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Executive Summary  
 
 
Australian schools are increasingly adopting Positive Education as a means of 
benefitting both student well-being and academic outcomes.  Empirical research 
evaluating these outcomes is however urgently needed.  This report presents initial 
findings on well-being outcomes in Year 9, 10 and 11 students at one of the most 
comprehensive and best practice positive education providers in the world, Geelong 
Grammar School (GGS).  A range of mental health and well-being indicators were 
assessed at the start of the year and again at the end of the school year, which 
comprised substantial positive education curricula including the Timbertop program in 
Year 9, and the Positive Education Program (PEP) in Year 10.  The quasi-experimental 
design contrasted these effects with the same measures obtained from 
sociodemographically equivalent students from a range of private schools in 
Melbourne.  
 
The findings indicate that the well-being of GGS Year 9 students improved over the 
year, was stable in Year 10 and declined somewhat in Year 11.  The improvements in 
well-being observed in Year 9 students were significant and extensive, being observed 
in broad mental health and well-being measures, character strengths and all six 
domains of the GGS Positive Education model: positive emotions, positive 
relationships, positive purpose, positive engagement, positive accomplishment and 
positive health.  None of these improvements were observed in control students, 
suggesting that the benefits were a result of the Timbertop program.  In addition, 
Year 9 students new to GGS reported lower well-being at baseline compared with 
control participants, however Year 9 students who had previously attended GGS 
reported higher well-being than controls.  Qualitative data from focus groups also 
support the beneficial effects of the Timbertop program, with students showing 
insight into how the experiences of this program contribute to each domain of their 
well-being. Mobile devices were also used to sample in the moment daily experiences 
of a subset of Year 9 students.  Students whose well-being improved over the year 
(62% of the cohort) showed a significant decrease in the use of negative strategies in 
response to negative events.  In addition, students whose satisfaction with life 
increased over the year (67% of the cohort) showed a significant increase in the use 
of positive strategies in response to positive events in their life.  This suggests that 
the Positive Education experience at Timbertop was being translated into everyday 
life by increasing positive strategies such as savouring the moment, keeping 
everything in perspective, trying to relax and using the skill of real time resilience, as 
well as reducing negative strategies such as avoiding the situation or taking negative 
feelings out on others.  Many Timbertop students whose well-being improved 
attributed their use of positive strategies specifically to their learnings from GGS.  
This also confirms an association between the use of strategies taught in the Positive 
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Education curriculum with enhanced well-being outcomes, and highlights a clear 
direction for focus for the students whose well-being and satisfaction with life were 
not improved.  
 
Year 11 GGS students reported significantly better mental health and well-being 
relative to sociodemographically matched controls, and this was also a trend in Year 
10 GGS students.  However, the absence of well-being improvements across these 
years is a notable contrast to the powerful effects of the Year 9 Timbertop experience.  
While declines in mental health and wellbeing in Year 11 students are also of some 
concern, these were consistent with changes observed in control students, and are 
therefore likely to be a reflection of increasing demands of adolescence and senior 
level school work, from which it may be difficult to entirely protect students.  In 
addition, this decline in mental health could be a reflection of the loss of an explicit 
PEP in Year 11.  The absence of any significant improvements in Year 10 – where 
positive education was comprehensive and explicit – was surprising.  Focus groups 
conducted with Year 10 students identified a number of aspects of the PEP which may 
be limiting its full potential. In particular, students reported that they wanted positive 
education classes to be more interactive and experiential and less ‘academic’, they 
wanted their teachers to use more real world examples that were applicable to them 
and were age specific and they wanted more consistency across teachers with respect 
to content delivery and modelling of aspired behaviours. 
 
This current study is the first step in a more comprehensive series of studies.  Phase 
2 of this research to be conducted in 2014-2017 will include regular multi-method 
evaluations including salivary cortisol and heart rate variability and longitudinal data 
incorporating schools from public and private educational sectors and with students 
from varied socioeconomic status.  Collectively, these studies’ findings will provide 
rich insight into the student experiences resulting from PEPs. 
 
 

Key Messages:  
 

 The explicit delivery of Positive Education helps to protect young people from 
declining mental health. 

 The Year 9 Timbertop experience fosters student well-being and school 
engagement.  Students report a strong sense of accomplishment and 
connection with others over the course of the year. 

 Students are able to use positive strategies taught at GGS to help them respond 
effectively to everyday life events (only Year 9 students were assessed). 

 Student-teacher connections matter to young people. 

 Students engage with Positive Education most when they can see its relevance 
to their real world experiences and get involved with the learning process. 
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Implications 

 
The current empirical study offers a range of implications for educators, researchers, 
and the broader community. 

 

Primarily, the study findings: 

 

 provide evidence to support the effectiveness of a PEP to enhance positive 
emotion, engagement, relationships, meaning, accomplishment and health. 

 illuminate protective factors which contribute to reducing the high incidence of 
depression and anxiety, among secondary school students, which could be 
delivered through a school-based PEP. 

 identify active ingredients and underlying mechanisms of successful PEPs based 
on quantitative and qualitative data. 

 offer guidance to other schools with similar school and student characteristics 
wishing to develop, or refine, PEPs in terms of identifying active program 
components and delivery methods so that future programs can be more 
streamlined. 

 will help to minimize the development of programs which are not sufficiently 
evidence-based or which are too general to achieve targeted outcomes. 

 can be used to inform policy makers and educational bodies such as ACARA 
about the effects of PEPs on important educational outcomes such as academic 
performance and school engagement. 
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Recommendations 
 

 Year 9 Timbertop Program:  
 

o Continue with the current Timbertop program as it is highly successful in 
achieving the desired outcomes relating to well-being, mental health and 
academic engagement. 

o Consider methods of improving student sleep quality (e.g., through 
education, environmental modifications, building in more 
rest/recovery/quiet time). 

o Develop creative ways in which positive education can be better linked to 
the Mathematics curriculum. 

o Incorporate more specifically into the program the strategies used by Year 
9 students who reported enhanced well-being: namely promoting positive 
strategies such as savouring the moment; keeping everything in 
perspective; trying to relax and using the skill of real time resilience; and 
reducing negative strategies such as avoiding the situation or taking 
negative feelings out on others.    

 
 Year 10 PEP: 

 

o Continue delivering PEP classes with the recommendation that there is 
regular program review and revision based on student consultation, and 
ongoing teacher training. 

o Revise the Year 10 PEP to include more engaging and practical activities 
for the students (more movies, you tube clips, guest speakers, real world 
projects and less work sheets and textbook readings). 

o In response to focus group findings, teacher training is recommended, not 
just with regards to program content but also program delivery.  Students 
are requesting a more youth friendly format which includes age-relevant 
examples, practical lessons outside the classroom and time for discussion.  
More ‘field work’ in positive psychology is recommended. 

o Where possible smaller classes in more relaxed settings are desirable to 
enable more of the practical and interactive components to take optimal 
effect. 

o Minimise the repetition in theoretical content between the Timbertop 
program and the Year 10 PEP. 
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o Guide students through the transition from Timbertop back to Corio.  In 
particular the transition from the applied, real world learning process to 
the textbook model of learning is difficult for students to manage. 

o Promote a PEP that is holistic in nature and incorporates physical activity 
similar to that experienced at Timbertop. 

 

 Year 11: 

o Provide booster sessions for Year 11 students to assist in countering the 
downward trend in well-being and the increased reporting of mental 
health issues. 

o More guidance is needed with the application of positive psychology to the 
students’ own lives and challenges (exam stress, busy lifestyle, 
relationship issues).  Some consultation with students about their specific 
needs is advised to develop a suitably tailored booster session that 
derives maximal advantage in minimal time (given the existing time 
pressures experienced by Year 11 students). 

o Consider running a student retreat focused specifically on managing 
challenging life events for young people. 

o Encourage students to engage in physical activity (outside of competitive 
sport).  
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Introduction 
 

Policy Issue 
 
There is a strong interest in developing and disseminating Positive Education 
Programs (PEPs) in schools (Green, 2011; Waters, 2011) yet the benefits to student 
well-being and academic performance through rigorous research studies remain 
largely unknown.  This insight into the effects of PEPs is critical as it is projected that 
considerable resources will be invested in reshaping existing curricula to 
accommodate PEPs and to train school staff around this new strengths-based 
educational framework.  This is evident from the frequency and popularity with which 
positive education conferences, organisations and training programs are emerging 
(e.g., Positive Schools Conference, Positive Education Symposia, 1st Australian 
Positive Education Conference, Positive Education Schools Association).   
 
There is also insufficient information about the underlying mechanisms which optimise 
program efficacy.  For example many PEPs are multi-faceted and are delivered as part 
of the ‘regular’ school curriculum, either as an explicit subject or as an integrated 
component of an existing subject (e.g., within pastoral care or health education 
programs).  This adds further complexity in clearly identifying the PEP components 
which are most conducive to well-being. 
 
Consequently, despite a surge in research and interest in the effects of positive 
education, fundamental characteristics of effective PEPs remain unclear.  For instance, 
it is not known whether all the specific program components are effective and 
necessary for achieving the program goals. Similarly, the optimal dosage level and 
sequencing of program components has not been determined.  In addition there are a 
range of factors associated with age and development which can influence program 
‘fit’ for specific needs (Lyubomirsky, 2007).  The environment in which the program is 
delivered also needs to be consistently supportive at a systems level.  This has 
implications for the training of staff, program development and delivery, and 
evaluation. 
 
In sum, while there is a strong interest in Positive Education and a growing urgency 
to spread its application widely across all schools (private, public, primary and 
secondary), the specific factors that increase their likelihood of success (i.e., achieve 
goals related to the enhancement of well-being and academic performance) have not 
been adequately examined, identified and substantiated.  This means that this 
interest in applying positive psychology principles to schools may be unfounded and 
the often limited resources may not be adequately directed to targeting the key 
factors for program success. 
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Research Questions 
 
The research presented in this report conducted in 2013 was conducted as the first 
year of a 3 year research program.  The research questions addressed are therefore 
limited to those which can be explored with this initial data set.  Subsequent reports 
will extend these questions to those which can be addressed with more longitudinal 
data. 
 
The key research questions guiding the 2013 year of evaluation were: 
 

1. What levels of well-being are reported by Year 9, 10 and 11 GGS 
students? 
 
1.1 Are there any gender differences in well-being? 
1.2 Are there changes in mental health and well-being over the year? 
1.3 Are there changes in academic performance across the year, and if so, 

are the changes associated with increased mental well-being and life 
satisfaction? 

 
2. Are well-being levels of GGS students higher than well-being levels of 

other students with similar socioeconomic demographics? In which 
areas are positive changes experienced? 

 
2.1 Year 9: Do Year 9 GGS students experience changes in well-being as a 

result of completing the year-long GGS Timbertop program?   

2.1.1 Are there differences in well-being improvements based on whether 
students attended GGS prior to Year 9 or not? 

2.2 Year 10: Do Year 10 GGS students experience changes in well-being as a 
result of completing the year-long PEP? 

2.3 Year 11: What levels of well-being are being reported by Year 11 GGS 
students at start and end of the year? 
 

3. Where positive effects occur, which strategies are students actually 
utilizing in their everyday life? Do the positive effects depend on the 
number of positive strategies students use to respond to both positive 
and negative life circumstances? 
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Background 
 
Specific programs such as the Penn Resiliency Program (PRP) and the Strath Haven 
Positive Psychology Curriculum have been frequently evaluated (see Seligman, Ernst, 
Gillham, Reivich, & Linkins, 2009) and have revealed some positive outcomes 
particularly in regards to reducing anxiety and depression. The findings from these 
studies have however been mixed and do not allow us to understand much about the 
underlying causes for achieving consistent program success.  Nonetheless, findings 
from studies evaluating the PRP highlight the importance of training and supervision 
by the core research team for the group leader.   
 
One study which focused on constructs typically included in PEPs, namely emotions 
and social interactions, is worthy of discussion.  Durlak et al.’s (2011) meta-analysis 
of 213 US school-based Social and Emotional Learning (SEL) programs (K-12) 
revealed that class-based/school teacher-led programs yielded the best outcomes, as 
did those adopting the SAFE practices framework. The SAFE practices framework 
identifies the importance of ideal Sequencing of tasks to be mastered, Active forms of 
learning, Focused learning which enables sufficient time and attention for practice and 
Explicit objectives.  Not only did these SEL programs enhance social and emotional 
skills, but they also improved academic performance.  Others have also identified the 
importance of instructional relevance and the development of real world learning 
goals as important features for student engagement (Shernoff & Anderson, 2014). 
 
Although there are a number of different well-being frameworks, it is widely accepted 
that well-being is multidimensional.  One well-being framework that is currently being 
used as a basis for developing positive psychology programs is the PERMA model of 
well-being (Seligman, 2011) which espouses the importance of six elements; Positive 
emotions, Engagement, Relationships, Meaning and Accomplishment which are 
underpinned by a strengths approach to well-being. Unlike specific positive 
psychology interventions (e.g., three good things or using your strengths in new 
ways), or programs such as the PRP and SEL which tend to focus on particular well-
being components such as resilience or social and emotional competence, GGS has 
adopted a more comprehensive approach to well-being by developing both implicit 
and explicit curricula and methods which are based on the PERMA model and include 
a health dimension (see Figure 1).  Their justification for using this framework has 
been well articulated in their published paper (Norrish, Williams, O’Conner, & 
Robinson, 2013). 
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Figure 1: Geelong Grammar School’s Comprehensive model of Positive Education (published in 
Norrish, Williams, O’Conner, & Robinson, 2013). 
 
Consistent with the notion of person-activity fit (Lyubomirsky, 2007), it is recognized 
that there will be no single program that will be equally effective for all participants.  
There are a number of individual difference and contextual factors that can influence 
the outcomes.  Hence in the development and evaluation of PEPs, it is important to 
understand the role of these factors through the use of mixed method approaches 
including qualitative and quantitative data collection.  A focus on understanding the 
enablers and disablers of applying positive psychology in the real world for a variety 
of people against a constellation of different contexts is also essential.  For example 
research has shown that the quality of the instructional learning is instrumental in the 
success of the program and that creating a supportive infrastructure increases the 
likelihood for program success (Hattie, 2009).  GGS has adopted a whole school 
approach to positive education by providing training for all staff initially and then to 
the students.  Their philosophy of ‘live it, teach it, embed it’, depicts the need for the 
leaders to be exemplars of applying positive psychology to everyday practices before 
they can teach it to their students.  In this way positive psychology can be more 
firmly and authentically embedded in the school system.  Practice has also been 
shown to be important for program success.  The SEL meta-analysis (Durlak et al., 
2011) supports this through the importance of the SAFE framework which advocates 
the need for active forms of learning and focused learning which enables sufficient 
time and attention to practice new skills being taught. 
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Current contributions 
 
By evaluating the effects of one of the most comprehensive, best practice positive 
education and well-being programs available, a more refined understanding of 
student well-being across the different year levels can be obtained.  These specific 
insights will enable schools, and those involved in the educational sector more 
broadly, to make informed decisions about where to invest limited resources in their 
quest to promote student well-being.  More specifically, knowledge will be gained with 
respect to the ideal infrastructure and training approaches, the program curriculum 
and the pedagogies for optimal student well-being outcomes.   
 
It is noteworthy that this current study is simply the first step in accumulating these 
insights.  The Timbertop program is particularly unique in that it combines nature, 
physical activity, resilience training and positive education with traditional curricula.  
Furthermore, over the period of the program students are not living in their usual 
environment. In Year 10 at GGS, the environment for delivering the PEP reverts back 
to a more regular school context for students.  An insight into how students’ 
transition from one context to the other would be valuable.  
 
Future research studies which include comprehensive outcome measures, regular 
multi-method evaluations and longitudinal data incorporating schools from all 
educational sectors and with students from varied socio-economic strata will provide 
more detailed and generalizable data on the effects of PEPs on student well-being.  
Phase 2 of this research – to be conducted in 2014-2017 – will aim to target these 
study features. Subsequently this collective knowledge will provide much needed 
guidance currently being sought by many schools wanting to improve student well-
being in a more dedicated and strategic way.  This first step enables a systematic and 
comprehensive program evaluation to take place on a well-resourced, best practice 
school and to determine if in these ideal circumstances well-being can be enhanced. If 
positive outcomes ensue, the aim is to identify the likely underlying mechanisms 
(specific program components) influencing these positive changes with the goal that 
ultimately with sufficient trialing, these methods can then be applied to students more 
generally across the Australian school system. 
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Approach 

 
Who was assessed?    
 
Year 9, 10 and 11 students at Geelong Grammar School (GGS) were assessed in 
2013.  
 
To enable a comparison of well-being changes with schools of similar socioeconomic 
demographics to GGS, Control students were recruited from a range of private 
schools.  An attempt was made to match these schools with GGS, by recruiting from 
private schools, boarding schools and co-educational schools. Nonetheless, there is no 
perfect control for GGS, and all comparisons must be interpreted with caution given 
there will always be differences between GGS and control schools that are impossible 
to control.  For instance, in the 2013 recruitment, all of the control schools were 
metropolitan and some were single-sex schools. 
 

Details of participants across both GGS and Controls schools are shown in Table 1.  A 
subset of Year 9 GGS students completed an additional experience sampling 
component and their details are shown in Table 2.  A randomly selected subset of 
Year 9 (n = 46) and 10 (n = 33) GGS students participated in focus groups at the end 
of the year.  GGS and control groups were equivalent on each of these 
sociodemographics at each year level.  The only difference was that the ratio of Year 
9 females to males was slightly higher in the control groups than at GGS. 
 
 
Table 1:  
Demographics of participants from Geelong Grammar and Control schools.  
(M=Male  F= Female  SD=Standard Deviation) 
 

Survey only Number Gender Age Country of 
birth 

 
Geelong Grammar School Students         

 
Year 9     

       Year 10 
       Year 11 

 
Total 383 
 
119 
135 
129 

 
 
 
66M  53F 
86M  49F 
66M  63F 

 
 
 
14.10 (SD 0.54) 
15.04 (SD 0.62) 
16.09 (SD 0.74) 

 
 
 
Australia: 85% 
Australia: 76% 
Australia: 80% 
 

 
Control students from a range of 
partially matched private schools  

 
Year 9 

       Year 10 
       Year 11 

 
Total 138 
 
 
79 
29 
30 

 
 
 
 
32M  47F 
15M  14F 
10M  20F 

 
 
 
 
14.05 (SD 0.50) 
15.21 (SD 0.41) 
15.87 (SD 0.63) 

 
 
 
 
Australia: 86% 
Australia: 76% 
Australia: 70% 
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Table 2:  
Demographics of participants who completed the experience sampling method.  
(M=Male  F= Female  SD=Standard Deviation) 
 

Experience Sampling Method only Number Gender Age Country of 
birth 

 
Geelong Grammar School Students  

  
   Year 9 

        

 
Total 50  
 
44 (completed 
all time-points) 
 

 
27M  23F 
 
22M  22F 
 

 
 
 
14.10 (SD 0.44) 
 

 
 
 
Australia: 81% 
 

 

 
When were they assessed? 
    

 
 
 
How were they assessed?    
 

Measures: 
• Survey of psychological questionnaires 
• Experience sampling methodology (daily reports of strategies used and the 

outcome of using these strategies) 
• Focus groups (end of year only) 

 

Statistical techniques included: 
• Descriptive analyses (means, measures of deviation, frequencies) 
• Paired sample t-tests (two-tailed) to compare changes across year within GGS 

Year levels 
• Mixed design analyses of variance (ANOVA), with time (start vs end of year) a 

repeated factor, and group (GGS vs control) an independent factor.  
Experiment-wise error rate was set at α = .05 for each analysis.  Significant 
interactions are presented graphically within the body of this report, and full 
descriptive and inferential statistics are presented in the Appendices. 

• Thematic analysis 
 

Baseline  

• Start of year 2013               
(mid-February) 

Post-intervention 

• End of year 2013                
(early December - 10 
months later) 



The University of Melbourne  |  Monash University 
Positive Education Evaluation 2013 

     

 

Page | 13  
 

What was assessed?    
 

Table 3:  
Details of Measures used in this Research. 
 

Mental	  Health	  and	  Well-‐Being	  
Component	   Measure	   Description	  
Mental	  well-‐being	   Warwick-‐Edinburgh	  

Mental	  Well-‐being	  Scale	  
• 14-‐item	  measure	  of	  mental	  well-‐being	  
• Rated	  on	  a	  5-‐point	  scale	  from	  “None	  of	  the	  time”	  to	  “All	  of	  the	  time”	  

Satisfaction	  with	  life	   Students’	  Life	  
Satisfaction	  Scale	  

• 7-‐item	  measure	  of	  global	  satisfaction	  in	  children	  
• Rated	  on	  a	  6-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Strongly	  disagree”	  to	  “Strongly	  agree”	  	  

Mental	  health	   Depression	  Anxiety	  
Stress	  Scale	  

• 21-‐item	  measure	  of	  anxiety,	  depression	  and	  stress	  symptoms	  
• Rated	  on	  a	  4-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Did	  not	  apply	  to	  me	  at	  all”	  to	  “Most	  of	  the	  

time”	  
Strengths	   Strengths	  Knowledge	  

and	  Strengths	  Use	  
• 22	  items	  that	  assess	  awareness	  and	  recognition	  of	  individual	  strengths,	  and	  

the	  extent	  of	  strengths	  use	  in	  various	  situations	  
• Rated	  on	  a	  7-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Strongly	  disagree”	  to	  “Strongly	  agree”	  

 

Positive	  Emotions	  
Component	   Measure	   Description	  
Happiness	   EPOCH	  Adolescent	  

Measure	  of	  Well-‐being	  
• 5	  items	  of	  the	  Happiness	  subscale	  were	  used	  
• Rated	  on	  a	  5-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Almost	  never”	  to	  “Almost	  always”	  

Coping	   Coping	  Self-‐efficacy	  
Scale	  

• 13-‐item	  measure	  of	  perceived	  self-‐efficacy	  for	  coping	  with	  challenges	  and	  
threats	  

• Rated	  on	  a	  11-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Cannot	  do	  at	  all”	  to	  “Certain	  you	  can	  do”	  
 

Positive	  Purpose	  
Component	   Measure	   Description	  
Optimism	   EPOCH	  Adolescent	  

Measure	  of	  Well-‐being	  
• 5	  items	  of	  the	  Optimism	  subscale	  were	  used	  
• Rated	  on	  a	  5-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Almost	  never”	  to	  “Almost	  always”	  

Personal	  growth	   Personal	  Growth	  
Initiative	  Scale	  

• 9-‐item	  measure	  of	  personal	  growth	  initiative	  
• Rated	  on	  a	  6-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Strongly	  disagree”	  to	  “	  Strongly	  agree”	  

Mindfulness	   Mindful	  Attention	  
Awareness	  Scale	  

• 15-‐item	  measure	  of	  mindfulness	  
• Rated	  on	  a	  6-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Almost	  never”	  to	  “Almost	  always”	  

Meaning	   Orientations	  to	  
Happiness	  

• 6	  items	  of	  the	  Meaning	  subscale	  were	  used	  
• Rated	  on	  a	  5-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Not	  like	  me	  at	  all”	  to	  “Very	  much	  like	  me”	  

Connectedness	  to	  
Nature	  

Connectedness	  to	  
Nature	  Scale	  

• 14-‐item	  measure	  of	  individuals’	  trait	  levels	  of	  feeling	  emotionally	  connected	  
to	  the	  natural	  world	  

• Rated	  on	  a	  5-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Strongly	  disagree”	  to	  “Strongly	  agree”	  
 

Positive	  Relationships	  
Component	   Measure	   Description	  
Relationships	   Bullying	  Prevalence	  

Questionnaire	  
• 20	  items	  that	  assess	  the	  prevalence	  of	  Pro-‐social	  behaviour,	  Victimisation	  

and	  Bullying	  in	  various	  situations	  
• Rated	  on	  a	  4-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Never”	  to	  “Very	  often”	  

	   Cyber-‐bullying	  	   • 4	  items	  that	  assess	  the	  prevalence	  of	  cyber-‐bullying	  behaviour	  
• Rated	  on	  a	  4-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Never”	  to	  “Very	  often”	  

	   Children’s	  Intrinsic	  Need	  
Satisfaction	  Scale	  
EPOCH	  Connectedness	  
	  

• 6	  items	  that	  assess	  adolescents’	  relatedness	  across	  three	  contexts	  (at	  
home,	  at	  school,	  and	  with	  friends)	  

• Rated	  on	  a	  5-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Not	  at	  all	  true”	  to	  “Very	  true”	  
• 5	  items	  of	  the	  Connectedness	  subscale	  were	  used	  
• Rated	  on	  a	  5-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Almost	  never”	  to	  “Almost	  always”	  

Gratitude	   Gratitude	  Questionnaire	   • 6-‐item	  measure	  of	  gratitude	  
• Rated	  on	  a	  7-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Strongly	  disagree”	  to	  “Strongly	  agree”	  
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Positive	  Engagement	  and	  Accomplishment	  
Component	   Measure	   Description	  
Autonomy	  &	  
Competence	  

Children’s	  Intrinsic	  
Need	  Satisfaction	  
Scale	  

• 12	  items	  that	  assess	  adolescents’	  autonomy	  and	  competence	  across	  three	  
contexts	  (at	  home,	  at	  school,	  and	  with	  friends)	  	  

• Rated	  on	  a	  5-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Not	  at	  all	  true”	  to	  “Very	  true”	  

Engagement	  &	  
Perseverance	  

EPOCH	  Adolescent	  
Measure	  of	  Well-‐
being	  

• 10	  items	  of	  the	  Engagement	  and	  Perseverance	  subscales	  were	  used	  
• Rated	  on	  a	  5-‐point	  scale	  from	  “Almost	  never”	  to	  “Almost	  always”	  

School	  Engagement	   Purpose-‐designed	  
questions	  

• Single	  items	  on	  meaningfulness	  of	  school	  work,	  importance	  of	  school	  
learning	  for	  later	  life,	  missed	  classes,	  school	  enjoyment,	  hating	  being	  in	  
school,	  trying	  best	  at	  school	  

• Rated	  on	  5	  point	  scale	  from	  “Never”	  to	  “Almost	  always”	  
 

Positive	  Health	   	  
Component	   Measure	   Description	  
Self-‐reported	  health	   Purpose-‐designed	  

questions	  
• Items	  describing	  sleep	  quality,	  sleep	  quantity,	  energy	  levels,	  self-‐rated	  

physical	  health	  
	   	   	  

Demographics	   	   	  
Component	   Measure	   Description	  
Demographics	   Purpose-‐designed	  

questions	  
• Items	  describing	  age,	  gender,	  country	  of	  birth	  and	  family’s	  origin,	  

socioeconomic	  factors	  
	   	   	  

Academic	  Performance	   	  
Component	   Measure	   Description	  
English	  &	  Mathematics	   Term	  grades	   • 7-‐point	  grading	  scale	  from	  “Ungraded”	  to	  “A”	  
	  

Experience	  Sampling	  Methodology	  
Component	   Measure	   Description	  
Strategy	  use	   Purpose-‐designed	  

questions	  
• Items	  describing	  current	  mood,	  arousal,	  control,	  context	  (where	  am	  I,	  who	  

am	  I	  with),	  recent	  significant	  events	  (and	  type,	  if	  something	  positive	  or	  
negative	  occurred),	  response	  to	  significant	  event	  (negative	  or	  positive),	  
effect	  of	  this	  response,	  reason	  for	  this	  strategy	  selection.	  

Focus	  Group	   	  
Component	   Measure	   Description	  
Student	  feedback	   Purpose-‐designed	  

questions	  
• Questions	  about	  positive	  education	  program	  content	  and	  delivery.	  
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Findings 
 
 
Research Question 1:  
 
What levels of well-being are reported by Year 9, 10 and 11 GGS 
students?  
 
1.1 Are there any gender differences in well-being? 
 
No significant gender differences in well-being were found across all three year levels. 

 
	  

1.2 Are there changes in mental health and well-being over the year? 
 
Students of GGS differed significantly in their mental health and well-being profiles 
across year levels.   

 

Year 9 GGS students demonstrated clear shifts in scores reflecting improved mental 
well-being and strengths knowledge, and a reduction in mental illness scores 
(depression and anxiety) across the year.  Whether this is a natural pattern which 
occurs in all Year 9 students can only be determined by contrasting this effect with 
control schools.  Study results indicate that control participants do not report the 
same level of improvements.  Hence, changes are likely to be due to the Timbertop 
well-being and PEP (see Research Question 2 Results).   

 

Year 10 GGS students were more stable across the year, demonstrating no 
significant change in mental health and well-being scores and strength knowledge.   

 

Year 11 GGS students also showed stability in their knowledge and use of strengths, 
and mental well-being.  In contrast however, Year 11 students demonstrated a 
significant increase in depression and anxiety levels and a significant decrease in 
satisfaction with life scores, across the year. 
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Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

Year	  9	   31.65	   34.82	  

Year	  10	   32.49	   31.44	  

Year	  11	   33.08	   32.09	  
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Satisfaction	  with	  Life	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

Year	  9	   49.45	   52.58	  

Year	  10	   50.02	   50.51	  

Year	  11	   52.01	   50.88	  
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Mental	  Well-‐Being	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

Year	  9	   40.22	   42.28	  

Year	  10	   40.50	   40.28	  

Year	  11	   41.01	   40.81	  
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Strengths	  Knowledge	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

Year	  9	   68.76	   70.73	  

Year	  10	   68.87	   66.70	  

Year	  11	   70.88	   70.82	  
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Strengths	  Use	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

Year	  9	   11.62	   10.28	  

Year	  10	   11.41	   10.93	  

Year	  11	   10.93	   12.15	  
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Anxiety	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

Year	  9	   11.72	   10.47	  

Year	  10	   11.16	   11.43	  

Year	  11	   10.88	   12.12	  
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Depression	  
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1.3 Are there changes in academic performance across the year, and if 
so, are the changes associated with increased mental well-being and life 
satisfaction? 
 

Changes in academic performance differed slightly across year levels.   

 

Year 9 GGS students demonstrated a significant increase in English grades and a 
significant decrease in Mathematics grades, across the year.   

 

Year 10 GGS students showed significant improvements in both English and 
Mathematics grades over the year. 

 

Year 11 GGS students also showed significant improvement in English grades. 
However, for Mathematics, the improvement in grades was not significant, across the 
year. 

 

Changes in academic performance across the year levels are not significantly 
associated with increased mental well-being and life satisfaction. 

 

 
Year 9 Year 10 Year 11 

   
 
 
 
 

Start	  
of	  
year	  

End	  
of	  
year	  

English	   4.42	   4.64	  

Maths	   4.80	   4.55	  
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English	   4.63	   4.86	  
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English	   4.61	   4.88	  

Maths	   4.42	   4.58	  
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Research Question 2:  
 
Are well-being levels of GGS students higher than well-being levels of 
other students with similar socioeconomic demographics?  In which areas 
are positive changes experienced? 
 
2.1 Do Year 9 GGS students experience changes in well-being as a 
result of completing the year-long GGS Timbertop program?   
 
 
 
Mental Well-Being, Strengths, and Mental Health 
Year 9 students at GGS reported significantly greater improvements across all 
measures of mental health and well-being than did control students, and displayed a 
significant increase in strengths use (and near significant increase in knowledge about 
strengths). They also showed significant reductions in measures of mental illness, 
namely depression and anxiety.  What is particularly noteworthy is that in many 
instances control participants show trends of decreased well-being and increased 
mental illness, yet GGS Year 9 students not only avoided this negative trend, but also 
experienced vast improvements in these areas. 
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Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   49.45	   52.58	  

Control	   49.03	   48.30	  
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Mental	  Well-‐Being	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   31.65	   34.82	  

Control	   31.47	   30.57	  
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Satisfaction	  with	  Life	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   40.22	   42.28	  

Control	   39.81	   39.06	  
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Strengths	  Knowledge	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   68.75	   70.73	  

Control	   67.41	   66.08	  
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Strengths	  Use	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   11.72	   10.47	  

Control	   11.51	   12.09	  
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Depression	  

Start	  of	  
Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS-‐Anxiety	   11.62	   10.28	  

Control-‐Anxiety	   11.57	   11.57	  
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2.1.1 Are there differences in well-being improvements based on 
whether students attended GGS prior to Year 9 or not? 

 
 

In addition, the newly enrolled Year 9 GGS students (n = 59) reported significantly 
greater improvements across several well-being measures than did controls, despite 
having the most adverse scores at the start of the year of the 3 groups.  This 
indicates that both newly attending and previously attending GGS students can derive 
significant well-being benefits, and in some instances to a similar level by the end of 
the school year (e.g., for mental well-being and satisfaction with life). 
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Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

AEended	  GGS	  
before	  2013	   50.47	   52.68	  

Control	   49.04	   48.30	  

New	  to	  GGS	  
2013	   48.42	   52.48	  
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Mental	  Well-‐Being	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

AEended	  GGS	  
before	  2013	   32.58	   34.57	  

Control	   31.47	   30.57	  

New	  to	  GGS	  
2013	   30.70	   35.09	  
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Satisfaction	  with	  Life	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

AEended	  GGS	  
before	  2013	   40.85	   43.40	  

Control	   39.81	   39.06	  

New	  to	  GGS	  
2013	   39.58	   41.14	  
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Strengths	  Knowledge	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

AEended	  GGS	  
before	  2013	   70.60	   71.90	  

Control	   67.41	   66.08	  

New	  to	  GGS	  
2013	   66.88	   69.54	  
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Strengths	  Use	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

AEended	  GGS	  
before	  2013	   10.85	   9.80	  

Control	   11.57	   11.57	  

New	  to	  GGS	  
2013	   12.41	   10.76	  
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Anxiety	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

AEended	  GGS	  
before	  2013	   11.32	   10.43	  

Control	   11.51	   12.09	  

New	  to	  GGS	  
2013	   12.14	   10.51	  
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Positive Purpose 
Year 9 students at GGS also reported significantly greater improvements on 
optimism, meaning and personal growth initiative than did control students.  
However, despite the natural setting at Timbertop no increases in connectedness to 
nature were observed for these Year 9 GGS students compared to controls, nor were 
any significant differences in mindfulness recorded. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   17.10	   18.36	  

Control	   17.23	   17.04	  
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Optimism	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   18.65	   19.73	  

Control	   18.73	   18.43	  
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Meaning	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   36.08	   37.60	  

Control	   35.72	   35.49	  

34	  

35	  

36	  

37	  

38	  

M
ea
n	  
sc
or
es
	  

Personal	  Growth	  Initiative	  
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“Someone	   might	   tell	   you	   to	   do	   something	   that	   you	   don't	  
really	  want	  to	  do,	  but	  you	  go	  like,	  well,	  you	  go	  like,	  out	  on	  a	  
hike,	  it	  was	  like	  raining	  and	  everyone	  slept	  in	  a	  tent	  and	  I	  had	  
to…	  if	   I've	  got	  to	  do	  this	   I	  can	  do	  whatever,	   let's	   just	  get	   it	  
done	  and	  try	  and	  make	  the	  most	  of	  it,	  try	  and	  enjoy	  it.”	  	  	  

-‐	  Year	  9	  Timbertop	  participant	  	  	  
 

	  

“To	  grow	  up	  as	  a	  person…	  go	  from	  a	  kid	  to	  a	  young	  adult…	  
like	   moving	   from	   middle	   school	   to	   senior	   school…	   that	  
transitional	   phase.	   And	   I	   think	   that	   Timbertop	   sort	   of	  
achieved	   that.	   You	   definitely	   learn	   a	   lot	   here,	   you	   sort	   of	  
grow	   and	   see	   different	   things.	   You	   become	  more	   aware	   of	  
what’s	  going	  on	  around	  you.”	  	  

	  -‐	  Year	  9	  Timbertop	  participant	  	  
 
 

“It	   helps	   you	   to	   identify	   how	   you	   can	   improve	   yourself…	  
there’s	   a	   very	   big	   difference,	   knowing	   that	   you	   have	   to	  
improve	   yourself	   and	   knowing	   how	   to	   improve	   yourself.	  
Timbertop	  really	  helps	  you	  do	  that.”	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

	  -‐	  Year	  9	  Timbertop	  participant	  	  
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Positive Relationships 
 
Year 9 students at GGS showed improvements in three indices of Positive 
Relationships.  They showed significantly greater improvements in gratitude and 
relatedness than did controls, and a non-significant trend in improved connectedness 
(but not prosocial behaviour).  GGS Year 9 students experienced increased levels of 
perceived support from friends and family.  They also experienced a significant 
reduction in cyberbullying experiences, although other bullying experiences were not 
significantly altered.  (See Appendix for non-significant results.) 
 
 
  
 

 

 
 
 
  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   33.92	   35.59	  

Control	   33.47	   33.27	  
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Gratitude	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   24.96	   25.60	  

Control	   24.35	   22.94	  
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Support	  from	  friends	  and	  family	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   4.53	   4.32	  

Control	   4.51	   4.68	  
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Cyberbullying	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   23.82	   25.31	  

Control	   23.77	   23.77	  
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“Friendships	  you	  make	  are	  really	  good.	  They	  are	  different	  to	  
what	   you	   normally	   get	   because	   you	   are	   living	   with	   13	  
completely	  random	  other	  people	  who	  generally	  you	  may	  not	  
ever	  mix	  with	   but	   you	   develop	   a	   bond	   that	   is	   special,	   that	  
you	   can’t	   get	   anywhere	   else…	   like	   you	  made	   a	   bond	   here	  
that	  has	  been	   tested	   to	  withstand	  anything,	   can’t	   really	  be	  
broken.”	  	  	  

-‐	  Year	  9	  Timbertop	  participant	  	  	  	  
 
 

“I	   really	   like	   unit	   life.	   Like	   it	   taught	   me	   a	   lot	   like	   how	   to	  
manage	   like	  what	   you	   say	   and	   how	   it	   affects	   others.	   I	   just	  
really	   like	  having	   so	  many	  other	  people	  around	  you	   to	  help	  
you	  out	  through	  things	  that	  you	  are	  going	  through	  and	  they	  
kind	  of	  feel	  the	  same	  way	  that	  you	  do.”	  	  

	  -‐	  Year	  9	  Timbertop	  participant	  
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Positive Emotions 
 

Year 9 students at GGS showed significantly greater improvements in Happiness 
levels when compared with Controls.  They also showed significant improvements in 
the two measures of coping self-efficacy (problem-focused coping and stopping 
unpleasant emotions/thoughts).   
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Control	   19.34	   19.29	  
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Control	   39.92	   39.89	  
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Problem-‐focussed	  Coping	  
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Control	   27.29	   26.57	  
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“We	   appreciate	   the	   little	   things	   more,	   like	   having	   your	  
phone	   in	   your	   back	   pocket	   and	   hot	   water	   to	   shower.	   The	  
reason	  that	  we	  are	  so	  grateful	   for	  these	  things	  are	  because	  
we	   went	   through	   the	   challenge	   and	   it	   taught	   me	   to	   go	  
looking	   for	  more	  challenges	   to	  keep	   those	   things	  as	   special	  
as	  they	  are.	  I	  feel	  like	  when	  I	  leave	  here	  I	  want	  to	  keep	  going	  
and	  looking	  for	  new	  challenges	  and	  pushing	  things	  so	  that	  I	  
can	  keep	  that	   feeling	  of	  how	  nice	   it	   is	   to	  have	  these	  simple	  
things.	   So	   I	   guess	   that’s	  nice	   if	   you	  are	   simply	  pleased,	   it	   is	  
good.”	  	  	  

-‐	  Year	  9	  Timbertop	  participant	  	  	  
 
 
 

“I	   just	   find	   that	   teachers,	   all	   the	   staff	   here…	   sort	   of	  
ridiculously	  happy.	  I	  was	  sort	  of	  confused	  that	  they	  could	  be	  
so	   happy	   out	   here	   but	   now	   I	   sort	   of…	  everyone	   over	   time	  
has	   sort	   of	   become	   like…	   to	   really	   enjoy	   and	  be	   just	   really	  
happy	  people	  up	  here.	  And	   sort	  of	   at	   first	   I	   thought	   it	  was	  
weird	  but	  now	   it’s	   just	   a	  norm	  to	  be	  enjoying	   the	  day	  as	   it	  
comes.”	  	  

	  -‐	  Year	  9	  Timbertop	  participant	  
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Positive Accomplishment and Engagement 
 

Year 9 students at GGS showed significantly greater improvement in competence 
levels than did controls, and a non-significant trend towards greater engagement and 
perseverance than their peers over time.  They also demonstrated significantly 
greater improvements in autonomy levels than did their peers, and a non-significant 
trend towards greater perseverance also. 
 
 

 
 

School engagement 
 

With regard to engagement in school activities, Year 9 students maintained a belief 
that school work was meaningful and their enjoyment of school increased more than 
did control students.  Interestingly, GGS Year 9 students’ belief that school learning 
was important for later life significantly declined over the year, although only to levels 
similar to that reported by control students across the year.  
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learning	  for	  later	  life	  
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Control	   3.91	   3.68	  
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Enjoyed	  being	  in	  school	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   21.54	   23.26	  

Control	   21.61	   21.27	  
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Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   22.81	   24.20	  

Control	   22.78	   22.47	  
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“You	  notice	  that	  you	  do	  things	  that	  you	  wouldn’t	  think	  you	  would	  
be	  able	  to	  do	  before	  you	  came	  here.	  Like	  especially	  in	  the	  physical	  
side	  you	  get	  pushed	  to	  your	  limits	  and	  at	  the	  start	  of	  the	  year	  you	  
think	   that	   the	   limits	   are	   that	   low	   and	   you	   get	   pushed	   beyond	  
them…	   and	   you	   find	   out	   that	   you	   are	   pretty	   much	   capable	   of	  
anything.”	  	  

	  -‐	  Year	  9	  Timbertop	  participant	  	  
 
 

“I	  think	  that	  we’ve	  all	  like	  learnt	  to	  push	  ourselves	  more	  than	  we	  
thought	   we	   could,	   like	   we	   all	   like	   had	   our	   barriers	   where	   we	  
thought	  like	  we…	  oh	  yeah…	  I	  can’t	  do	  that	  like…	  like	  there’s	  like	  
a	  limit	  to	  what	  I	  can	  do	  but	  then	  like	  all	  the	  stuff	  we’ve	  done	  this	  
year	  like	  it	  really	  changes	  your	  outlook	  on	  what’s	  possible	  and	  like	  
I	  guess	  we’ve	  all	  learnt	  to	  be	  like	  tolerant	  of	  others	  and	  like	  how…	  
like	   erm…	  we	   need	   to	   work	   together,	   and	   everything	   that	   you	  
do…	  it	  affects	  others.”	  	  	  

-‐	  Year	  9	  Timbertop	  participant	  	  
 
 

“Like	   I	  found	  myself	  getting	  bored	  at	  school	  and	  then	  by	  coming	  
here,	   that	   it	   is	   something	   different,	   even	   though	   you	   still	   do	  
schoolwork,	  everything	  else	  around	  you	  is	  different,	  keeps	  things	  
sort	   of	   interesting	   and	   exciting.	   So	   that	   even	   going	  out	   of	   here,	  
you	   go	   back	   to	   the	   normal,	   but	   it’s	   sort	   of	   bit	  more	   interesting	  
having	   experienced	   it	   I	   guess.	   There	   are	   different	   things	   that	  
you’ve	  never	  seen	  before,	   like	  hiking.	  Timbertop	  sort	  of	  open	  up	  
new	  things	  that	  you	  could	  do	  on	  the	  outside	  world.”	  	  

	  -‐	  Year	  9	  Timbertop	  participant	  
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Positive Health 
 
Year 9 students at GGS showed significantly greater improvements in self-reported 
physical health and energy levels than did control students.  Despite no significant 
changes in sleep quantity, and similar reported sleep durations as control students, 
GGS students reported a significant reduction in satisfaction with their sleep over this 
period, which did not occur for control students.   
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Sleep	  satisfaction	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   4.38	   4.71	  

Control	   4.41	   4.41	  
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“It	   has	  been	   tough	   to	  get	   through	   the	  physical	   challenges	   that	  
have	   been	   set…	   think	   that’s	   like	   a	   really	   big	   positive	   at	  
Timbertop.	  Now	  I	  personally	  feel	  like	  I	  walk	  around	  and	  I	  feel	  like	  
a	   lot	   healthier	   and	   sort	   of	   feel	   more	   capable	   and	   sort	   of	   not	  
always	  tired	  all	  the	  time	  and	  I	  think	  I	  sort	  of	  feel	  like	  I	  can	  achieve	  
things	  physically,	  so	  I	  think	  that’s	  mainly	  due	  to	  Timbertop”	  	  	  

-‐	  Year	  9	  Timbertop	  participant	  	  	  
 
 

“Sometimes	  it	  is	  just	  so	  full	  on.	  Just	  like…	  ugh…	  just	  give	  me	  a	  
break.	   You	   really	   just	   can’t	   be	   bothered…	   sometimes	   you	   just	  
want	  to	  curl	  up	  into	  a	  ball	  and	  sleep	  for	  three	  weeks.”	  	  	  

-‐	  Year	  9	  Timbertop	  participant	  
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2.2 Year 10: Do Year 10 GGS students experience changes in well-being 
as a result of completing the year-long positive education program?    
GGS	  students	  showed	  slightly	  higher	  levels	  of	  mental	  health	  and	  well-‐being	  generally	  
than	  did	  control	  students,	  although	  this	  difference	  was	  not	  significant.	  	  In	  contrast	  to	  the	  
Year	  9	  students,	  however,	  GGS	  Year	  10	  students	  showed	  no	  significant	  improvements	  
over	  the	  year,	  in	  either	  broad	  mental	  health	  and	  well-‐being	  measures,	  nor	  in	  any	  of	  the	  
six	  positive	  education	  domains.	  	  (See	  Appendices	  for	  full	  data.)	  	  
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Satisfaction	  with	  Life	  

Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   11.41	   10.93	  

Control	   12.62	   12.62	  
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The	  absence	  of	  improvements	  in	  well-‐being	  in	  GGS	  Year	  10	  students	  was	  unexpected,	  as	  
a	  substantial	  dose	  of	  dedicated	  positive	  education	  content	  is	  provided	  within	  their	  
curriculum.	  	  Focus	  groups	  conducted	  with	  Year	  10	  students	  provide	  some	  insight	  into	  
this	  paradox.	  	  It	  appears	  that	  well-‐being	  plateaus	  in	  Year	  10,	  partially	  because	  the	  Year	  9	  
Timbertop	  experience	  yields	  such	  dramatic	  improvements	  potentially	  even	  creating	  a	  
ceiling	  effect,	  beyond	  which	  further	  improvements	  might	  not	  be	  reasonably	  expected.	  	  
However,	  students	  also	  report	  that	  the	  Year	  10	  positive	  education	  content	  is	  more	  
difficult	  to	  reap	  benefits	  from	  as	  it	  is	  less	  embedded	  within	  an	  experiential	  context.	  	  The	  
content	  in	  Year	  10	  was	  also	  perceived	  as	  repetitive	  at	  times,	  and	  too	  abstract.	  	  A	  need	  for	  
material	  which	  better	  addresses	  the	  changing	  demands	  at	  this	  level	  (such	  as	  increased	  
stress	  of	  exams,	  and	  poorer	  sleep)	  is	  also	  a	  common	  theme.	  	  Students	  emphasized	  the	  
importance	  of	  having	  engaging	  teachers,	  who	  are	  authentic	  in	  sharing	  their	  personal	  
experiences	  and	  more	  importantly,	  who	  make	  the	  topic	  relevant	  and	  relatable	  to	  the	  
issues	  that	  young	  people	  are	  currently	  facing.	  	  In	  addition,	  students	  indicated	  that	  they	  
were	  more	  likely	  to	  learn	  and	  benefit	  from	  interactive	  group	  discussions	  and	  experiential	  
activities	  that	  go	  beyond	  the	  classroom.	  	  
 
 
Positive Purpose 

“I	  think	  I	  learnt	  more	  last	  year	  (at	  Timbertop),	  like	  when	  we	  were	  doing	  something	  we	  talked	  
about	  it,	  whereas	  this	  year	  I	  feel	  like	  we	  just	  do	  a	  lot	  of	  sheets,	  just	  reviewing	  a	  lot	  of	  things	  
we’ve	  already	  learnt.	  There’s	  a	  lot	  of	  repetition”	  	  

	  -‐	  Year	  10	  Corio	  participant	  
 
 

Positive Relationships 
 

“Like	  it	  depends	  a	  lot	  on	  the	  house…	  we	  had	  people	  in	  our	  like	  common	  room	  like	  who	  were	  
mucking	  around	  and	  we	  would	  go	  to	  class	  and	  it	  wouldn’t	  feel	  right…	  everyone	  didn’t	  want	  
to	  do	  anything…	  so	  it	  was	  defeating	  the	  purpose	  (of	  Pos	  Ed).”	  	  

	  -‐	  Year	  10	  Corio	  participant	  
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Positive Emotions 
 

“I	   think	   that	   generally	   this	   year…	   because	   it	   was	   more	   specific	   it	   was	   less	   relatable	   to	  
everyone,	   like	   post-‐traumatic	   growth	   and	   the	   black	   dog	   and	   stuff,	   all	   that	   got	   to	   do	  with	  
helping	  some	  people…	  but	  with	   last	  year	   it	  was	  something	  generally	  you	  can	  do	  everyday,	  
like	  when	  your	  thought	  comes…	  like	  I	  enjoyed	  last	  year	  more	  because	  it	  is	  more	  relatable	  like	  
you	  could	  think	  about	  the	  pros	  and	  cons	  of	  a	  situation,	  like	  everyday,	  there	  will	  be	  a	  situation	  
which	   you	   could	   apply	   everyday.	   Like	   this	   year	   it	  was	   a	   bit	   dry	   like	   it	  was	   very	   difficult	   to	  
relate	  to.”	  	  -‐	  Year	  10	  Corio	  participant	  

 
 

Positive Accomplishment and Engagement 
 

“Personally	   I	  came	  in	  this	  year	  with	  very	  high	  expectations…	  like	  Pos	  Ed	  was	  really	  good…	  
really	  helpful	   last	  year	   (at	  Timbertop).	  There	  were	   like	  many	  situations	  you	  can	  apply	   to…	  
but	   like	   this	   year,	   we	   just	   did	   a	   lot	   of	   sheets…	  we	   don’t,	   we	   never	   refer	   back	   to	   them.”	  	  
	  -‐	  Year	  10	  Corio	  participant	  	  	  

“There’s	   like	   so	   much	   repetition…	   and	   it	   is	   really	   hard	   to	   stay	   motivated	   for	   Pos	   Ed…	  
because	  it	  is	  not	  like	  Math	  or	  Science…	  no	  exams	  that	  sort	  of	  thing…	  and	  it’s	  really	  hard,	  to	  
you	  know…	  like	  you	  don’t	   like	  sit	   in	  Science	  class	  and	  go	   like	   I’ve	  got	  a	  fixed	  mindset	  right	  
now	  and	  I	  got	  to	  fix	  it…	  like	  you	  just	  don’t	  do	  that.”	  	  -‐	  Year	  10	  Corio	  participant	  

 
Positive Health 
 

“We	  need	  more	   relatable,	   practical	   stuff…	   like	   things	   that	   apply	   to	   us	   now.	   For	   example,	  
post	   traumatic	  growth	  may	  be	  useful	   in	   the	   future	  but	   it	   is	   so…	  so	  hard	  to	   relate	  to	   right	  
now…	   something	   like	   coping	   with	   stress…	   about	   exams	   would	   be	   better.”	  	  
	  -‐	  Year	  10	  Corio	  participant	  	  	  

“More	  of	  Positive	  Health…	  like	  the	  sleep,	  nutrition	  and	  health…	  that	  was	  good…	  that	  really	  
applies	  to	  us.”	  	  -‐	  Year	  10	  Corio	  participant	  
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Key factors that would contribute to increased student engagement in the 
GGS Positive Education Program: 
 

 Engaging teachers whom students can relate to 
 

“Erm,	  my	  teacher	  tried,	   (they)	  tried	  to	  share	  (their)	  personal	  experiences	  and	  when	  (they)	  
couldn’t,	   (they’d)	  get	   someone	  else	  with	  personal	  experience	   to	   share.	  Like	   (they)	   tried	   to	  
make	   it	  more	  personal,	   even	   though	   it	  wasn’t	   (their)	   story.	   Like	   so	  we	  can	   relate	   to	   these	  
things.	  Yeah,	  so	  even	  though	  (they)	  couldn’t	  relate	  to	  us,	   (they)	  tried	  to	  find	  another	  way.	  
Yeah,	   like	   a	   later	   teacher	   we	   had	   would	   ask,	   can	   you	   share	   with	   us	   your	   experience,	   like	  
(they)	  would	  give	  an	  example	  of	  (their)	  own	  and	  then	  (they’d)	  ask	  one	  of	  the	  boys	  to	  give	  an	  
example	  of	  their	  own	  to	  help	  everyone	  else	  relate	  to	  it.”	  	  -‐	  Year	  10	  Corio	  participant	  

	  

“Well,	   I	   have	   a	   perfect	   example	   of	   this.	   And	   my	   first	   teacher	   I	   reckon,	   I	   believe,	   wasn’t	  
engaged	  one	  bit.	  Like	  (the	  teacher)	  wasn’t	  even	  thinking	  about	  Pos	  Ed	  because	  (they)	  just…	  
(they)	  made	  it	  so	  self…	  self	  everything…	  like	  brought	  everything	  back	  to	  (them).	  Like	  when	  
you	  do	  it,	  you	  got	  to…	  like	  I	  like	  to	  hear	  from	  somebody	  who	  has	  been	  there	  before	  and	  then	  
my	   second	   teacher	   had	   like	   something	   happen	   to	   (them)	   in	   (their)	   life	   and	   legitimately	  
brought	  upon	  (themselves)	  to	  use	  majority	  of	  these	  things	  that	  we’ve	  been	   learning	  about	  
and	  like	  I	  feel	  as	  though	  as	  I’m	  more	  likely	  to	  apply	  and	  listen	  to	  you	  because	  you	  have	  a	  story	  
to	  tell	  and	  you	  have,	  like	  you	  have	  given	  something	  back	  because	  it’s	  like	  they’ve	  been	  there,	  
they’ve	  done	   it	  and	  you	  know	  that	  they	  are	  not	   just	  talking	  out	  of	   their…	  they’ve	  actually	  
been	  through	  it.”	  	  -‐	  Year	  10	  Corio	  participant	  	  

	  

“My	  teacher	   just	  kept	  going	  on	  about	   the	   same	  thing…	  yeah,	   (the	   teacher)	   just	  didn’t…	   I	  
don’t	   think	   the	   teacher	   really	   understood	   how	   to	   connect	   to	   kids…	   yeah…	   I	   think	   we	  
struggled	  to	  connect	  to	  it	  and	  enjoy	  it	  because	  I	  think	  (the	  teacher)	  kind	  of	  brought	  it	  back	  to	  
(them)	  instead	  of	  trying	  to	  relate	  it	  to	  us…	  and	  also	  the	  ones	  that	  make	  a	  deliberate	  effort	  
to	  relate	  things	  that	  were	  happening	  to	  you	  in	  your	  life,	  rather	  than	  continue	  to	  bring	  it	  back	  
to…	  (their	  past)	  events.”	  	  -‐	  Year	  10	  Corio	  participant	  

 
 
Note:	  Minor	  edits	  to	  maintain	  anonymity.	   
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 Interactive group discussions 

 

“Group	  discussions	  were	  really	  good	  I	  think…	  especially	  if	  you’ve	  got	  a	  teacher	  that	  like	  kind	  
of	  stepped	  back.”	  	  -‐	  Year	  10	  Corio	  participant	  	  	  

	  

“Yeah	   I	  kind	  of	  find	  more	  student	   involvement…	  I	  thought	  that	  was	  better	  that	  we	  got	  to	  
talk	  about	  what	  we	  thought	  on	  it,	  what	  our	  thoughts	  were	  on	  the	  topic…	  rather	  than	  times	  
when	  it	  was	  more	  like	  we	  got	  spoken	  to.”	  	  -‐	  Year	  10	  Corio	  participant	  

	  

“Discussions…	   like	   discussions	   as	   a	   class	   that	   we	   all	   had,	   like	   pretty	   much	   everyone	   got	  
involved	  in	  discussions.	  So	  like	  the	  textbook	  was	  just	  to	  remind	  us	  yeah…	  to	  make	  sure	  that	  
you	  try	  not	  to	  forget	  about	  it…	  but	  like	  if	  you	  took	  it	  away	  like	  the	  discussions	  you	  have	  in	  
classes…	  it	  sticks	  with	  you…	  I	  think…	  personally.”	  	  -‐	  Year	  10	  Corio	  participant	  

	  

“There	  were	  times	  when	  our	  teacher	  tried	  to	  interrupt	  the	  session	  and	  it	  wasn’t	  as	  good	  as…	  
but	  whenever	   (they)	   just	   let	  us	  go…	  freely…	  yeah	   it	  was	  the	  same	  teacher	  but	   it	  was	   just	  
that	  sometimes	  (they)	  didn’t	   let	  us	  do	  a	   lot…	  (they)	   just	  sort	  of	  structured	  the	   lesson	  and	  
just	  really	  strictly	  stuck	  to	  it,	  like	  you	  still	  get	  something	  out	  of	  it,	  but	  it	  was	  not	  as	  enjoyable.	  
Like	  when	  (they)	  just	  let	  you	  go	  off	  on	  your	  own	  and	  speak	  to	  other	  people,	  you	  might	  split	  
up	  into	  groups	  or	  whatever,	  that	  was	  really	  good.”	  	  -‐	  Year	  10	  Corio	  participant	  

 
	  
Note:	  Minor	  edits	  to	  maintain	  anonymity.
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2.3 Year 11: What levels of well-being are being reported by Year 11 
GGS students at start and end of the year? 
Mental health and well-being scores of GGS Year 11 students were significantly higher 
than those of control students.  No significant improvements however were observed 
over the year, in either broad mental health and well-being measures, nor in any of 
the six positive education domains.  

Importantly, where slight declines in mental health or well-being were observed, 
these also occurred in Control students. They are therefore likely to reflect the 
substantial demands (but transient) students in senior levels experience from their 
studies, as well as increasing challenges of adolescence, and may be difficult to avoid. 	  	  
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Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  

GGS	   70.88	   70.82	  

Control	   71.40	   70.50	  
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Start	  of	  Year	   End	  of	  Year	  
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Control	   30.77	   29.67	  
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Research Question 3:  
 
Where positive effects occur, which strategies are students actually 
utilizing in their everyday life? Do the positive effects depend on the 
number of positive strategies students use to respond to both positive 
and negative life circumstances? 
 
Comparing strategies of Year 9 students whose well-being improved with those who 
did not: 
 
Interestingly, while two thirds of Year 9s from GGS experienced an increase in 
satisfaction with life and improved mental well-being scores over time, one third 
showed no change or a decrease in these measures of well-being.  These two groups 
were examined in more detail via their daily ESM reports to determine if there were 
any notable differences in how they responded to positive and negative everyday 
events in their lives.  
 
Students whose satisfaction with life increased over the year showed a stable (or 
slight increase) in use of positive strategies (such as ‘savouring the moment’ or 
‘staying in the present moment’) to positive events in their lives.  In contrast, 
students whose satisfaction with life did not improve over the year showed a 
significant reduction in use of positive strategies in response to positive events. 
 
Further, students whose mental well-being was stable or decreased over the year 
showed no change in their use of negative strategies (such as ‘avoiding the situation’ 
or ‘took my negative feelings out on others’) to negative events.  In contrast, 
students whose mental well-being increased over the year showed a significant 
reduction in use of negative strategies to negative events.   
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There were many positive strategies used in response to daily situations (both 
positive and negative) over the course of the year that were attributed to the PEP at 
Geelong Grammar School.  At time 3 and 4 many new strategies being taught by GGS 
were being applied by students to their everyday experiences.  These strategies 
included “I expressed gratitude”, “I used one of my character strengths”, “I tried to 
think positively about the situation”, “I did something to improve the situation” and “I 
used the skill of real time resilience”.  Skills that were built on included “I tried to stay 
in the present moment”, “I tried to relax”, “I tried to keep everything in perspective” 
and “I savoured the moment”. 
 

Start	  of	  Year	  (T1)	   T2	   T3	   End	  of	  Year	  (T4)	  

Well-‐Being	  improved	   2.54	   0.77	   1.00	   1.15	  

Well-‐Being	  didn't	  improve	   0.63	   0.75	   1.00	   0.88	  
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Use of negative strategies to negative events by Timbertop students 

Start	  of	  Year	  (T1)	   T2	   T3	   End	  of	  Year	  (T4)	  

SaUsfacUon	  with	  life	  improved	   4.14	   4.71	   4.57	   5.21	  

SaUsfacUon	  didn't	  improve	   6.86	   4.57	   3.14	   4.00	  
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 Discussion & Conclusions 
 

 
 
Based on the results of this study, the first in a series of planned studies, there is 
some evidence to support the efficacy of Positive Education at GGS, particularly in 
relation to the Year 9 Timbertop program.  For Year 9 Timbertop students, 
significant improvements were evident across all components of the GGS 
Comprehensive Model of Positive Education and in mental health and well-being 
more broadly.  The greatest improvements in well-being and mental health occur 
for Year 9 students, with the effects diminishing in Years 10 and 11.  These 
findings are not unexpected for Year 11 students given they do not receive any 
explicit training in positive education in Year 11.  These findings may also be 
indicative of the increasing pressures placed on students to study and perform well 
as the year levels increase.  If indeed positive education does serve as a protective 
barrier then it may be beneficial to embed PEP components in the Year 11 program 
too, at least in the form of booster sessions. 
 
GGS students also experienced improved academic results in English (for Years 9, 
10 and 11) and Mathematics (for Year 10).  Without a control group for academic 
performance, it is not possible to infer that the PEPs at GGS caused this 
improvement in academic performance.  Nevertheless it is plausible that Positive 
Education promotes skills that are more closely related to the humanities than to 
mathematics (based on results for Year 9 and 11 students).  For example positive 
psychology activities often involve reflection, journal writing and 
communication/interpersonal skills all of which are highly relevant to English 
learning objectives associated with grammar, creative writing and forming 
cohesive and clear ideas. The Year 9 academic achievement results (in which 
English grades improved but Mathematics grades declined) may provide supporting 
evidence for this proposition.  Strategic effort to dovetail positive psychology and 
mathematical processes may result in more marked improvements in Mathematics.  
It is possible that the Year 10 PEP may do this more deliberately than the Year 9 
Timbertop program does.  By comparing Term 1 and Term 4 Grades, as we have 
done, it is plausible that academic improvements may not be detected.  For 
example a student receiving a B at each time point would be interpreted as having 
experienced no change, whereas in reality the learning that has occurred by the 
student to maintain a B might be quite significant, as the criteria for attaining a B 
at the second time point may be considerably more complex and advanced.  Hence 
there are notable limits to relying exclusively on subject grades when assessing 
academic achievement, which points to the need for supplementary methods.  
Moreover, academic performance was not related to well-being in the current 
study.  It is possible that well-being may take some time to manifest in response 
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to improved academic performance, once the real-world benefits are more tangible 
to students.  Subsequently, evaluations of academic performance, well-being, 
employment details and job engagement (once available) should be conducted on 
a regular and long-term basis, if greater insight on these findings is to be gained. 

 
The well-being and mental health of GGS students was generally better than 
scores reported by students from the equivalent control group.  It is worth noting 
that although for Year 9 students there were no significant differences between 
GGS students and controls in the full range of well-being and mental health scores 
at the start of the year, there were two categories of GGS students – those already 
enrolled, and those newly enrolled.  The well-being of newly enrolled students was 
lower than that of control participants whereas the well-being of pre-existing GGS 
students was higher than that of control participants.  This is consistent with the 
finding that GGS students report higher levels of well-being and lower levels of 
mental health issues than sociodemographically equivalent participants from other 
schools.  This positive mental health may be a byproduct of the delivery of the 
Penn Resiliency program delivered in Year 7 and of the implicit delivery of Positive 
Education that occurs within GGS more broadly, which promotes a culture of well-
being.  Interestingly though, despite participants who did not attend GGS prior to 
Year 9 reporting low levels of mental health (compared with both GGS and control 
students), they were able to derive similar benefits from the Timbertop 
experience.  Hence the Timbertop program appears to be equally beneficial to 
students with varying levels of well-being at program commencement and is 
testament to the power of the Timbertop experience to induce positive mental 
health change. 
 
The qualitative feedback received from conducting focus groups with both Year 9 
and 10 students provided information consistent with previous research findings 
underscoring the importance of interactive learning, leaders who could relate well 
to the students, the use of relevant examples and the opportunity to regularly 
apply the knowledge being learnt in the students’ real world (Durlak et al., 2011; 
Shernoff & Anderson, 2014).  It would seem from the focus group feedback that 
the Timbertop program was more closely aligned with these important factors 
compared with the Year 10 PEP which was more academic and theoretical in both 
the content and the way it was delivered. It is possible that this may be a 
differentiating factor for why well-being and mental health was enhanced for Year 
9 students but not Year 10 students.   
  
It is noteworthy that at Time 1 testing, Year 11 GGS students demonstrate the 
most robust well-being and mental health profiles in that they report the highest 
levels of mental well-being, satisfaction with life, strengths knowledge and use and 
the lowest levels of depression and anxiety.  However, by the end of the school 
year, this profile shifts quite markedly such that they end up reporting the highest 



The University of Melbourne  |  Monash University 
Positive Education Evaluation 2013 

     

 

Page | 44  
 

levels of depression and anxiety. Their well-being also declines relative to Year 9 
and to a lesser extent Year 10 students (with the exception of strengths knowledge 
and strengths use which remains fairly constant).  One reason why the Year 11 
profiles are indicative of good mental health and well-being at the beginning of the 
year might be related to the Year 10 PEP they experienced the previous year, 
however with the passing of time and the high demands of VCE, the salutagenic 
effects of the PEP rapidly diminish.  There may be some benefit in introducing a 
booster session on relevant positive psychology aspects throughout the year to 
help the students with their escalating depression and anxiety.  Given the limited 
time available for such booster sessions in the Year 11 students’ academic 
schedule, a consultation session with students to identify their specific issues and 
their views on what may be helpful to them, is recommended. 
  
Students have expressed a desire to learn more about sleep, nutrition and 
exercise.  Often with increased anxiety and depression, these aspects of positive 
health can be compromised so practical information on ways for improving these 
lifestyle factors may be worth including in the Year 11 booster session.  Given that 
there was significant dissatisfaction with sleep for Year 9 students (despite 
increases in physical health and energy), a session tailored around improving sleep 
quality may prove beneficial, in addition to addressing any environmental factors 
that are not conducive to sleep quality and quantity.   
 
Timbertop students reported significantly more physical activity than all other 
students (controls and GGS students from Years 10 and 11).  This is not surprising 
given that the Timbertop program/curriculum is both physically and mentally 
challenging for students and incorporates a lot of time hiking, cross country 
running, skiing and chopping wood.  According to focus group results, often what 
the Year 9 students learn from positive psychology is applied to these physical 
challenges.  Subsequently it is difficult to disentangle the effects of the physical 
and mental components of the Timbertop experience when identifying causal 
factors for the improvements in well-being and mental health.  It may be that this 
holistic approach to mind and body is what makes the Timbertop experience highly 
effective and this combination may need to be continued into later schools years to 
maintain the benefits. 
  
The information obtained from the Experience Sampling Method conducted on a 
subset of 50 Year 9 Students provided rich insight into how components of the PEP 
program were being applied by students.  There were significant differences in the 
use of strategies adopted by those students who reported improvements in well-
being or satisfaction with life compared with those who reported no improvements 
in these areas.  The former were able to slightly increase (from 4 to 5 strategies) 
the number of positive strategies used in response to positive events, whereas the 
latter decreased the number strategies used (from nearly 7 down to 3).  Similarly 
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with negative strategies in response to negative events, the former reduced their 
use of negative strategies from 2.5 to around 1, whereas the latter group 
maintained their use of negative strategies around 1 across the 4 time points 
measured.  It is plausible that the well-being or life satisfaction of the latter group 
did not improve over the course of the study because they had already been using 
many positive strategies and few negative strategies when responding to life 
events.  On the other hand, those with improved well-being or life satisfaction over 
the course of the study, were able to simultaneously increase their use of positive 
strategies and decrease their use of negative ones.  Presumably this shift in 
strategy use contributed to their improved well-being or life satisfaction and may 
indicate that students who initially report lower levels of well-being and poorer use 
of strategies may benefit more from positive education than those with higher 
levels of well-being. 
  
When students were asked to indicate where particular strategies they used were 
sourced, it was found that the GGS teachings in Positive Education did have 
practical impact on the students’ day to day events.  New found knowledge about 
expressing gratitude, use of character strengths, being optimistic, proactive and 
resilient were identified by students as strategies they are now employing in 
response to daily events.  Skills that were built on were staying present-focused 
and savouring the moment, relaxing and keeping things in perspective.  This 
insight indicates that these components of the PEP were strategies that students 
could readily apply to their everyday context.  Other strategies taught to students 
at GGS that do not appear to be as commonly utilized should be revisited by 
program development and teaching staff to determine why these elements were 
less successful.  Perhaps these are strategies to which students cannot relate or 
perhaps the delivery of this content was not highly relevant or engaging.  These 
insights from the ESM data can provide a useful basis from which to revise and 
improve the positive education curriculum at GGS.   
  
As the first of a series of longitudinal studies examining the effects of PEPs, the 
current findings provide preliminary evidence to support the effectiveness of the 
GGS PEP, particularly the Year 9 Timbertop program.  The improvements in Year 9 
GGS students were extensive, especially when compared with control students.  
No substantial improvement was observed over the year for the Year 10 and 11 
GGS students despite the GGS students reporting higher levels of mental health 
and well-being relative to control students.  There were similar trends of increasing 
mental health issues and overall decline in well-being for both GGS and control 
students, and this may reflect the challenges of transition and increasing academic 
demands of senior school.  These findings raise important challenges for schools 
and policy makers and reinforce the need to provide relevant resources and ample 
support for young people to successfully navigate through this period of transition. 
  



The University of Melbourne  |  Monash University 
Positive Education Evaluation 2013 

     

 

Page | 46  
 

 
 
 

 

References 
 

 

Durlak, J. A., Weissberg, R. P., Dymnicki, A. B., Taylor, R. D., & Schellinger, K. B. 
(2011). The impact of enhancing students’ social and emotional learning: A 
meta-analysis of school-based universal interventions. Child Development, 
82, 405–432. 

Green, S., Oades, L., & Robinson, P. (2011).  Positive education: Creating 
flourishing students, staff and schools.  InPsych (April). 

Hattie, J. (2009). Visible learning: A synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses relating 
to Achievement. London: Routledge. 

Hattie, J. (2012).  Visible learning for teachers:  Maximizing impact on learning. 
London: Routledge. 

Lyubomirsky, S. (2007).  The how of happiness: A practical guide to getting the 
life you want. UK: Sphere. 

Norrish, J. M., Williams, P., O’Connor, M. & Robinson, J.  (2013). An applied 
framework for Positive Education, International Journal of Wellbeing, 3, 147-
161. 

Seligman, M. E. P., Ernst, R. M., Gillham, J., Reivich, K., & Linkins, M. (2009). 
Positive Education:  Positive Psychology and classroom interventions. Oxford 
Review of Education, 35, 293-311. 

Shernoff, D. J., & Anderson B. (2014).  Enacting flow and student engagement in 
the College Classroom (pp. 194-212).  In Parks, A. C. & Schueller, S. M. 
(Eds) (2014).  The Wiley-Blackwell handbook of positive psychological 
interventions. MA, USA:  Wiley Blackwell. 

Sin, N. L., & Lyubomirsky, S. (2009). Enhancing well-being and alleviating 
depressive symptoms with positive psychology interventions: A practice-
friendly meta-analysis. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 65(5), 467-487.  

Waters, L. (2011).  A review of school-based positive psychology interventions.  
The Australian Educational and Developmental Psychologist, 28, 75-90.   

  



The University of Melbourne  |  Monash University 
Positive Education Evaluation 2013 

     

 

Page | 47  
 

Appendices  
 
 

Research Question 1: GGS Year level Data 

Gender differences in well-being 

Year 9 GGS 
No significant difference 

Descriptive Statistics 
Are you male or female? Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1WarwickEdinburghMental Male 50.8030 7.68459 66 

Female 47.5962 9.02993 53 
T2WarwickEdinburghMental Male 53.6970 8.01147 66 

Female 51.1731 6.99221 53 

Year 10 GGS 
No significant difference 

Descriptive Statistics 
Are you male or female? Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1WarwickEdinburghMental Male 51.3023 7.19325 86 

Female 48.7755 8.53489 49 
T2WarwickEdinburghMental Male 51.6512 7.55959 86 

Female 48.5102 8.04706 49 

Year 11 GGS 
No significant difference 

Descriptive Statistics 
Are you male or female? Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1WarwickEdinburghMental Male 51.9848 8.99144 66 

Female 52.1094 7.59515 63 
T2WarwickEdinburghMental Male 51.8788 9.69776 66 

Female 49.8750 9.61233 63 

Year 9 Control 
No significant difference 

Descriptive Statistics 
Are you male or female? Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1WarwickEdinburghMental Male 50.4375 7.29975 32 

Female 48.0851 9.84186 47 
T2WarwickEdinburghMental Male 49.4375 7.40069 32 

Female 47.5319 9.77764 47 

Year 10 Control 
No significant difference 

Descriptive Statistics 
Are you male or female? Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1WarwickEdinburghMental Male 50.4667 7.02919 15 

Female 45.2143 10.63506 14 
T2WarwickEdinburghMental Male 49.6000 7.29775 15 

Female 44.5000 10.35337 14 
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Year 11 Control 
No significant difference 

Descriptive Statistics 
Are you male or female? Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1WarwickEdinburghMental Male 47.4000 7.44162 10 

Female 47.1000 7.35491 20 
T2WarwickEdinburghMental Male 45.3000 6.66750 10 

Female 45.2500 7.02533 20 

 
 
Year 9 GGS Student Mental health and well-being 

Paired Samples Statisticsa    

 Mean N SD SEM t df Sig 

Pair 1 T1 Strengths Knowledge Scale 40.2185 119 9.03211 .82797    

T2 Strengths Knowledge Scale 42.2773 119 6.68153 .61249 -3.213 118 .002 

Pair 2 T1 Strengths Use Scale 68.7563 119 15.44590 1.41592    

T2 Strengths Use Scale 70.7311 119 12.25900 1.12378 -1.744 118 .084 

Pair 3 T1DASS21 Anxiety 11.6218 119 3.75520 .34424    

T2DASS21 Anxiety 10.2773 119 3.54134 .32463 4.206 118 .000 

Pair 4 T1DASS21 Depression 11.7227 119 4.35875 .39957    

T2DASS21 Depression 10.4706 119 3.83742 .35178 3.409 118 .001 

Pair 5 T1WarwickEdinburghMental 49.4538 119 8.41382 .77129    

T2WarwickEdinburghMental 52.5798 119 7.61966 .69849 -4.974 118 .000 

Pair 6 SLSSIndexT1 31.6471 119 6.64294 .60896    

SLSSIndexT2 34.8235 119 4.77395 .43763 -6.569 118 .000 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 9    
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Year 10 GGS Student Mental health and well-being 

Paired Samples Statisticsa    

 Mean N SD SEM t df Sig 

Pair 1 T1 Strengths Knowledge Scale 40.5037 135 8.26869 .71166    

T2 Strengths Knowledge Scale 40.2815 135 7.42389 .63895 .347 134 .729 

Pair 2 T1 Strengths Use Scale 68.8741 135 16.97823 1.46125    

T2 Strengths Use Scale 66.7037 135 15.59232 1.34197 1.359 134 .176 

Pair 3 T1DASS21 Anxiety 11.4148 135 4.27311 .36777    

T2DASS21 Anxiety 10.9333 135 4.08528 .35161 1.228 134 .222 

Pair 4 T1DASS21 Depression 11.1556 135 4.25646 .36634    

T2DASS21 Depression 11.4296 135 4.32890 .37257 -.785 134 .434 

Pair 5 T1WarwickEdinburghMental 50.0222 135 7.86212 .67666    

T2WarwickEdinburghMental 50.5111 135 7.85775 .67629 -.775 134 .440 

Pair 6 SLSSIndexT1 32.4889 135 5.04142 .43390    

SLSSIndexT2 31.4444 135 6.55820 .56444 1.763 134 .080 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 10    

 
 

Year 11 GGS Student Mental health and well-being 

 

 
Paired Samples Statisticsa    

 Mean N SD SEM t df Sig 

Pair 1 T1 Strengths Knowledge Scale 41.0078 129 8.80030 .77482    

T2 Strengths Knowledge Scale 40.8062 129 7.93438 .69858 .303 128 .763 

Pair 2 T1 Strengths Use Scale 70.8760 129 16.80495 1.47959    

T2 Strengths Use Scale 70.8217 129 15.58618 1.37229 .048 128 .962 

Pair 3 T1DASS21 Anxiety 10.9302 129 3.99646 .35187    

T2DASS21 Anxiety 12.1473 129 4.52096 .39805 -2.612 128 .010 

Pair 4 T1DASS21 Depression 10.8837 129 4.34027 .38214    

T2DASS21 Depression 12.1240 129 4.67207 .41135 -2.683 128 .008 

Pair 5 T1WarwickEdinburghMental 52.0078 129 8.32212 .73272    

T2WarwickEdinburghMental 50.8837 129 9.70794 .85474 1.247 128 .215 

Pair 6 SLSSIndexT1 33.0775 129 5.53767 .48756    

SLSSIndexT2 32.0930 129 5.10123 .44914 2.256 128 .026 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 11    
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Research Question 2:  

2.1 Year 9 Statistical Data 

Mental health and well-being 

Strengths Knowledge 
Interaction significant: F(1,196)=12.38, p=.001, np

2=.059 
Near significant Group main effect: F(1,196)=2.84, p=.094, np

2=.014 
 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 Strengths Knowledge Scale GGS 40.2185 9.03211 119 

Control 39.8101 7.96318 79 
Total 40.0556 8.60303 198 

T2 Strengths Knowledge Scale GGS 42.2773 6.68153 119 
Control 39.0633 7.69672 79 
Total 40.9949 7.25846 198 

 

Strengths Use 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=5.52, p=.020, np

2=.027 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 Strengths Use Scale GGS 68.7563 15.44590 119 

Control 67.4051 14.62569 79 
Total 68.2172 15.10096 198 

T2 Strengths Use Scale GGS 70.7311 12.25900 119 
Control 66.0759 14.04916 79 
Total 68.8737 13.16777 198 

 

Satisfaction with Life  
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=43.12, p<.001, np

2=.180 
Group main effect: F(1,196)=6.40, p=.012, np

2=.032 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
SLSSIndexT1 GGS 31.6471 6.64294 119 

Control 31.4684 7.33246 79 
Total 31.5758 6.90853 198 

SLSSIndexT2 GGS 34.8235 4.77395 119 
Control 30.5696 7.14983 79 
Total 33.1263 6.18490 198 

 
  



The University of Melbourne  |  Monash University 
Positive Education Evaluation 2013 

     

 

Page | 51  
 

Mental Well-being 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=24.70, p<.001, np

2=.112 
Group main effect: F(1,196)=4.13, p=.043, np

2=.021 
 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1WarwickEdinburghMental GGS 49.4538 8.41382 119 

Control 49.0380 8.92482 79 
Total 49.2879 8.60132 198 

T2WarwickEdinburghMental GGS 52.5798 7.61966 119 
Control 48.3038 8.89015 79 
Total 50.8737 8.39502 198 

 

Depression 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=16.31, p<.001, np

2=.077 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1DASS21 Depression GGS 11.7227 4.35875 119 

Control 11.5063 4.38784 79 
Total 11.6364 4.36054 198 

T2DASS21 Depression GGS 10.4706 3.83742 119 
Control 12.0886 4.37120 79 
Total 11.1162 4.12515 198 

 

Anxiety 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=11.73, p=.001, np

2=.056 
Time main effect: F(1,196)=11.73, p=.001, np

2=.056 
 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1DASS21 Anxiety GGS 11.6218 3.75520 119 

Control 11.5696 3.76449 79 
Total 11.6010 3.74944 198 

T2DASS21 Anxiety GGS 10.2773 3.54134 119 
Control 11.5696 3.76449 79 
Total 10.7929 3.67769 198 

 

Stress  
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=12.50, p=.001, np

2=.060 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1DASS21 Stress GGS 13.6303 4.14947 119 

Control 13.4177 4.61771 79 
Total 13.5455 4.33208 198 

T2DASS21 Stress GGS 13.1513 3.80820 119 
Control 14.4557 4.24203 79 
Total 13.6717 4.02761 198 
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Positive Purpose 

Optimisim 
Significant interaction: F(1,195)=10.76, p=.001, np

2=.052 
Time main effect: F(1,196)=5.85, p=.017, np

2=.029 
 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 EPOCH Optimism GGS 17.1017 4.29548 118 

Control 17.2278 4.39974 79 
Total 17.1523 4.32685 197 

T2 EPOCH Optimism GGS 18.3559 4.03304 118 
Control 17.0380 4.18925 79 
Total 17.8274 4.13678 197 

 

Personal growth initiative 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=4.94, p=.027, np

2=.025 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 Personal Growth Initiative GGS 36.0840 7.25163 119 

Control 35.7215 7.79207 79 
Total 35.9394 7.45452 198 

T2 Personal Growth Initiative GGS 37.5966 7.18794 119 
Control 35.4937 7.79525 79 
Total 36.7576 7.48818 198 

 

Meaning 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=7.02, p=.009, np

2=.035 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 Approaches to Happiness Meaning GGS 18.6471 5.18732 119 

Control 18.7342 5.26407 79 
Total 18.6818 5.20491 198 

T2 Approaches to Happiness Meaning GGS 19.7311 5.51991 119 
Control 18.4304 5.13081 79 
Total 19.2121 5.39274 198 

 

Mindfulness 
No significant interaction: F(1,196)=0.69, p=.408, np

2=.004 
Group main effect: F(1,195)=7.62, p=.006, np

2=.038 
 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1MAASmindfulness GGS 3.2131 .90577 118 

Control 2.8246 .92588 79 
Total 3.0573 .93130 197 

T2MAASmindfulness GGS 3.1416 .95220 118 
Control 2.8246 .92588 79 
Total 3.0145 .95218 197 
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Connectedness to Nature 
No significant effects 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 CTNS GGS 45.0000 7.64601 118 

Control 44.0000 6.81439 79 
Total 44.5990 7.32250 197 

T2 CTNS GGS 44.9237 7.50858 118 
Control 44.0000 6.81439 79 
Total 44.5533 7.23466 197 

 
 

 

Positive Relationships 

Gratitude 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=7.93, p=.001, np

2=.051 
Near significant Group main effect: F(1,196)=3.49, p=.063, np

2=.017 
Time main effect: F(1,196)=6.47, p=.012, np

2=.032 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 GQ6 GGS 33.9160 5.51359 119 

Control 33.4684 5.77536 79 
Total 33.7374 5.60925 198 

T2 GQ6 GGS 35.5882 5.11961 119 
Control 33.2658 5.67882 79 
Total 34.6616 5.45602 198 

 

Relatedness 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=20.15, p<.001, np

2=.093 
Near significant Time main effect: F(1,196)=2.86, p=.092, np

2=.014 
 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 Childrens Intrinsic Need 
Satisfaction Scale Relatedness 

GGS 23.8235 3.47057 119 
Control 23.7722 3.62311 79 
Total 23.8030 3.52318 198 

T2 Childrens Intrinsic Need 
Satisfaction Scale Relatedness 

GGS 25.3109 3.12385 119 
Control 23.7722 3.62311 79 
Total 24.6970 3.40783 198 
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Connectedness 
Near significant interaction: F(1,195)=2.98, p=.086, np

2=.015 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 EPOCH Connectedness GGS 20.6356 3.82896 118 

Control 20.7595 3.93608 79 
Total 20.6853 3.86275 197 

T2 EPOCH Connectedness GGS 21.2627 3.42297 118 
Control 20.6962 3.87746 79 
Total 21.0355 3.61315 197 

 

Support from friends and family 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=8.42, p=.004, np

2=.041 
Group main effect: F(1,196)=4.10, p=.044, np

2=.020 
 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 SEC Support from friends and 
family 

GGS 24.9580 6.20469 119 
Control 24.3544 6.19147 79 
Total 24.7172 6.19077 198 

T2 SEC Support from friends and 
family 

GGS 25.5966 5.59558 119 
Control 22.9367 6.40581 79 
Total 24.5354 6.05862 198 

 
 

Prosocial Behaviour 
No significant interaction: F(1,196)=2.25, p=.136, np

2=.011 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 BPQ ProSocial GGS 12.8319 1.96287 119 

Control 12.7848 2.01068 79 
Total 12.8131 1.97714 198 

T2 BPQ ProSocial GGS 13.0756 1.85106 119 
Control 12.7089 1.94245 79 
Total 12.9293 1.89175 198 
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Bullying 
No significant interaction: F(1,195)=0.88, p=.350, np

2=.004 
Time main effect: F(1,196)=11.28, p=.001, np

2=.055 
 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 BPQ Bully GGS 7.2797 1.82988 118 

Control 7.1646 2.04708 79 
Total 7.2335 1.91564 197 

T2 BPQ Bully GGS 7.5508 2.12674 118 
Control 7.6456 2.13060 79 
Total 7.5888 2.12336 197 

 

Victim 
No significant interaction: F(1,195)=1.84, p=.176, np

2=.009 
Time main effect: F(1,196)=4.79, p=.030, np

2=.024 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 BPQ Victim GGS 7.9407 2.56303 118 

Control 7.7468 2.91534 79 
Total 7.8629 2.70421 197 

T2 BPQ Victim GGS 8.0593 3.03623 118 
Control 8.2532 2.83507 79 
Total 8.1371 2.95139 197 

 

Cyberbullying 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=6.43, p=.012, np

2=.032 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 Cyberbully GGS 4.5294 1.48908 119 

Control 4.5063 1.08455 79 
Total 4.5202 1.33941 198 

T2 Cyberbully GGS 4.3193 1.41381 119 
Control 4.6835 1.52370 79 
Total 4.4646 1.46577 198 
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Positive Emotions 

Happiness 
Significant interaction: F(1,195)=11.88, p=.001, np

2=.057 
Time main effect: F(1,196)=10.209, p=.002, np

2=.050 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 EPOCH Happiness GGS 19.1681 4.19305 119 

Control 19.3418 4.41990 79 
Total 19.2374 4.27473 198 

T2 EPOCH Happiness GGS 20.5042 3.86394 119 
Control 19.2911 4.36229 79 
Total 20.0202 4.10269 198 

 

Problem-focussed coping 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=13.47, p<.001, np

2=.064 
Group main effect: F(1,196)=4.84, p=.029, np

2=.024 
Time main effect: F(1,196)=12.99, p<.001, np

2=.062 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 SEC Problem focused coping GGS 41.5714 12.21042 119 

Control 39.9241 13.32606 79 
Total 40.9141 12.65985 198 

T2 SEC Problem focused coping GGS 45.7899 11.58233 119 
Control 39.8861 13.28097 79 
Total 43.4343 12.59334 198 

 

Stop unpleasant emotions and thoughts 
Significant interaction: F(1,195)=7.95, p=.005, np

2=.039 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 SEC Stop unpleasant emotions and 
thoughts 

GGS 26.3729 10.57961 118 
Control 27.2911 11.31841 79 
Total 26.7411 10.86273 197 

T2 SEC Stop unpleasant emotions and 
thoughts 

GGS 28.2966 9.37109 118 
Control 26.5696 10.68870 79 
Total 27.6041 9.93014 197 
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Positive Engagement 

Engagement 
No Significant interaction: F(1,196)=2.89, p=.091, np

2=.015 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 EPOCH Engagement GGS 17.1429 3.95801 119 

Control 17.1772 3.92154 79 
Total 17.1566 3.93355 198 

T2 EPOCH Engagement GGS 17.7983 3.96078 119 
Control 17.1646 3.90408 79 
Total 17.5455 3.94061 198 

 

School Engagement 

Schoolwork is meaningful 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=7.27, p=.008, np

2=.036 

Descriptive Statisticsa 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

How often do you feel that 

the school work you have to 

do is meaningful? 

GGS 3.65 .809 119 

Control 3.65 .752 79 

Total 3.65 .785 198 

How often do you feel that 

the school work you have to 

do is meaningful? 

GGS 3.72 .769 119 

Control 3.44 .675 79 

Total 3.61 .744 198 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 9 
 

Importance of School learning for later life 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=7.27, p=.008, np

2=.036 
Time effect: F(1,196)=7.27, p=.008, np

2=.036 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

How important do you think 

the things you are learning in 

school are going to be for 

your later life? 

GGS 3.87 .991 119 

Control 3.65 1.000 79 

Total 
3.78 .998 198 

How important do you think 

the things you are learning in 

school are going to be for 

your later life? 

GGS 3.61 .856 119 

Control 3.65 1.000 79 

Total 
3.62 .914 198 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 9 
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Enjoys being in school 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=11.82, p=.001, np

2=.057 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

enjoy being in school?:Now 

thinking back over the past 

few weeks in school, how 

often did you 

GGS 3.87 .907 119 

Control 3.91 .865 79 

Total 
3.89 .889 198 

enjoy being in school?:Now 

thinking back over the past 

few weeks in school, how 

often did you 

GGS 4.03 .730 119 

Control 3.68 .913 79 

Total 
3.89 .823 198 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 9 

 

Hates being in school 
No Significant interaction: F(1,196)=1.82, p=.179, np

2=..009 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

hate being in school?:Now 

thinking back over the past 

few weeks in school, how 

often did you 

GGS 2.38 .991 119 

Control 2.33 .916 79 

Total 
2.36 .960 198 

hate being in school?:Now 

thinking back over the past 

few weeks in school, how 

often did you 

GGS 2.24 .899 119 

Control 2.33 .916 79 

Total 
2.27 .905 198 
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Positive Accomplishment 

Perseverance 
Near Significant interaction: F(1,196)=2.77, p=.098, np

2=.014 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 EPOCH Perseverance GGS 16.7731 4.16083 119 

Control 17.1139 4.30857 79 
Total 16.9091 4.21284 198 

T2 EPOCH Perseverance GGS 17.4370 4.15920 119 
Control 17.1013 4.28951 79 
Total 17.3030 4.20407 198 

 
 

Autonomy 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=24.86, p<.001, np

2=.113 
Time main effect: F(1,196)=11.12, p=.001, np

2=.054 
 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 Childrens Intrinsic Need 
Satisfaction Scale Autonomy 

GGS 21.5378 4.32139 119 
Control 21.6076 4.82891 79 
Total 21.5657 4.51880 198 

T2 Childrens Intrinsic Need 
Satisfaction Scale Autonomy 

GGS 23.2605 3.68796 119 
Control 21.2658 4.66495 79 
Total 22.4646 4.20976 198 

 
 
 

Competence 
Significant interaction: F(1,196)=20.94, p<.001, np

2=.097  
Time main effect: F(1,196)=8.32, p=.004, np

2=.041 
 
 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 
T1 Childrens Intrinsic Need 
Satisfaction Scale Competence 

GGS 22.8067 4.15439 119 
Control 22.7848 3.87189 79 
Total 22.7980 4.03407 198 

T2 Childrens Intrinsic Need 
Satisfaction Scale Competence 

GGS 24.2017 3.64199 119 
Control 22.4684 3.90541 79 
Total 23.5101 3.83510 198 
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Positive Health 

Sleep quantity 
No Significant interaction: F(1,195)=2.702, p=.102, np

2=.014 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

In the past month, on 

average, how many hours 

sleep do you have each 

night? 

GGS 8.04 1.165 118 

Control 8.27 1.248 79 

Total 
8.13 1.201 197 

In the past month, on 

average, how many hours 

sleep do you have each 

night? 

GGS 8.27 1.160 118 

Control 8.27 1.248 79 

Total 
8.27 1.193 197 

 

Sleep satisfaction 
Significant interaction: F(1,195)=13.38, p<.001, np

2=.064 
Time main effect: F(1,195)=13.38, p<.001, np

2=.064 
 

Descriptive Statisticsa 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

How satisfied are you with 

your quality of sleep? 

GGS 3.91 1.384 118 

Control 3.62 1.588 79 

Total 3.79 1.472 197 

How satisfied are you with 

your quality of sleep? 

GGS 3.36 1.362 118 

Control 3.62 1.588 79 

Total 3.46 1.459 197 
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Energy Levels 
Significant interaction: F(1,193)=4.784, p=.03, np

2=.024 
Time main effect: F(1,193)=4.784, p=.03, np

2=.024 
 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

EnergySumT1 GGS 4.3836 1.55110 116 

Control 4.4114 1.54580 79 

Total 4.3949 1.54502 195 

EnergySum2 GGS 4.7069 1.37219 116 

Control 4.4114 1.54580 79 

Total 4.5872 1.44846 195 

 

Physical health 
Significant interaction: F(1,195)=16.93, p>.001, np

2=.080 
Time main: F(1,195)=16.93, p>.001, np

2=.080 
Near significant Group effect: F(1,195)=3.76, p=.054, np

2=.019 
 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

My physical health is 

excellent :In general, would 

you say 

GGS 4.31 1.272 118 

Control 4.27 1.327 79 

Total 4.29 1.292 197 

My physical health is 

excellent :In general, would 

you say 

GGS 4.85 .921 118 

Control 4.27 1.327 79 

Total 4.61 1.135 197 
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2.2 Year 10 Statistical Data 

Mental health and well-being 

Strengths Knowledge 
No significant effects. 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Strengths Knowledge Scale GGS 40.5037 8.26869 135 

Control 39.7241 9.04709 29 

Total 40.3659 8.38786 164 

T2 Strengths Knowledge Scale GGS 40.2815 7.42389 135 

Control 38.7931 7.87573 29 

Total 40.0183 7.50253 164 

 

Strengths Use 
No significant effects. 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Strengths Use Scale GGS 68.8741 16.97823 135 

Control 70.0345 18.98210 29 

Total 69.0793 17.29356 164 

T2 Strengths Use Scale GGS 66.7037 15.59232 135 

Control 69.6552 19.02682 29 

Total 67.2256 16.22742 164 

 

Satisfaction with Life  
No Significant effects. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

SLSSIndexT1 GGS 32.4889 5.04142 135 

Control 31.7586 5.10361 29 

Total 32.3598 5.04445 164 

SLSSIndexT2 GGS 31.4444 6.55820 135 

Control 31.4483 4.82986 29 

Total 31.4451 6.27416 164 
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Mental Well-being 
Near significant Group effect : F(1,162)=3.27, p=.072, np

2=.020 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1WarwickEdinburghMental GGS 50.0222 7.86212 135 

Control 47.9310 9.18435 29 

Total 49.6524 8.12071 164 

T2WarwickEdinburghMental GGS 50.5111 7.85775 135 

Control 47.1379 9.11719 29 

Total 49.9146 8.16727 164 

 

Depression 
Near significant Group effect : F(1,162)=3.02, p=.084, np

2=.018 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1DASS21 Depression GGS 11.1556 4.25646 135 

Control 12.5862 4.54751 29 

Total 11.4085 4.32969 164 

T2DASS21 Depression GGS 11.4296 4.32890 135 

Control 12.7931 4.60108 29 

Total 11.6707 4.39480 164 

 

Anxiety 
Near significant Group effect : F(1,162)=3.54, p=.062, np

2=.021 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1DASS21 Anxiety GGS 11.4148 4.27311 135 

Control 12.6207 4.77653 29 

Total 11.6280 4.37527 164 

T2DASS21 Anxiety GGS 10.9333 4.08528 135 

Control 12.6207 4.77653 29 

Total 11.2317 4.24928 164 
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Stress  
No significant effects. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1DASS21 Stress GGS 13.1704 4.61914 135 

Control 13.7241 4.51107 29 

Total 13.2683 4.59140 164 

T2DASS21 Stress GGS 13.0000 3.80887 135 

Control 13.9655 4.52361 29 

Total 13.1707 3.94690 164 

 
 

Positive Purpose 

Optimisim 
Near Significant Time effect: F(1,162)=2.84, p=.094, np

2=.017 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 EPOCH Optimism GGS 17.4370 4.02160 135 

Control 17.0690 4.89118 29 

Total 17.3720 4.17435 164 

T2 EPOCH Optimism GGS 16.4741 4.30520 135 

Control 16.6207 4.33766 29 

Total 16.5000 4.29795 164 

 

Personal growth initiative 
No significant effects. 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Personal Growth Initiative GGS 37.6074 8.13606 135 

Control 38.2414 7.37590 29 

Total 37.7195 7.98891 164 

T2 Personal Growth Initiative GGS 35.8963 9.38741 135 

Control 38.0690 7.21571 29 

Total 36.2805 9.05982 164 
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Meaning 
No significant effects. 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Approaches to Happiness Meaning GGS 19.2593 5.22760 135 

Control 20.7931 4.82093 29 

Total 19.5305 5.17714 164 

T2 Approaches to Happiness Meaning GGS 19.3407 5.23929 135 

Control 20.4483 4.64132 29 

Total 19.5366 5.14262 164 

 

Mindfulness 
No significant effects. 
 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1MAASmindfulness GGS 3.0815 .88323 135 

Control 3.1626 1.04559 29 

Total 3.0958 .91108 164 

T2MAASmindfulness GGS 3.1593 .86673 135 

Control 3.1626 1.04559 29 

Total 3.1598 .89742 164 
 

Connectedness to Nature 
No significant effects. 
 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 CTNS GGS 46.1704 6.43978 135 

Control 47.6207 6.74756 29 

Total 46.4268 6.49782 164 

T2 CTNS GGS 46.1407 6.73503 135 

Control 47.4828 6.70618 29 

Total 46.3780 6.72901 164 
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Positive Relationships 

Gratitude 
No significant effects. 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 GQ6 GGS 32.4254 5.88023 134 

Control 33.7241 6.38020 29 

Total 32.6564 5.97255 163 

T2 GQ6 GGS 32.8209 6.25384 134 

Control 32.8966 6.83136 29 

Total 32.8344 6.33846 163 

 

Relatedness 
No significant effects. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Childrens Intrinsic Need 

Satisfaction Scale Relatedness 

GGS 23.3630 3.21983 135 

Control 23.2414 3.58225 29 

Total 23.3415 3.27556 164 

T2 Childrens Intrinsic Need 

Satisfaction Scale Relatedness 

GGS 23.5630 3.57355 135 

Control 23.2414 3.58225 29 

Total 23.5061 3.56620 164 

 
Connectedness 
Near Significant Time effect: F(1,162)=3.32, p=.070, np

2=.020 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 EPOCH Connectedness GGS 19.8519 4.03255 135 

Control 19.5172 4.48506 29 

Total 19.7927 4.10368 164 

T2 EPOCH Connectedness GGS 18.6667 4.35205 135 

Control 19.0345 4.10124 29 

Total 18.7317 4.29881 164 
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Support from friends and family 
No significant effects. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 SEC Support from friends and 

family 

GGS 23.0296 5.91474 135 

Control 22.2414 6.65827 29 

Total 22.8902 6.03874 164 

T2 SEC Support from friends and 

family 

GGS 23.2148 5.83400 135 

Control 21.8276 6.25111 29 

Total 22.9695 5.91393 164 

 

Prosocial Behaviour 
No significant effects. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 BPQ ProSocial GGS 12.2222 2.46669 135 

Control 12.1034 1.89633 29 

Total 12.2012 2.37104 164 

T2 BPQ ProSocial GGS 11.9185 2.10561 135 

Control 11.8276 1.69177 29 

Total 11.9024 2.03412 164 

 

Bullying 
No significant effects. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 BPQ Bully GGS 8.4296 3.68851 135 

Control 8.0345 3.53031 29 

Total 8.3598 3.65353 164 

T2 BPQ Bully GGS 8.4222 3.34456 135 

Control 8.2759 3.59460 29 

Total 8.3963 3.37915 164 
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Victim 
No significant effects. 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 BPQ Victim GGS 8.0370 3.46713 135 

Control 7.7241 2.61720 29 

Total 7.9817 3.32765 164 

T2 BPQ Victim GGS 7.5185 2.80152 135 

Control 8.0000 2.50713 29 

Total 7.6037 2.75061 164 

 

Cyberbullying 
No significant effects. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Cyberbully GGS 4.5704 1.83474 135 

Control 4.2414 .57664 29 

Total 4.5122 1.68533 164 

T2 Cyberbully GGS 4.7407 2.44328 135 

Control 4.3103 .71231 29 

Total 4.6646 2.24094 164 
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Positive Emotions 

Happiness 
No significant effects. 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 EPOCH Happiness GGS 18.7111 4.43673 135 

Control 18.1034 5.08039 29 

Total 18.6037 4.54645 164 

T2 EPOCH Happiness GGS 17.9111 4.90426 135 

Control 17.5862 4.52388 29 

Total 17.8537 4.82738 164 

 

Problem-focussed coping 
No significant effects. 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 SEC Problem focused coping GGS 42.3037 11.60499 135 

Control 41.1724 11.86552 29 

Total 42.1037 11.62271 164 

T2 SEC Problem focused coping GGS 44.4889 11.45261 135 

Control 41.1379 11.82227 29 

Total 43.8963 11.55335 164 

 

Stop unpleasant emotions and thoughts 
Significant Group main effect: F(1,162)=6.03, p=.015, np

2=.036 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 SEC Stop unpleasant emotions and 

thoughts 

GGS 26.7704 9.49936 135 

Control 23.5172 9.36414 29 

Total 26.1951 9.52870 164 

T2 SEC Stop unpleasant emotions and 

thoughts 

GGS 28.3037 9.25854 135 

Control 23.0000 8.78310 29 

Total 27.3659 9.37234 164 
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Positive Engagement 
 

Engagement 
Near Significant Time effect: F(1,162)=3.41, p=.067, np

2=.021 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 EPOCH Engagement GGS 17.3630 3.87993 135 

Control 17.2414 4.22286 29 

Total 17.3415 3.92950 164 

T2 EPOCH Engagement GGS 16.1407 3.62241 135 

Control 17.0690 3.96350 29 

Total 16.3049 3.68944 164 

 
 

School Engagement 
 

Schoolwork is meaningful 
No significant interaction: F(1,162)=0.76, p=.386, np

2=.005 
 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

How often do you feel that 

the school work you have to 

do is meaningful? 

GGS 3.75 .760 135 

Control 3.83 .805 29 

Total 3.76 .766 164 

How often do you feel that 

the school work you have to 

do is meaningful? 

GGS 3.75 .808 135 

Control 3.69 .761 29 

Total 3.74 .798 164 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 10 
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Importance of School learning for later life 
No significant interaction: F(1,162)=0.14, p=.709, np

2=.001 

Descriptive Statisticsa 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

How important do you think 

the things you are learning in 

school are going to be for 

your later life? 

GGS 3.72 .944 135 

Control 3.86 .743 29 

Total 
3.74 .911 164 

How important do you think 

the things you are learning in 

school are going to be for 

your later life? 

GGS 3.77 .914 135 

Control 3.86 .743 29 

Total 
3.79 .885 164 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 10 

Enjoys being in school 
No significant interaction: F(1,162)=0.86, p=.355, np

2=.005 
 

Descriptive Statisticsa 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

enjoy being in school?:Now 

thinking back over the past 

few weeks in school, how 

often did you 

GGS 3.68 .903 135 

Control 3.86 1.217 29 

Total 
3.71 .964 164 

enjoy being in school?:Now 

thinking back over the past 

few weeks in school, how 

often did you 

GGS 3.62 .827 135 

Control 3.62 1.115 29 

Total 
3.62 .881 164 

Hates being in school 
No Significant interaction: F(1,162)=2.69, p=.103, np

2=.016 
 

Descriptive Statisticsa 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

hate being in school?:Now 

thinking back over the past 

few weeks in school, how 

often did you 

GGS 2.16 .905 135 

Control 2.34 1.045 29 

Total 
2.19 .931 164 

hate being in school?:Now 

thinking back over the past 

few weeks in school, how 

often did you 

GGS 2.45 .928 135 

Control 2.34 1.045 29 

Total 
2.43 .947 164 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 10 
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Positive Accomplishment 

Perseverance 
Near Significant Time effect: F(1,162)=2.84, p=.094, np

2=.017 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 EPOCH Perseverance GGS 16.9852 3.75159 135 

Control 17.1724 4.17534 29 

Total 17.0183 3.81710 164 

T2 EPOCH Perseverance GGS 15.9926 4.29595 135 

Control 16.8276 3.76135 29 

Total 16.1402 4.20763 164 
 

Autonomy 
No significant effects. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Childrens Intrinsic Need 

Satisfaction Scale Autonomy 

GGS 22.5407 3.18758 135 

Control 21.8966 4.27070 29 

Total 22.4268 3.39805 164 

T2 Childrens Intrinsic Need 

Satisfaction Scale Autonomy 

GGS 21.9037 3.95473 135 

Control 21.5517 4.09343 29 

Total 21.8415 3.96911 164 
 

Competence 
No significant effects. 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Childrens Intrinsic Need 

Satisfaction Scale Competence 

GGS 22.5704 3.40881 135 

Control 22.0690 4.54290 29 

Total 22.4817 3.62417 164 

T2 Childrens Intrinsic Need 

Satisfaction Scale Competence 

GGS 22.6815 3.71494 135 

Control 21.8621 4.60376 29 

Total 22.5366 3.88388 164 
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Positive Health 

Sleep quantity 
Near Significant interaction: F(1,162)=3.06, p=.082, np

2=.019 
Near Significant Time effect: F(1,162)=3.06, p=.082, np

2=.019 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

In the past month, on 

average, how many hours 

sleep do you have each 

night? 

GGS 8.19 1.267 135 

Control 8.34 1.045 29 

Total 
8.22 1.229 164 

In the past month, on 

average, how many hours 

sleep do you have each 

night? 

GGS 7.76 1.186 135 

Control 8.34 1.045 29 

Total 
7.87 1.180 164 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 10 

 
 

Sleep satisfaction 
No significant interaction: F(1,162)=.061, p=.806, np

2<.001 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

How satisfied are you with 

your quality of sleep? 

GGS 3.53 1.505 135 

Control 3.34 1.421 29 

Total 3.50 1.488 164 

How satisfied are you with 

your quality of sleep? 

GGS 3.46 1.470 135 

Control 3.34 1.421 29 

Total 3.44 1.458 164 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 10 
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Energy Levels 
No significant interaction: F(1,162)=1.827, p=.178, np

2=.011 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

EnergySumT1 GGS 4.5630 1.28195 135 

Control 4.3621 1.17182 29 

Total 4.5274 1.26206 164 

EnergySum2 GGS 4.2111 1.43187 135 

Control 4.3621 1.17182 29 

Total 4.2378 1.38733 164 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 10 

 

Physical health 
No significant interaction: F(1,162)=1.501, p=.222, np

2=.009 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

My physical health is 

excellent :In general, would 

you say 

GGS 4.84 .976 135 

Control 4.59 1.053 29 

Total 4.80 .992 164 

My physical health is 

excellent :In general, would 

you say 

GGS 4.59 1.148 135 

Control 4.59 1.053 29 

Total 4.59 1.129 164 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 10 
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2.3 Year 11 Statistical Data 

Mental health and well-being 

Strengths Knowledge 
No significant effects.  

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Strengths Knowledge Scale GGS 41.0078 8.80030 129 

Control 40.0667 7.14835 30 

Total 40.8302 8.50034 159 

T2 Strengths Knowledge Scale GGS 40.8062 7.93438 129 

Control 39.0000 6.57582 30 

Total 40.4654 7.70975 159 

 
Strengths Use 
No significant effects.  

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Strengths Use Scale GGS 70.8760 16.80495 129 

Control 71.4000 11.23296 30 

Total 70.9748 15.87409 159 

T2 Strengths Use Scale GGS 70.8217 15.58618 129 

Control 70.5000 11.10374 30 

Total 70.7610 14.81381 159 

 
Satisfaction with Life  
Significant Group effect, F(1,157)=5.67, p=.018, np

2=.035 
Significant Time effect, F(1,157)=5.24, p=.023, np

2=.032 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

SLSSIndexT1 GGS 33.0775 5.53767 129 

Control 30.7667 5.85858 30 

Total 32.6415 5.65381 159 

SLSSIndexT2 GGS 32.0930 5.10123 129 

Control 29.6667 5.57292 30 

Total 31.6352 5.26202 159 
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Mental Well-being 
Significant Group effect : F(1,157)=12.18, p=.001, np

2=.072 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1WarwickEdinburghMental GGS 52.0078 8.32212 129 

Control 47.2000 7.25591 30 

Total 51.1006 8.32656 159 

T2WarwickEdinburghMental GGS 50.8837 9.70794 129 

Control 45.2667 6.79215 30 

Total 49.8239 9.46983 159 

 

Depression 
Group main effect: F(1,157)=6.45, p=.012, np

2=.039  
Time main effect: F(1,157)=5.23, p=.024, np2=.032 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1DASS21 Depression GGS 10.8837 4.34027 129 

Control 12.9333 4.08473 30 

Total 11.2704 4.35554 159 

T2DASS21 Depression GGS 12.1240 4.67207 129 

Control 13.9000 3.84484 30 

Total 12.4591 4.56977 159 

 
Anxiety 
Significant Group Main effect : F(1,157)=3.94, p=.049, np

2=.024  
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1DASS21 Anxiety GGS 10.9302 3.99646 129 

Control 12.8667 4.60684 30 

Total 11.2956 4.17278 159 

T2DASS21 Anxiety GGS 12.1473 4.52096 129 

Control 13.1000 4.43614 30 

Total 12.3270 4.50667 159 
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Stress  
Group main effect: F(1,157)=4.513, p=.035, np

2=.028  
Time main effect: F(1,157)=4.44, p=.037, np

2=.028 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1DASS21 Stress GGS 12.9225 4.01679 129 

Control 14.2000 4.39749 30 

Total 13.1635 4.10753 159 

T2DASS21 Stress GGS 13.7287 4.19589 129 

Control 15.3667 3.68111 30 

Total 14.0377 4.14284 159 

 
 

Positive Purpose 

Optimisim 
Near Significant Group effect: F(1,157)=3.51, p=.063, np

2=.022  
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 EPOCH Optimism GGS 17.8450 3.99697 129 

Control 16.3667 4.70864 30 

Total 17.5660 4.16515 159 

T2 EPOCH Optimism GGS 17.3178 4.25732 129 

Control 15.8667 4.31304 30 

Total 17.0440 4.29210 159 

 
Personal growth initiative 
No significant effects. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Personal Growth Initiative GGS 38.9844 8.28240 128 

Control 36.6333 8.36447 30 

Total 38.5380 8.32281 158 

T2 Personal Growth Initiative GGS 37.2344 9.82643 128 

Control 36.2667 8.37868 30 

Total 37.0506 9.55093 158 
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Meaning 
No significant effects.  

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Approaches to Happiness Meaning GGS 20.7984 5.09654 129 

Control 19.9667 5.37224 30 

Total 20.6415 5.14263 159 

T2 Approaches to Happiness Meaning GGS 20.3333 5.79242 129 

Control 19.5667 5.17743 30 

Total 20.1887 5.67380 159 

 
 
Mindfulness 
No significant effects. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1MAASmindfulness GGS 3.2375 .97653 129 

Control 3.3190 .70405 30 

Total 3.2529 .92981 159 

T2MAASmindfulness GGS 3.3217 1.10159 129 

Control 3.3190 .70405 30 

Total 3.3212 1.03637 159 

 

Connectedness to Nature 
No significant effects. 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 GQ6 GGS 32.8140 6.76822 129 

Control 34.3333 5.44143 30 

Total 33.1006 6.54990 159 

T2 GQ6 GGS 31.9767 6.86188 129 

Control 33.2667 5.40072 30 

Total 32.2201 6.61476 159 
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Positive Relationships 

Gratitude 
No significant effects.  

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 GQ6 GGS 32.8140 6.76822 129 

Control 34.3333 5.44143 30 

Total 33.1006 6.54990 159 

T2 GQ6 GGS 31.9767 6.86188 129 

Control 33.2667 5.40072 30 

Total 32.2201 6.61476 159 

 
Relatedness 
No significant effects.  

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Childrens Intrinsic Need 

Satisfaction Scale Relatedness 

GGS 23.9380 3.89862 129 

Control 23.5333 3.93686 30 

Total 23.8616 3.89657 159 

T2 Childrens Intrinsic Need 

Satisfaction Scale Relatedness 

GGS 23.3411 4.59534 129 

Control 23.5333 3.93686 30 

Total 23.3774 4.46743 159 

 
Connectedness 
No significant effects. 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 EPOCH Connectedness GGS 19.8915 4.25044 129 

Control 19.9000 5.18852 30 

Total 19.8931 4.42460 159 

T2 EPOCH Connectedness GGS 19.0078 4.35620 129 

Control 19.6667 5.04691 30 

Total 19.1321 4.48501 159 
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Support from friends and family 
Significant Time Main effect: F(1,157)=5.90, p=.016, np

2=.036 
Significant Group effect: F(1,157)=4.43, p=.037, np

2=.027 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 SEC Support from friends and 

family 

GGS 24.2481 6.35048 129 

Control 21.6333 6.86060 30 

Total 23.7547 6.50873 159 

T2 SEC Support from friends and 

family 

GGS 22.8062 6.67678 129 

Control 20.3667 6.32174 30 

Total 22.3459 6.66085 159 

 

Prosocial Behaviour 
No significant effects. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 BPQ ProSocial GGS 12.3101 2.70358 129 

Control 11.9667 2.14127 30 

Total 12.2453 2.60408 159 

T2 BPQ ProSocial GGS 12.1628 2.86081 129 

Control 11.5333 1.92503 30 

Total 12.0440 2.71504 159 
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Bullying 
Near significant Group effect: F(1,157)=3.40, p=.067, np

2=.021 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 BPQ Bully GGS 8.6279 4.44246 129 

Control 7.2667 2.08332 30 

Total 8.3711 4.13162 159 

T2 BPQ Bully GGS 9.1008 4.81671 129 

Control 7.6667 2.21800 30 

Total 8.8302 4.47384 159 

 
 

Victim 
No significant effects.  

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 BPQ Victim GGS 7.9535 3.38392 129 

Control 7.5000 2.59642 30 

Total 7.8679 3.24742 159 

T2 BPQ Victim GGS 8.3411 3.96369 129 

Control 7.9333 2.54522 30 

Total 8.2642 3.73396 159 

 
Cyberbullying 
No significant effects. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Cyberbully GGS 4.9922 3.25599 129 

Control 4.3333 .75810 30 

Total 4.8679 2.95989 159 

T2 Cyberbully GGS 5.0853 3.20895 129 

Control 4.5667 1.25075 30 

Total 4.9874 2.94461 159 
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Positive Emotions 

Happiness 
Time main effect: F(1,157)=4.63, p=.033, np

2=.029 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 EPOCH Happiness GGS 19.5659 4.48756 129 

Control 17.6333 5.02053 30 

Total 19.2013 4.63856 159 

T2 EPOCH Happiness GGS 18.2946 4.39532 129 

Control 17.4333 4.85431 30 

Total 18.1321 4.48219 159 

 
 

Problem-focussed coping 
Significant Group main effect: F(1,157)=8.09, p=.005, np

2=.049 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 SEC Problem focused coping GGS 45.0233 11.28430 129 

Control 39.3333 8.59564 30 

Total 43.9497 11.03206 159 

T2 SEC Problem focused coping GGS 44.7907 11.90698 129 

Control 39.2667 8.55785 30 

Total 43.7484 11.53255 159 

 
Stop unpleasant emotions and thoughts 
Significant Group main effect: F(1,157)=10.99, p=.001, np

2=.065  
Descriptive Statistics 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 SEC Stop unpleasant emotions and 

thoughts 

GGS 26.9690 9.15401 129 

Control 21.8667 8.39431 30 

Total 26.0063 9.21027 159 

T2 SEC Stop unpleasant emotions and 

thoughts 

GGS 27.0930 9.16723 129 

Control 21.5667 8.12694 30 

Total 26.0503 9.21460 159 
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Positive Engagement 

Engagement 
Near Significant Group effect: F(1,157)=3.30, p=.071, np

2=.021 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 EPOCH Engagement GGS 17.4264 3.88462 129 

Control 16.0000 4.01720 30 

Total 17.1572 3.93706 159 

T2 EPOCH Engagement GGS 16.7674 3.77804 129 

Control 15.6667 3.85364 30 

Total 16.5597 3.80471 159 

School Engagement 

Schoolwork is meaningful 
No significant interaction: F(1,157)=0.71, p=.400, np

2=.005 

Descriptive Statisticsa 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

How often do you feel that 

the school work you have to 

do is meaningful? 

GGS 3.99 .765 129 

Control 3.30 .596 30 

Total 3.86 .783 159 

How often do you feel that 

the school work you have to 

do is meaningful? 

GGS 3.78 .952 129 

Control 3.23 .504 30 

Total 3.68 .909 159 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 11 
 

Importance of School learning for later life 
No significant interaction: F(1,157)=0.612, p=.435, np

2=.004 

Descriptive Statisticsa 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

How important do you think 

the things you are learning in 

school are going to be for 

your later life? 

GGS 3.81 .882 129 

Control 3.63 .765 30 

Total 
3.78 .862 159 

How important do you think 

the things you are learning in 

school are going to be for 

your later life? 

GGS 3.67 .986 129 

Control 3.63 .765 30 

Total 
3.67 .946 159 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 11 
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Enjoys being in school 
No significant interaction: F(1,157)=0.096, p=.757, np

2=.001 
Significant Time main effect: F(1,157)=6.598, p=.011, np

2=.040 
 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

enjoy being in school?:Now 

thinking back over the past 

few weeks in school, how 

often did you 

GGS 3.77 .786 129 

Control 3.73 .980 30 

Total 
3.76 .823 159 

enjoy being in school?:Now 

thinking back over the past 

few weeks in school, how 

often did you 

GGS 3.56 .918 129 

Control 3.47 .900 30 

Total 
3.54 .912 159 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 11 

 
 

Hates being in school 
No Significant interaction: F(1,157)=2.11, p=.149, np

2=.013 
 

Descriptive Statisticsa 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

hate being in school?:Now 

thinking back over the past 

few weeks in school, how 

often did you 

GGS 2.28 .901 129 

Control 2.43 .935 30 

Total 
2.31 .907 159 

hate being in school?:Now 

thinking back over the past 

few weeks in school, how 

often did you 

GGS 2.60 1.128 129 

Control 2.43 .935 30 

Total 
2.57 1.093 159 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 11 
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Positive Accomplishment 

Perseverance 
Significant Time effect: F(1,157)=6.31, p=.013, np

2=.039 
Significant Group effect: F(1,157)=7.68, p=.006, np

2=.047 

 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 EPOCH Perseverance GGS 17.7752 4.20424 129 

Control 15.2333 4.71010 30 

Total 17.2956 4.40304 159 

T2 EPOCH Perseverance GGS 16.5349 4.25560 129 

Control 14.6667 4.55869 30 

Total 16.1824 4.36159 159 
 

Autonomy 
No significant effects.  

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Childrens Intrinsic Need 

Satisfaction Scale Autonomy 

GGS 22.3256 4.25214 129 

Control 21.5667 4.40754 30 

Total 22.1824 4.27808 159 

T2 Childrens Intrinsic Need 

Satisfaction Scale Autonomy 

GGS 22.3798 4.80428 129 

Control 21.2000 4.40533 30 

Total 22.1572 4.74079 159 

 
 

Competence 
No significant effects.  

Descriptive Statistics 
 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Childrens Intrinsic Need 

Satisfaction Scale Competence 

GGS 23.1473 4.14409 129 

Control 22.3333 4.58884 30 

Total 22.9937 4.22844 159 

T2 Childrens Intrinsic Need 

Satisfaction Scale Competence 

GGS 23.0620 4.60087 129 

Control 22.0333 4.68662 30 

Total 22.8679 4.61987 159 
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Positive Health 

Sleep quantity 
No Significant interaction: F(1,157)=1.147, p=.286, np

2=.007 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

In the past month, on 

average, how many hours 

sleep do you have each 

night? 

GGS 7.48 1.200 129 

Control 7.50 1.432 30 

Total 
7.48 1.242 159 

In the past month, on 

average, how many hours 

sleep do you have each 

night? 

GGS 7.13 1.348 129 

Control 7.43 1.331 30 

Total 
7.19 1.346 159 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 11 

 
 

 
 

Sleep satisfaction 
No significant interaction: F(1,157)=0.465, p=.497, np

2=.003 
Significant Time main effect: F(1,157)=6.32, p=.013, np

2=.039 
 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

How satisfied are you with 

your quality of sleep? 

GGS 3.96 1.518 129 

Control 3.97 1.586 30 

Total 3.96 1.526 159 

How satisfied are you with 

your quality of sleep? 

GGS 4.43 1.575 129 

Control 4.23 1.455 30 

Total 4.39 1.550 159 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 11 
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Energy Levels 
No significant interaction: F(1,157)=2.056, p=.154, np

2=.013 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

EnergySumT1 GGS 4.3295 1.56187 129 

Control 4.0833 1.52611 30 

Total 4.2830 1.55340 159 

EnergySum2 GGS 3.9690 1.60048 129 

Control 4.0833 1.52611 30 

Total 3.9906 1.58261 159 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 11 

 

 

 

Physical health 
No significant interaction: F(1,157)=0.333, p=.565, np

2=.002 

 
Descriptive Statisticsa 

 Grouping Mean Std. Deviation N 

My physical health is 

excellent :In general, would 

you say 

GGS 4.64 1.088 129 

Control 4.00 1.313 30 

Total 4.52 1.157 159 

My physical health is 

excellent :In general, would 

you say 

GGS 4.53 1.186 129 

Control 4.00 1.313 30 

Total 4.43 1.225 159 

a. What year are you in now? = Year 11 
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Research Question 3: Year 9 Strategy Use Data 

Use of strategies by those whose Satisfaction with Life scores increased vs those whose scores didn’t. 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

 

SWLGroup Mean 

Std. 

Deviation N 

T1 Positive Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 6.86 4.488 7 

Increased 4.14 3.009 14 

Total 5.05 3.694 21 

T2 Positive Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 4.57 3.599 7 

Increased 4.71 3.292 14 

Total 4.67 3.307 21 

T3 Positive Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 3.14 2.410 7 

Increased 4.57 3.131 14 

Total 4.10 2.931 21 

T4 Positive Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 4.00 2.082 7 

Increased 5.21 2.577 14 

Total 4.81 2.442 21 

T1 Positive Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change .86 .690 7 

Increased .29 .469 14 

Total .48 .602 21 

T2 Positive Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change 1.14 .690 7 

Increased .21 .426 14 

Total .52 .680 21 

T3 Positive Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change .14 .378 7 

Increased .43 .646 14 

Total .33 .577 21 

T4 Positive Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change .86 1.215 7 

Increased .93 1.592 14 

Total .90 1.446 21 

T1 Negative Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 2.00 1.826 7 

Increased 1.64 1.646 14 

Total 1.76 1.670 21 
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T2 Negative Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 1.43 1.813 7 

Increased 2.36 2.170 14 

Total 2.05 2.061 21 

T3 Negative Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change .43 .535 7 

Increased 2.79 2.293 14 

Total 2.00 2.191 21 

T4 Negative Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 1.29 1.496 7 

Increased 2.14 2.033 14 

Total 1.86 1.878 21 

T1 Negative Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change .86 1.215 7 

Increased 2.29 2.431 14 

Total 1.81 2.182 21 

T2 Negative Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change 1.14 1.069 7 

Increased .57 1.089 14 

Total .76 1.091 21 

T3 Negative Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change .86 .690 7 

Increased 1.07 1.685 14 

Total 1.00 1.414 21 

T4 Negative Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change .57 1.134 7 

Increased 1.29 1.490 14 

Total 1.05 1.396 21 

 
Significant Time x SWLS Group Interaction for Positive strategies used in response to Positive Events: F(3,57)=3.29, p=.027, 
np

2=.148 
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Use of strategies by those whose Mental Well-Being scores increased vs those whose scores didn’t. 
 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 MWBGroup Mean Std. Deviation N 

T1 Positive Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 5.38 4.138 8 

Increased 4.85 3.555 13 

Total 5.05 3.694 21 

T2 Positive Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 4.88 3.182 8 

Increased 4.54 3.503 13 

Total 4.67 3.307 21 

T3 Positive Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 4.38 3.068 8 

Increased 3.92 2.957 13 

Total 4.10 2.931 21 

T4 Positive Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 4.63 2.264 8 

Increased 4.92 2.629 13 

Total 4.81 2.442 21 

T1 Positive Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change .63 .744 8 

Increased .38 .506 13 

Total .48 .602 21 

T2 Positive Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change .75 .707 8 

Increased .38 .650 13 

Total .52 .680 21 

T3 Positive Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change .13 .354 8 

Increased .46 .660 13 

Total .33 .577 21 

T4 Positive Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change 1.38 2.066 8 

Increased .62 .870 13 

Total .90 1.446 21 

T1 Negative Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 1.50 1.690 8 

Increased 1.92 1.706 13 

Total 1.76 1.670 21 

T2 Negative Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 1.75 2.252 8 

Increased 2.23 2.006 13 

Total 2.05 2.061 21 

T3 Negative Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 1.13 1.642 8 

Increased 2.54 2.367 13 

Total 2.00 2.191 21 
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T4 Negative Strategy to Positive Event Decreased or no change 1.38 1.768 8 

Increased 2.15 1.951 13 

Total 1.86 1.878 21 

T1 Negative Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change .63 .744 8 

Increased 2.54 2.470 13 

Total 1.81 2.182 21 

T2 Negative Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change .75 1.165 8 

Increased .77 1.092 13 

Total .76 1.091 21 

T3 Negative Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change 1.00 1.069 8 

Increased 1.00 1.633 13 

Total 1.00 1.414 21 

T4 Negative Strategy to Negative Event Decreased or no change .88 1.356 8 

Increased 1.15 1.463 13 

Total 1.05 1.396 21 

 
Near Significant Time x MWB Group Interaction for Negative strategies used in response to Negative Events: F(3,57)=2.71, 
p=.053, np

2=.125 
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