enabling them to keep an in-school overview of delivery 

of the programme and safety of students and staff. These experienced teachers will be 
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supported by the JSU team as a mandatory part of their role and provided with extra 

supervisory support when requested.   

• Include a recommendation for principals to recognise the role of MTs with a unit of 

responsibility within the MT MOU. Also include the recommendation for principals to refer to 

this MOU within their Teacher Performance Appraisal interviews.  

 

5.3 Involvement of School Support Staff  

Most teachers in the repeating schools stressed that they would be very reluctant to allow other staff 

to work with their classes as they participated in JSU, due to the invaluable insights the programme 

gave them into the lives of their students. The JSU team heard from counsellors and SWiS workers 

that being aware of the programme running in classes gave them a specific context from which to 

offer support to the students when they opened up more regarding any matters concerning them. [In 

one new school in 2020 relieving teachers, teacher aides and teachers of junior classes participated in 

the PLD which was held as a teacher only day for the PLD. Representatives of the local support 

agencies also attended].  

 

Our recommendations are: 

• Include schools’ relieving teachers, teacher aides and pastoral care staff in the JSU PLD.  

Increase the options of school PLD provided to promote community engagement in improving 

the wellbeing of children. 

o PLD Option A: Teachers and SMT from a number of schools gathering together in one 

                           venue for PLD.                       

o PLD Option B: Providing schools with an in-house PLD day allowing that school to  

                           involve as wide a range as possible of support staff and local agencies.  

• Development of online webinars or use of Zoom for interactive webinars to increase staff 

members confidence and competency in delivering the programme.  

 

5.4 Evaluation processes beyond the pilot 

With the research pilot phase of JSU complete, the need for detailed data is no longer a priority. It has 

been noted that of the student wellbeing measures used, CORS had high value to teachers as they 

were able to identify student concerns in confidentiality. Having some effective measures will remain 

necessary to ensure ongoing evaluation of the fidelity of the programme. 

 

Our recommendations are: 

• Ensure all staff are shown the two-minute trailer of the Jade film prior to the implementation 

of the programme in schools. Ensure participating students also watch the two-minute trailer 

early in Module 1 as an intentional activity to pre-frame the programme. 

• Survey the teacher’s responses to the programme pre, post and follow-up 

• Arrange a selection of students to participate in one online survey/ questionnaire and in a 

focus group discussion about learnings of JSU at follow-up in Term Four 

• Ensure that teachers are all familiar with the online tutorials created by the JSU team to 

introduce CORS, it's use and interpretation for teachers to confidently apply the well-being 

measure for their students during delivery and consolidation.  

• Resource independent evaluators to conduct and analyse the evaluation measures to provide 

a second tier of credible programme evaluation and to avoid any potential conflict of interest 
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in the research team. Investigate partnering with a suitable tertiary institute for on-going 

programme evaluation.  An independent evaluator can assist with ensuring the data 

collection is ‘right-sized’ as well as providing different insights from a different perspective. 

These may contribute to decision making, improvements and development of future policies 

and procedures for the JSU team and programme. 

 

5.5 Content of the programme 

5.5.1 Integrating the programme into the curriculum 
 

In 2019 we have continued emphasising the cross-curriculum nature of the programme. Teachers 

value the programme being developed for them to teach in a cross-curricular manner. Cross -

curricular learning enhances students problem-solving abilities and strengthens their sense of being a 

successful learner and contributor to the learning of the class. The practice recommended in trauma-

informed practice of ensuring that all teaching contains a mixture of activities and modes of learning 

needs to continue to be highlighted in the PLD. Energisers and ice-breaker activities improve students 

teamwork and provide pathways towards learning moments 

Our recommendations are: 

• Continuing to refine future manuals to increase the options for teachers e.g. exercises more 

suited to younger or older students. This is increasingly important as more Year 4 students 

are participating in the programme when part of a composite class.  

• Retain the format of a Year A and Year B programme allowing teachers of composite classes 

to repeat each year with new content which is scaffolded onto prior knowledge. Students also 

benefit from the repetition of some exercises for a second year. Clearly reference these key 

exercises in the manual. 

• Ensure that manuals belong to the school rather than to individual teachers. Old manuals to 

be collected by the MTs and destroyed when the school has copies of the new manual 

supplied. 

• Continue to refine the material in Module Three on self-calming to include further links for 

recognition of signs of stress and relaxation.  Also include links to additional breathing and 

mindfulness activities.  

 

5.5.2 Allowing for in-school adaptations of Jade Speaks Up to align with cultures of the classes 
 

As teachers become more familiar with the programme in repeating schools, we hear more reports of 

adaptations to the programme that reflect the cultures of students and teachers. Teachers' use of 

metaphors and references to items linked to the cultures of their students such as harakeke, hibiscus, 

swimming trenches, pounamu and paua has led to very relevant conversations for students. When 

teachers and students have translated some content into Te Reo Maori and Pasifika languages they 

have enjoyed investing some of their cultural values and norms into the programme. With a mixture 

of cultures in most New Zealand classes, providing opportunities for in-class translation of some 

content can help students bridge cultural divides within the class. In-class translations of the material 

could potentially make learning more relevant to students who are more active participants in the 

process of meaning-making through the translation process. Alongside this is the need to provide at 

least some of the programme translated into Te Reo Maori, with some models of translated material 

within each module. 

Our recommendations are: 
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• Continue to expand the cultural stories to ensure inclusion of more students. 

• Continue to seek collaborators to translate, adapt and implement the JSU programme in a Te 

Reo Māori framework for bilingual classes and Kura Kaupapa. 

• Request samples of content which has now been translated by repeating teachers and classes 

to include as examples which other teachers and students may follow to translate more of 

the material. 

• Develop an on-line portal for teachers and students to submit translated content for other 

students and teachers to access. 

 

5.6 Areas to further develop 

5.6.1 Teacher PLD in skills needed to ensure wellbeing of students 

Teachers have signalled their growing commitment to develop clearer understanding of the impact of 

trauma and complex trauma on children. Principals and staff are asking for reliable, easily 

implemented measures of student wellbeing. Schools are investing in programmes which build 

effective skills for teachers in understanding and responding to students' vulnerabilities, improving 

student to student relationships and creating emotionally safe schools. Teachers are also willing to 

provide safe and confidential ways for students to disclose and want to know specifically what to do 

when challenges are disclosed. In-depth PLD related to the changing role of schools is required as 

they embrace more fully the critical value of relationship education. In high needs communities, 

teachers need to be kept safe through more of a community development approach and with 

stronger connections to Oranga Tamariki and other community support agencies.  

 

Our recommendations are: 

• Include more content on Adverse Childhood Experiences, Trauma and dealing with 

disclosures into all New Zealand Initial Teacher Education programmes within universities, or 

as PLD for all beginning teachers in the field. 

• Establish external supervision as part of the professional support of all teachers in high needs 

communities. 

• Strengthen relationships between schools, health services, including Social Workers in 

Schools, Oranga Tamariki and other community support agencies to support teachers as they 

develop student wellbeing and resilience. 

• Additional material and resources to support awareness of complex trauma and Adverse 

Childhood Experiences be provided to MTs to conduct PLD for staff.  

 

5.6.2 Parent engagement 

Throughout the JSU pilot, a goal has been to increase parent engagement. Bi-lingual parenting tips 

around the principles of effective discipline (with permission from MSD’s SKIP initiative) were inserted 

into schools’ newsletters because one of the early themes of disclosures focused on use of the 

excessive force in parental disciplining of children. The key message of ‘Breathe Think Do’ was 

translated into a variety of languages for inclusion in school newsletters. Information about local 

parenting programmes and services were made available to schools when the JSU trainers had access 

to these. Teachers reported encouraging parents to ask their child to teach them one of the JSU skills, 

for example, around self-calming. As part of the research, an information sheet was sent home letting 

families know about the JSU programme.  
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Our recommendations are:  

• Continue sending an information letter to all parents prior to delivery of the programme. 

• Insertion of parenting tips into schools’ newsletters is continued. 

• Through the programme, increase the visibility of agencies available to support parents, 

school and community.  

 

5.7 Further roll-out  

5.7.1 Engagement with new and repeating schools 

 

Over the three years of the pilot, principals and teachers reported that the JSU approach dovetails 

with and supports other school programmes and initiatives such as Compassionate Responses to 

Trauma, Keeping Ourselves Safe and PB4L School Wide. Modules 1-3 could enhance many other 

programmes which seek to improve the wellbeing of students through the development of intra and 

interpersonal relationship knowledge and skills. Both JSU and PB4L School Wide aim to strengthen a 

culture of caring within schools and mutual trust is a key component of that culture. Highlighting the 

interrelation of JSU with other programmes and initiatives is an important part of early conversations 

with schools. Decision making within schools to introduce or to repeat the programme takes time. 

Third parties such as SWiS workers (Dunedin 2018) and Health workers (Southland 2019) and the NZ 

Police Community Education team (Auckland 2019) have been successful in approaching new schools 

when the approach was made by August. This is because curriculum planning stage is usually done in 

Term Three of the preceding year. This has significant implications for funding, requiring certainty of 

resourcing for the following year to be confirmed by June/ July. 

 

Our recommendations are: - 

• JSU and PB4L engage in conversations exploring commonalities and ways to collaborate in 

their aims of supporting teachers to build a culture for students to make positive behaviour 

choices.  

• The JSU team and the NZ Police Community Education Head Office personnel engage 

proactively in seeking ways to align JSU with KOS and Kia Kaha and identify appropriate 

schools to enlist in the programme. 

• Continue to build relationships with Health, Social Services and other community agencies to 

utilise networks and promote the programme into communities. 

• Create a waiting list of interested schools. 

• Schedule any invitation to school engagement in JSU by August each year for schools to 

commit to the introduction or renewal of the programme the following year. 

• Prioritise the training of additional trainers to increase the JSU team’s capacity for teacher 

PLD and supervision. Models for creating structure, support and endorsement of these 

trainers are to continue being refined to ensure fidelity of delivery and aligned outcomes for 

the programme. 

 

5.7.2 Building community support around Jade Speaks Up delivery 

JSU is unique as an evidence based, New Zealand developed programme supporting the Year 5-8 

group with problems stemming from family harm. It is also effective in addressing well-being concerns 
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reported by teachers within our research. A strength of JSU has been the engagement of agencies and 

support personnel alongside schools for consultative community huis and for the PLD days. JSU can 

provide a focus for schools and communities to build stronger networks to address local concerns. 

 

Our recommendations are: - 

• Including service providers alongside school staff in the PLD days - particularly PB4L School 

Wide regional practitioners, Angli-Care, NZ Police Community Educators, Oranga Tamariki the 

Social Workers in Schools and the Resource Teachers of Learning Behaviour.  Such 

connections will assist cross referrals and can align to working with targeted schools and 

communities where family harm issues are identified. 

• Formalising a community development approach involving multiple community agencies to 

tackle the major disruptive social concerns affecting school communities.    

• Strengthening links between Health, Social Services and Education is more important than 

ever before.  

 

5.7.3 Further investigation and promotion of Jade Speaks Up programme 

 

• Seeking further opportunities to share the programme’s findings, through conferences and 

seminars. 

• Publishing peer-reviewed articles and papers within education and health publications both 

nationally and internationally. 

• Investigating the potential of incorporating Modules 1-3 of the programme into programmes 

which straddle school and community such as I Have a Dream (IHaD) in Whangarei. 

 

5.7.4 Ensuring best value from all decisions made for addressing student wellbeing 

Collaboration between JSU, other programmes or initiatives and significant decision makers in New 

Zealand will produce a more integrated and coherent result when addressing children’s wellbeing. 

The Government has provided leadership by producing the Child and Young Person Well-Being 

Strategy in 2019. The health and wellbeing of children becomes more evident in schools due to 

schools being the one place in society where large numbers of children gather for significant periods 

of time. Health and wellbeing contribute to how well students make the most of their educational 

opportunities. Ensuring children know who they can trust, feel safe and can be open with a trusted 

adult can alter the course of their life. Finding ways to include programmes such as JSU in the 

curriculum delivered in all schools is a priority action to further improve relationships and behaviours 

in New Zealand schools. 

 

Our recommendations are: - 

• Identifying how JSU fits into the next steps the Ministries of Education, Health and Social 

Development are taking to further improve school’s capacity to address the wellbeing and 

resilience needs of students and families. 

• Becoming a PB4L programme offering Modules 1-3 to all PB4L schools and Modules 4-6 to 

schools wanting to address family harm, with a funding model similar to Restorative Practice. 

• Include ongoing bi-annual evaluation and yearly development of the JSU programme to 

ensure the material stays current and has strong fidelity. 
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5.8 Conclusion 

The long-term vision of the Jade Speaks Up developers is the reversal of the alarming number of 

incidents of family violence in Aotearoa New Zealand. There are hopeful indicators that the positive 

outcomes of the JSU programme is supporting teachers in their quest to ensure their students 

flourish in their wellbeing. It is a catalyst in weaving together agencies and programme providers in 

the common pursuit of the goal of a safe nation in which our children can thrive.  

JSU provides a classroom intervention which requires children to use social reasoning. The 

comparison of pre- to follow-up data indicates that participating students have chosen different ways 

of thinking and created more supportive relationships with their classmates. There could be strong 

value in dovetailing the JSU programme with the PB4L framework addressing the gap in safety and 

relationship learning at Years 7 and 8. PB4L School-Wide and JSU both seek to improve the wellbeing 

of the students through the development of positive interpersonal relationships.  Both programmes 

also aim to develop a culture of care within schools with mutual trust and respect as key components. 

Well researched studies - conducted over at least three years- of programmes providing such 

interventions are relatively uncommon compared to the evaluations undertaken in schools of 

students’ academic achievement but are no less significant. Interventions such as JSU may change a 

child’s trajectory. As the 8-year-old student declared “this is about us [her and her classmates] 

because we’ll be parents one day.” 
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Public Health Nurses 

Te Punaka Oraka 

SDHB 

24 Clyde Street 

Balclutha 

034190465 

  

24th March 2020 

 

To Whom It May Concern 

 

I attended the “Jade Speaks Up” training at Kaitangata Primary School in January 2020. 

This primary school is one I am assigned to in the Clutha District as a Public Health Nurse and so I know the school 

and community well. 

At the end of 2019 it became evident that the school was having to manage and help support children for 

increasingly complex situations around violence and the children feeling unsafe.  They needed to know they could 

talk to people they trust that were not necessarily in the community but in the school setting, where they spend 

such a significant amount of time.    

By teachers, teacher aides, principals, Oranga Tamariki, NGO’s and myself being able to complete this training of 

Jade Speaks Up, it meant that the students and teachers can have stronger, trusting relationships and the pupils feel 

more connected and grounded. 

Children often need to learn the skills of resiliency outside of the home in a healthy environment to become 

confident with developing coping strategies and this can happen at school. 

One of the strongest messages I gained from this workshop was that a child lacking a voice in a violent home will be 

powerless and become lost.  They won’t reach their full potential and lack self-belief.  Adults have many stressors in 

their lives, with different ways of reacting to these stressors.  If the child becomes a victim of this they need to know 

that someone understands, and can find help and support for them. 

Children will still be victims of violence, they will still disclose at school.  The next layer is added if the school cannot 

listen and understand where the child is coming from.  It is imperative that the teacher feels strong and able to help 

the child’s voice be heard by appropriate people and action taken.   

 
Lisa Sell  

Public Health Nurse   
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31st March 2020 

Dear Jade Speaks Up Team, 

I just had to put pen to paper to express my gratitude to you for the extraordinary programme that you have created. Jade Speaks 

Up is very different to any health programme that we have ever had anything to do with because it is holistic, emotionally intelligent 

and authentic for each who participates in it. 

The depth, breadth and profundity of the programme makes it far and away the best personal safety programme that I have ever 

come across. It is also the best emotional intelligence course that I have ever used. It has helped me to identify children who are in 

need of help, who would never have come forward otherwise, and, equally importantly, it has taught all of the children in the class 

to be more self-aware, to understand their own and others’ emotions better, and to develop the tolerance towards others and the 

self-assertiveness strategies that are so important at NZC Level 3 and 4.  

Teachers are often the first port of call for unhappy and/or at-risk students, and while we are professionally capable of offering a 

great deal of support to them, we are not trained counsellors. We have to learn on the job, by listening to and caring about our 

students. The demands on us sometimes make us so busy that we are not present for our kids. Doing the Jade Speaks Up 

programme together gave us the space and time to be more real together and gave the students opportunities to help each other 

out. As the students understood that their classmates cared for them when they shared various emotions they felt more deeply 

connected, and as you know, connectedness is the state of being on which all true and personally meaningful learning depends. 

Jade Speaks Up is useful for everyone, not just children at risk. Before I did it, I was concerned that some of the content might 

frighten some students, but this never happened. In fact, the course has been created with such sensitivity that students found it 

meaningful and real whatever their situation in life, and no one was overwhelmed by the content. The students also found it fun and 

they still play several of the games that they learned.  

Another key strength of the Jade Speaks Up programme in my opinion is the fact that it is not a behavioural programme wherein 

teachers train students to follow certain behaviour patterns and pass moral judgements on what is and isn’t ok. Rather, it is an 

inclusive programme that goes to the root of human separateness and suffering by reassuring children that they have a right to be 

happy and safe, and enabling them to “breathe, think, and do” to get themselves there. This is why, even now, two years after their 

Jade Speaks Up class, the students who went through it with me still use “Breathe, Think and Do” and the children who were the 

juniors at that time still talk about it in school meetings. The idea of breathing to relax when you are upset is part of our school 

culture. 

I fully endorse this programme and recommend it for all schools with children aged between 8-13. 

Mauri ora! 

 

Eve Tonkin, Principal 

Timatanga Community School 
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DEBORAH SIM 

B A R R I S T E R 

 

 Postal:  PO Box 1308, Auckland 1140 

 DDI: 09-307 3694 

 Mob: 027 563 8652 

 Email:debsim@childrensfire.co.nz  

 

4 May 2021 

Tēnā koe, Elaine 

JADE SPEAKS UP PROGRAMME 

Thank you for telling me about and introducing me to the Jade Speaks Up Programme. As a family law barrister, 

I have seen the consequences of family violence and unresolved conflict in many family/whanau and other 

relationship situations. I have witnessed the distress and damage caused to children and understand how 

seriously this can impact their development and future wellbeing. 

I am so encouraged learning about Jade Speaks Up! I see how powerfully this programme could act as an 

intervention to empower and support the children who participate, and through them, their whanau and 

communities. The results from your 3-year pilot demonstrate already what the programme has achieved to date. 

There are many things I could say about the programme which appear very positive. Here are some of the 

strengths that I see:  

• Using the school environment as the forum for delivery, a place where most children must attend and 
where there is a chance to connect with whanau and caregivers as well as other related agencies and 
experts. 

• Using teachers as the facilitators, people who children are likely to trust already, and therefore providing 
a platform upon which to build further trust. 

• Working in the classroom environment and with a whole school (years 5 – 8) to build awareness of and 
compassion for other children as well as teaching practical relationship and ‘keeping safe’ skills. This 
education will benefit all children who participate, not only those perceived as ‘at risk’ now. The statistics 
on improvement in classroom behaviour and reduction in bullying associated with participation in the 
programme are encouraging. 

• The goals of the programme and outcomes sought are visionary but also very practical.  

• The emphasis on supporting and training teachers to follow appropriate procedures for dealing with 
receiving disclosures, will serve and better protect children who are involved in intervention by other 
agencies. I have seen cases where this has not happened and the consequent damage that has been 
caused. 

• The intention to continue to improve and modify the programme through feedback from users and 
advisers, ongoing data collection and review of results, and a commitment to maintaining integrity to the 
vision of the programme rather than attachment to particular outcomes. 

• The support and advice of the Advisory Board and the links with other related agencies, including 
consultation with Māori and Pasifika. 

I know from my work representing children as Lawyer for the Child in Family Court cases, the transformation that 

can take place when a child experiences being given the chance to speak and be listened to and how this 

validation can support a child even when the circumstances of their situation does not immediately change.  

This programme will only be as successful as the support it is allocated. I am aware that the resources of teachers 

and schools are already stretched and so they will need adequate resourcing to support them in delivering Jade 
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Speaks Up effectively. The feedback from teachers as to the value of this programme should be taken seriously, 

in particular the improvement in classroom behaviour which must benefit the children and help to keep good 

teachers in education. 

Jade Speaks Up does not pretend to be the fix-all but rather a powerful tool to work alongside other initiatives 

that share the vision for all tamariki to flourish and reach their full potential. It is in line with the Government’s 

2018 pledge to improve the wellbeing of children and young people in New Zealand. We all know that this goal 

can only be achieved if, as a nation, we commit to addressing the underlying causes of family violence and unsafe 

living circumstances, poverty, poor housing, poor mental health outcomes, addiction, inequality of opportunity 

and other structures of social dysfunction.  

In my view, Jade Speaks Up deserves adequate funding and support in all aspects of delivery, development and 

continued evaluation, in recognition of the value we place on our children as taonga, and as an investment in the 

future wellbeing of and outcomes for the people of Aotearoa. I sincerely hope that it can be rolled out nation-

wide.  

There is a story about the Children’s Fire, a tiny fire that the elders of the ancient American people brought into 

the centre of their Circle of Law, to remind them of their pledge that no decision, action or entity would harm  

their children or Nature’s children for seven generations. Jade Speaks Up honours the Children’s Fire. I hope that 

its spark is kept alight. 

“Take care of our children. Take care of what they hear, take care of what they see, take care of what they feel. 

For how the children grow, so will be the shape of Aotearoa”  

Dame Whina Cooper. 

 

Ngā mihi nui 

 

DEBORAH SIM 
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8. Appendix 2:  Summary of 2017 and 2018 data 
Appendix 2: Summary Report 2017 -2018  

 

Impact of Jade Speaks Up 2-year pilot - key statistics 2017 and 2018 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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).  

 

 

 

✓  
✓ 68% say using these skills would 

have a positive outcome – they 
are 10% more positive at follow-
up  

✓ 3% suggest a negative outcome 
(they will get hurt, lose 
friendship)  

✓ 29% not sure of the outcome. 

 

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, full-

primary, 
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 
children, 

aged from 8 
to 13 

15% Asian/ 
African,  29% 
Māori, 26% 

Pacific 
Island,

19% Pākehā
/European

4416 
questionnaires 

were completed 
covering emotional 

literacy, people 
connections, 

relational and 
safety skills, 

wellbeing and 
satisfaction with 

and benefits of the 
programme

Children 

feel 

safer! 

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%) 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. 

Children find JSU helpful 

✓ 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”.  

Children most 
at-risk made 
the greatest 

gains in 
wellbeing.

This is 
sustained 
at follow-

up.

91 children in 
the cohort 

move from at-
risk to good 
wellbeing

This 
drops to 
37.0%  

at post-
test

At pre-test 41.2% 
of children have 
at-risk wellbeing  
(Child Outcome 

Rating Scale) 
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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. 

 

 

 
 

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 positive children. 

 

At follow-up these least satisfied 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”. 

 

 

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. 

For more information contact: 

elaine.dyer@jadespeaksup.co.nz  

mailto:elaine.dyer@jadespeaksup.co.nz
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The goal of our evaluation of the Jade Speaks Up programme was to demonstrate that a relatively small and short-

term 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. 

 

 

 

1. Jade Speaks Up Summary of Research 2017  

• how to keep ourselves 

safe from violence 

 

• trust and the 

importance of having 

trusting relationships 

in our lives 

 

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. 

 

• feelings and safe 

ways to express them 
• the fundamentals of 

respectful relationships 

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: 

 

1.1 Background to the study 
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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.   

1.2 Positive changes in children’s attitudes and behaviours around 

safety 

 

 

● 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). 

 

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 

situations and fewer protective strategies. 

1.4 Children’s positive assessments of the value of the 

programme  

 

● 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. 

 

 

 

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. 

 

 

 

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

trust 
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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. 

 

 

1.5 Significant improvement both in children’s wellbeing and in risk of depression  

 

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 non-

school issues of concern. 

● 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 post-
programme 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. 

 

 

1.6 Improvement in the teachers’ perceptions of children’s 

vulnerability 

 



 
 
 
 

92 
 

  

 
 

• A beginning teacher in a rural school 
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”. 

 

Overall the teachers rated the programme helpful 

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. 

1.7 Teacher assessments of value of the Jade Speaks Up programme 

 

 

 
1. Positive changes in children’s attitudes and behaviours around 
safety 

In both training and supervision, it became evident that teachers’ skills for responding 

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 

unused to having supervision, so going through disclosure processes could be difficult 

for them. 

1.8 Pastoral care and training for teachers 

 
 

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. 
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  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     

1.9 Cultural applicability of Jade Speaks Up in 

schools

 

 

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%. 

 

1.10 What happened in follow-up to the most vulnerable children 

 

 

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”. 
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1.11 School perspectives at follow-up 

 

 

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.” 

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) 
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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 

For more information contact the Jade Speaks Up team: elaine.dyer@jadespeaksup.co.nz   

  Web: http://www.jadesepaksup.co.nz             Facebook: jade speaks up  

‘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=12FtJvYnpSE48a9-cIYKnZ5uRWa3eEIRe 

For more information contact: jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org   Facebook: jade speaks up  

  

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 

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. 

 

 

 

 

1.12 Looking to the 2018 and 2019 pilot 

mailto:elaine.dyer@jadespeaksup.co.nz
http://www.jadesepaksup.co.nz/
https://drive.google.com/open?id=12FtJvYnpSE48a9-cIYKnZ5uRWa3eEIRe
mailto:jadespeaksup@violencefreecommunities.org
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Appendix 4: Example of a possible relationship of the PB4L School Wide 

programme with Jade Speaks Up 

  

Table retrieved from: BrIdgman, Dyer & O’Hagan (2018) Jade Speaks Up Countering Domestic 

Violence and Improving Child Wellbeing: 2017 Research Report on a New Zealand Programme 

Delivered by Classroom Teachers (p.16) 

Example of a possible relationship of the PB4L School-Wide programme  
(Ministry of Education, 2014) with Jade Speaks Up. 
 

 Essential Components of 
PB4L School-Wide 

JSU programme expectations 

1. Support, participation, and 
leadership by principal 

The principal and senior leadership team attend the training day. 
Senior management staff are often the school coordinators of the 
programme. 
 

2. A common purpose and 
approach to discipline 

A best-practice approach to developing student trust and 
understanding of choices and possible consequences of behaviours. 
 

3. A clear set of positive 
expectations for all students 
and staff 

School values and expectations of behaviour and learning are 
supported through the JSU best-practice approach. 
 
 

4. Procedures for teaching 
expected behaviour 
 

JSU focus is on building the students’ emotional literacy and developing 
their concept of trust to underpin positive, respectful relationships that 
encourage student engagement.  
 

5. A continuum of 
procedures for encouraging 
expected behaviour 

Participating teachers model a consistent best-practice approach to 
relational behaviour and positive communication, and the tasks in the 
JSU are progressive more complex.  
 

6. A continuum of 
procedures for discouraging 
inappropriate behaviour 
 

Provides teachers with tools and activities to develop awareness of 
essential components of relationships, such as empathy with what 
another person may experience, so that inappropriate or violent 
behaviours can be self-modified. 
 

7. Procedures for the 
ongoing monitoring and 
evaluation of the 
effectiveness of the PB4L 
School-Wide system 
 

Staff and student questionnaires are given before and after teaching 
the JSU programme and at a 6-month follow-up. Supervision support 
sessions are provided for the teachers by the external programme 
trainers, and teachers give ongoing feedback on the effectiveness of 
the programme. Data is collected from students’ evaluations and fed 
through to the teachers for pastoral care conversations.   
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Appendix 5: Areas of the Child and Youth Wellbeing Strategy addressed by Jade 

Speaks Up 

  

 

 

 

Areas of the Child and Youth Wellbeing Strategy addressed by Jade Speaks Up 

Most children and young people in New Zealand are doing well, but some are not.  The Government has a goal to 

make New Zealand the best place in the world for children and young people. Jade Speaks Up is a well-being 

programme developed and piloted in New Zealand with funding from ACC.  We believe children and young people 

are taonga, the main character of the key story in the programme is ‘Jade’. This conveys the message that this child 

is precious, like our pounamu. 

Introducing the programme into schools has raised awareness of the complexities that schools face. Before teachers 
take the Jade Speaks Up programme into their schools, we recognise the importance of having community 
engagement with tangatawhenua. The readiness of local service agencies and other relevant initiatives such as PB4L, 
SWiS and Health Promoting Schools is also vital to support the schools in their well-being work with the students. 
Our teacher PLD includes representatives of Oranga Tamariki and Police to further strengthen the school/ 
community relationships.  

Five of the six wellbeing indicators from the Strategy are directly relevant to JSU 

Wellbeing Indicators Jade Speaks Up Outcomes 

1.      Children and young 
people are loved, safe and 
nurtured  
This means: • they feel loved 
and cared for • they have 
family, whānau and homes 
that are loving, safe and good 
to grow up in • they are safe 
from harm • they are able to 
spend time with their parents, 
family and whānau.  For this 
outcome, Government is giving 
more help to families and 
whānau, and working to stop 
abuse. 

1. Children are given a voice by using two internationally recognised well-
being assessment tools as part of the research into the impact of JSU. They 
have opportunities to talk both anonymously and face to face about the 
realities of life and how safe they are feeling. 
 In 2017 we found that 46% of the children in our survey were at risk of mental 
distress at the beginning of our programme and over the course of 10 weeks, 
this percentage dropped by 11%. In 2018 we found that 80% of students 
worried     about bullying in pre-programme surveys and this dropped by 21% 
post programme. These are great example of the results of the programme.   
Other research measures showed that the most vulnerable students made the 
most significant progress through the JSU programme and consolidated their 
gains in the follow up period in the months after the programme’s teaching.  
The inclusion of SWiS, RTLBs, School Counsellors and SENCO’s alongside 
teachers in the programme PLD has strengthened teacher access to extra 
community help to ensure the students who need mental health or safety 
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support get it more efficiently. 
By addressing healthy relationships in general and family harm, we are helping 
to stop bullying, family and sexual violence  

2.      Children and young 
people are happy and 
healthy 

This means: they believe in 
themselves and are able to 
bounce back if things go wrong 
• they have good mental 
wellbeing and are able to get 
better again if they are harmed 
• they have chances to play 
and be creative. For this 
outcome Government is also 
doing more to help children 
and young people’s mental 
health 

2. Children learn to identify and name their emotions accurately. Within the 
safety of their classroom they develop skills and strategies for coping in scary 
situations. 
Being able to name emotions accurately calms the emotional centre of the 
brain and allows reasoning to happen. By practicing skills and choices in a safe 
environment while they are calm, students have been able to later apply these 
skills and strategies in situations away from the classroom. Applying learning 
to living has given students a sense of agency and the ability to bounce back 
from ‘tough stuff’. Children and young people’s rights are respected and 
upheld as they learn of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the 
Child agreements. The messages of the programme are backed up with current 
video clips supporting exploration of wellbeing.  
 

3.      Children and young 
people are learning and 
developing 

This means: • Schools and 
other places of learning help 
them to learn and succeed • 
they learn what they need to 
know to get by in life. For this 
outcome Government is 
making large changes to the 
education system. This 
includes early childhood, 
primary and secondary 
schools, and higher. These 
changes will improve fairness 
so no-one misses out on 
learning. 
 

3.Teachers and children are given the opportunity to receive skilled and 
culturally appropriate support to address issues outside of the school gate, 
seldom acknowledged in the classroom. 
Prior to introducing the programme to classes each school provides their 
policies and procedures for responding to disclosures of abuse or neglect for 
checking by the JSU team. While schools may have the policies in place, 
teachers have often been unclear on procedures. With coaching this has been 
remedied so that the staff know the school’s systems. While the teachers are 
delivering the programme they are supervised by the JSU trainers in two after 
school on-line sessions with their teams. 
Student peer relationships have been shown to become more empathic and it 
has been noted that there is increased trust and safety to discuss authentic 
concerns in student’s lives.  
 The JSU programme is delivered to all children in the class by their classroom 
teacher, across all deciles.   Some schools are now embedding it into their 
health curriculum and teaching it every year. Any newcomers to the school 
have the same chance to participate in learning life skills needed to get by, and 
indeed flourish.  
Significant correlation between increase in safety skills and improved literacy 
has been noted by participating teachers. 

4.      Children and young 
people are accepted, 
respected and connected 

This means: • they are valued 
at home, school, in the 
community and online • they 
feel manaakitanga: this means 
kindness, respect and care for 

Through engagement with the JSU programme some teachers are changing 
their pedagogy to align more with the value of manaakitanga.  Senior 
Leadership and teachers have fed back on the value of the programme’s 
support for all participating teachers, catering for the many teacher ethnicities 
as well as child ethnicities with learning about universal needs of safety and 
trust and resources  for classrooms and parents provided in a number of 
different languages The programme justifies making time for class 
conversations about life beyond the classroom. Protocols are put in place for 
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others • they live free from 
racism and discrimination • 
they have stable and healthy 
relationships • they are 
connected to their culture, 
language, beliefs and identity . 
For this outcome, Government 
is helping children and young 
people feel they belong and 
are connected to their culture. 
This includes getting rid of 
racism and discrimination. 

safe sharing. Children hear stories from their peers who may be refugees or 
migrants with sad and scary stories from their past. Teachers and classes hear 
of family sadness such as a loved grandparent dying. The classes become more 
empathic and incidents of bullying or discrimination decrease. Furthermore, 
students are heard to reason out loud, ‘we all have bad days’ as they realise all 
their peers deserve to have a good life. They spontaneously help their peers by 
reminding them to ‘breathe, bro, then think about what you can do’. 
Incorporating this into classes of our 8-13-year olds ensures that early 
messaging about respectful, safe behaviour is embedded into their education.  

5.      Children and young 
people are involved and 
empowered 

This means: • they help at 
home, at school and in their 
communities • they exercise 
kaitiakitanga: this means they 
care for the land and feel 
connected to nature • they are 
listened to and those making 
decisions think about what 
they say • they have the help 
they need to grow into adults, 
make their own decisions and 
be responsible • they and their 
families are helped to make 
healthy choices. For this 
outcome Government is 
helping children and young 
people to have their say and 
make good decisions 
 

5. Jade Speaks Up nurtures a strong sense of belonging in class and school 
culture while also offering access to parenting tips to be shared with the 
school community.  
Caring for one another is given high value, as is respectful listening and 
opportunities for clear naming of concerns.   Critical thinking and wise decision 
making is developed as choices in a number of different scenarios.  
Wellbeing is built as teachers learn from their students about their lifestyle, 
relationships, culture and community. 
The use of drama within the programme enables children to step into the 
realities of other people including themselves as they imagine the future they 
wish to create. As one Year 4 (8-year-old) child succinctly said “I get it… this is 
about us, because we are going to be parents ourselves one day, aren't we?”  
Teachers report greater collaborative and consultative decision making and 
empathic relationships in the classroom. Films and stories provided in the 
programme give classes opportunities to examine character’s choices in real-
life challenges faced by real people. Deep conversations unpack both wise and 
unwise choices. Teachers have recounted how the JSU stories parallel the 
students’ lives. When wisdom emerges in the class conversations, peers listen 
carefully to their peers and take note.   

For more information about Jade Speaks Up contact  elaine.dyer@jadespeakup.co.nz   
Full reports of the ACC funded 2017 and 2018 research pilots can be accessed at 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/12FtJvYnpSE48a9-cIYKnZ5uRWa3eEIRe/view  (2017)  
https://drive.google.com/open?id=17QA7DVfQtOKtXN-hah47p8RayfqnP9Xl  
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