
Program Outcome Evaluation Report                                                                   
 

 
1 | P a g e  

 
 

 

Program Outcome Evaluation Report 

March 2018 

 

 

 #NOT EVEN ONCE® 

Teen’s Challenge Australia’s Drug Prevention Program 

 

 

Prepared by: 

Ms Elizabeth Dowswell, Research Officer, School of Social Sciences and Psychology, Western 

Sydney University 

 

Professor Tanya Meade, Project Lead, Clinical and Health Psychology Research Initiative, 

School of Social Sciences and Psychology, Western Sydney University 

 

Funding disclosure: This report was requested by Teen Challenge Tasmania & ONE80TC and 
was jointly funded by Coca Cola Australia Foundation (CCAF) and Castle Hill RSL. Teen 
Challenge Tasmania & ONE80TC were provided the opportunity to comment on the final 
report. 
 

© Western Sydney University  

This publication is copyright. No part may be reproduced by any process except in 

accordance with the provisions of the Copyright Act 1968. 



2 | P a g e  

Table of Contents 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ............................................................................................................................ 3 

PROJECT OVERVIEW ................................................................................................................................ 5 

BACKGROUND ......................................................................................................................................... 6 

METHODOLOGY ...................................................................................................................................... 6 

FINDINGS ................................................................................................................................................. 8 

Part 1: 2016 Results ................................................................................................................................ 9 

Part 2: 2017 Results .............................................................................................................................. 21 

RECOMMENDATIONS ........................................................................................................................... 44 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT ........................................................................................................................... 46 

REFERENCES .......................................................................................................................................... 47 

APPENDICES .......................................................................................................................................... 48 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3 | P a g e  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

This report provides the results of an independent evaluation conducted by Western Sydney 

University on Teen Challenge Australia and ONE180TC #NotEvenOnce® Drug Prevention 

Project. The evaluation aimed to examine young people’s knowledge of and attitudes 

towards drug and alcohol use before and after attending the seminar. The evaluation data 

was collected by the Teen Challenge Australia and analysed by the Western Sydney 

University team. 

Research questions 

The following two questions were a key focus of the evaluation analysis: 

1. Does the program impact on knowledge and intentions regarding drug and alcohol use? 

2. Are there age and school differences in the pre and post program knowledge and 

intentions regarding drug and alcohol use? 

Summary of Findings 

Over the two years (2016, 2017), the #NotEvenOnce® program was delivered across 20 

schools in New South Wales and Tasmania with 5753 participating students in grades seven 

to 12. Based on the pre and post results, the program was effective in increasing the 

knowledge about the risks associated with alcohol and drug use, and increasing the 

likelihood of not engaging with alcohol and drugs. Those findings were consistent across the 

two years and two different measures (a brief evaluation form in 2016 and a more 

comprehensive evaluation form in 2017).   

The likelihood of engaging with drugs was considerably lower at both pre and post program 

levels compared to the likelihood of consuming alcohol; which while lower in terms of 

intention at post program stage, still left a considerable number of students in the 

potentially likely to consume group. In 2017, at post program, 76% of students indicated 

they would never smoke cigarettes, 75% would never take drugs, 58% would never binge 

drink, but only 22% indicated they would never drink alcohol.  

In addition to affecting change in knowledge and intentions, the program was well received 

by students who commented positively on the content, the presenters, and the usefulness 

of the program at an individual and school level. The majority of students found the seminar 

to be helpful to the way they think (60%) and may act (59%).  Students also found the 

presenters’ sharing of personal stories, struggles, and successes to be impactful. The 

participating teachers, community and organisation members, and parents expressed 

similar positive responses to the program. 

The evaluation identified state and school differences particularly at the pre program level, 

with some showing significantly lower levels of knowledge, values, and abstinence 
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intentions. Post program, these levels were more similar but some schools still remained 

below the levels of other schools. This indicates that the program has a capacity to ‘catch 

up’ schools that may be lagging behind in terms of drug and alcohol knowledge. However it 

also indicates that the diversity across the schools (whether this is a result of differences in 

curriculum content across states, or specific needs/strengths in the student population 

across schools), will require Teen Challenge Australia to adapt the program content to this 

variability, while retaining the consistency of its content.  

The evaluation also identified age/grade differences across pre and post program with 

knowledge levels being predictably lower in younger students while their values-related 

responses and abstinence intentions were higher than those of older students. Some value-

based items changed significantly but in an unexpected direction. This suggests that the 

perception of alcohol and drug use behaviours being related to a broader set of values may 

change over time. A closer look at the program content and how it relates to those values 

may inform those findings, and how the content could be adjusted to potentially age-

related developmental changes.  

Overall, the findings of this evaluation support the effectiveness of the #NotEvenOnce® 

program in its ability to increase knowledge about drugs and alcohol, and increase 

abstinence intentions.  
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PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 

Teen Challenge is an international network of Christian faith-based corporations intended to 

help teenagers, adults, and families with problems such as substance abuse. Teen Challenge 

Tasmania, in collaboration with the Dalgarno Institute, developed the #NotEvenOnce® Drug 

Prevention Project which delivers drug and alcohol education programs to high school 

students.  The programs were designed to be age appropriate, repeated across the grades, 

aligned with the Australian curriculum and delivered in large scale and small group formats 

into primary and secondary schools, and community forums. The core message of the 

#NotEvenOnce® Project is that it is both valid and reasonable to ‘say no’ to drugs and 

alcohol and it is the best response for teenagers.  

The #NotEvenOnce® Drug Prevention Project was initially rolled out in 2015 across a 

selection of Tasmanian high schools, communities, and sporting clubs. In 2016 and 2017 

Windsor RSL funded the delivery of the program across high schools in the Hawkesbury 

region of New South Wales. Following the delivery of each seminar, students were asked to 

complete an evaluation form. The evaluation form consisted of questions that examine 

students’ intentions to use drugs and alcohol before and after attending the seminar, and 

their knowledge related to the drugs and alcohol. 

Western Sydney University was approached by Teen Challenge Tasmania and ONE80TC to 

evaluate the #NotEvenOnce® program based on the data they have collected in 2016 and 

2017 across New South Wales and Tasmanian high schools, and to provide 

recommendations for future data collection. Specifically, Western Sydney University was 

asked to: determine the effectiveness of the program by comparing students’ responses to 

knowledge, values and intentions before and after attending the program; their experience 

of the program; and to provide recommendations regarding the future data collection 

process. This report does not include an evaluation of the content of the program.  
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BACKGROUND 

 

The use of alcohol and other drugs (AOD) is identified internationally as a significant 

problem affecting young people, and as a serious public health concern (Jenkins, Slemon, & 

Haines-Saah, 2017; Champion, Newtown, Barrett, & Teesson, 2013). In Australia the 

National Drug Strategy Household Survey 2016 reported that rates of abstinence from 

alcohol have increased from 72% in 2013 to 82% in 2016. Furthermore, the average age of 

14-24 year olds drinking for the first time has increased from 15.7 years in 2013 to 16.1 

years in 2016. However, approximately 10% of young people aged 12-17 reported drinking 

alcohol at least monthly. Similarly, in regards to illicit drugs, while the rates of use by young 

people have decreased over time, approximately 10% of 14-19 year olds have used cannabis 

in the last 12 months; 3% have tried ecstasy, and 1% have tried cocaine and 

methamphetamines.  

These changes in drug and alcohol use amongst adolescents may be in part due to a 

significant increase, over the last 10 years, in the development and implementation of AOD 

prevention programs for adolescence. Schools have an important role in the delivery or 

facilitation of such preventative programs, as they have access to a large number of young 

people (Lemstra, et al., 2010).  

METHODOLOGY 

 

In 2016, the #NotEvenOnce® program (referred to as the ‘seminar’) was rolled out across 

three high schools in Tasmania (December) and six high schools in the New South Wales 

(NSW) Hawkesbury region (November).  

In 2017, between July and August, the program was again delivered across the same six high 

schools in the Hawkesbury (NSW), although data was only collected from five schools. In 

Tasmania, the program was delivered in 14 high schools throughout November 2017.  

The questionnaires used to obtain feedback from students following the workshops were 

different in 2016 compared to 2017.  

In 2016 students were administered a 7-item feedback form (Appendix A) that asked about: 

1) their likelihood to use alcohol and drugs before and after the seminar; 2) their thoughts 

on the messages and information provided; 3) their thoughts on the presenters; and 4) their 

thoughts on the media, style, and format of the presentation. Students were also asked to 

provide an overall comment. The items pertaining to likelihood of using drugs and alcohol 

before and after the seminar were rated on a 6-point Likert Scale ranging from 1 (not likely 

at all), to 6 (very likely). All other items were rated on a 5-point Likert Scale, ranging from 1 

(poor) to 5 (excellent). The latter will be referred to as ‘seminar related items’.  
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In 2017, students were administered before and after seminar feedback forms (Appendix B). 

The two feedback forms were identical and contained 18 questions pertaining to students’ 

knowledge, intentions, and values related to the alcohol consumption and drugs use. These 

18 items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

Students were also asked to respond to the following questions, with a variety of response 

options: 1) How often are you going to smoke cigarettes; 2) Do you intend to take illegal 

drugs; 3) When is the next time you are going to drink alcohol; and 4) How often are you 

going to binge drink. Scoring of these items is provided in Appendix B. The post-seminar 

form included four additional questions related to the helpfulness of the seminar and 

provided space to record additional, qualitative feedback.  
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FINDINGS 

 

Overview: 2016 and 2017 Demographics  

Some basic demographic data was obtained across 2016 and 2017 samples and is presented 

below (Tables 1-3). The total number of students that participated in the program in 2016 

was 2185, and in 2017 was 3568, a total of 5753 students across the two years and two 

states (Table 1).  

Table 1. Participant numbers by state and year 

  Year Total 

  2016 2017  

State NSW 1976 1582 3558 

 TAS 209 1986 2195 

Total  2185 3568 5753 

Note: Given some data collection issues, the 2017 data have been partly approximated. 

 
The students from grades 7 to 10 participated in the program in 2016, with an addition of 

grades 11 and 12 in 2017. In 2017 one Tasmania school had 37 grade 6 students participate, 

but the data from these students has not be included in the analyses (and their numbers 

have not been included in the overall sample size presented in this table and those below). 

Based on the available data, there was a large increase of participants in grades 8, 9 and 10 

from 2016 to 2017 (Table 2). 

 
Table 2. Participant numbers by grade and year  

 Year Total 

 2016 2017  

Grade    

  7 785 608 1393 

  8 541 786 1327 

  9 570 986 1556 

  10 289 784 1073 

  11 0 225 225 

  12 0 76 76 

Total 2185 3465 5650 

Note: given some data collection issues, the 2017 data have been partly approximated, and about 103 
students did not provide their grade information.  
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The distribution of participants across the six NSW and 14 Tasmania schools is presented 
below (Table 3). 
 
Table 3. Participant numbers by school and data collection year 

Schools * Year Total 

 2016 2017  

New South Wales    

  N1 353 399 752 

  N2 476 616 1092 

  N3 257 262 519 

  N4 354 69 423 

  N5 351 - 351 

  N6 185 236 421 

Tasmania    

  T1 74 53 127 

  T2 72 151 223 

  T3 - 260 260 

  T4 63 109 172 

  T5 - 40 40 

  T6 - 96 96 

  T7 - 90 90 

  T8 - 29 29 

  T9 - 127 127 

  T10 - 504 504 

  T11 - 110 110 

  T12 - 224 224 

  T13 - 119 119 

  T14 - 74 74 

Total 2185 3568 5753 

*School names have been coded to maintain confidentiality. Refer to Appendix C 
for the list of participating schools and associated codes.  
Note: The seminar was run at N5 in 2017, however permission was not obtained to  
collect data. Finally, given some data collection issues (T11 & T14), the 2017 data is  
partly approximated.  
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Part 1: 2016 Results 

To examine the effects of the seminar, dependent t tests were conducted to compare the 

mean scores before (pre) and after (post) attending the seminar. 

Pre and Post Seminar Results: Total Sample 

Means, standard deviations, and significance results are presented in Table 4.  

Table 4. Paired t-test comparisons of students’ likelihood of using alcohol and drugs pre 

and post seminar  

 Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Mean 
Difference 

Effect 
Size** 

Paired t-test 

t 
value 

df 
Sig 

(two-
tailed) 

Entire Sample (NSW and TAS) 

Pre-seminar: alcohol 2.68 1.85 0.54 0.31 20.73 1877 .000* 

Post-seminar: alcohol 2.15 1.56      

Pre-seminar: drugs  1.38 1.05 0.11 0.11 6.49 1875 .000* 

Post-seminar: drugs 1.27 0.91      

New South Wales 

Pre-seminar: alcohol 2.67 1.85 0.52 0.30 18.91 1668 .000* 

Post-seminar: alcohol 2.15 1.56      

Pre-seminar: drugs  1.39 1.07 0.12 0.11 6.19 1665 .000* 

Post-seminar: drugs 1.28 0.92      

Tasmania 

Pre-seminar: alcohol 2.85 1.86 0.69 0.40 8.62 206 .000* 

Post-seminar: alcohol 2.15 1.57      

Pre-seminar: drugs  1.33 0.82 0.09 0.11 2.00 207 .047* 

Post-seminar: drugs 1.24 0.79      

*Significant findings. ** Cohen’s d: small, d = 0.2, medium, d = 0.5, large, d = 0.8. Note: The items were rated 

on a 6-point Likert Scale ranging from 1 (not likely at all), to 6 (very likely). 

For the New South Wales and Tasmania samples combined, a statistically significant 

difference were found between pre and post seminar means for use of alcohol and drugs. 

For New South Wales and Tasmania individually, there were also statistically significant 

differences between pre and post seminar means. These findings indicate that students 

across New South Wales and Tasmania (combined and as individual states) reported to be 

significantly less likely to use alcohol and drugs following participation in the seminar.  

 

In addition to a pre and post analyses, the effect sizes (Cohen’s d) were calculated to 

determine how big the mean difference was between pre and post seminar. While the 

differences between pre and post scores were statistically significant, the effect sizes for the 
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alcohol and drug items were small, possibly due to the pre-seminar scores being already 

low, leaving minimal room to move (Table 4). Figure 1 below provides a visual 

representation of the findings reported in Table 4.  

 

 
Figure 1. Likelihood of consuming alcohol and drugs before and after the seminar: overall sample 

and by state 

 

The frequency of each response option for the results reported in Table 4, are presented 

below (Table 5).  As can be seen from the response options, ‘not likely at all’ was the most 

common response at pre and at post seminar for both alcohol consumption and drug use, 

with the notable increase at post seminar (34.3% vs 44.1%; 71.5% vs 87.6%). 

 

Table 5. Frequency scores of participants’ likelihood to use drugs and alcohol  

 Pre-seminar- 
likelihood of 
consuming 

alcohol 
N (%) 

Post-seminar- 
likelihood of 
consuming 

alcohol 
N (%) 

Pre-seminar- 
likelihood of 
consuming 

drugs 
N (%) 

Post-seminar- 
likelihood of 
consuming 

drugs 
N (%) 

Not likely at all 749 (34.3%) 964 (44.1%) 1563 (71.5%) 1643 (87.6%) 

Unlikely  356 (16.3%) 381 (17.4) 125 (5.7%) 117 (5.4%) 

Somewhat 
unlikely 

211 (9.7%) 176 (8.1) 73 (3.3%) 36 (1.6%) 

Somewhat 
likely 

144 (6.6%) 123 (5.6) 43 (2.0%) 26 (1.2%) 

Likely  121 (5.5%) 104 (4.8) 24 (1.15) 16 (0.7%) 

Very likely  295 (13.5%) 129 (5.9%) 46 (2.1%) 37 (1.7%) 

Did not 
complete  

309 (14.1%) 308 (14.1%) 311 (14.2%) 310 (14.2%) 
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Pre and Post Seminar Results: Individual Schools 

Dependent t tests were also conducted at an individual school level to determine if there 

was a significant difference in students’ likelihood to consume alcohol and drugs before and 

after the seminar (Table 6).  

Table 6. Paired t-test comparisons of students’ likelihood of using alcohol and drugs pre 

and post seminar across schools  

School Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Mean 
Difference 

Effect 
Size** 

Paired t-test 

t value df 
Sig (two-

tailed) 

N1 

Pre: alcohol 2.57 1.74 0.09 0.29 8.50 349 .000* 

Post: alcohol 2.10 1.48 0.08     

Pre: drugs  1.20 0.70 0.04 0.07 1.43 351 .155 

Post: drugs 1.15 0.67 0.04     

T1        

Pre: alcohol 2.23 1.70 0.20 0.32 3.88 73 .000* 

Post: alcohol 1.76 1.24 0.14     

Pre: drugs  1.27 0.69 0.08 0.00 0.00 73 1.000 

Post: drugs 1.27 0.85 0.10     

N2        

Pre: alcohol 2.69 1.98 0.09 0.22 7.63 475 .000* 

Post: alcohol 2.27 1.75 0.08     

Pre: drugs  1.54 1.30 0.06 0.09 2.37 472 .018* 

Post: drugs 1.43 1.20 0.06     

T2 

Pre: alcohol 3.23 1.99 0.24 0.50 6.20 70 .000* 

Post: alcohol 2.58 1.83 0.22     

Pre: drugs  1.35 0.97 0.11 0.11 1.84 71 .070 

Post: drugs 1.25 0.85 0.10     

T4        

Pre: alcohol 3.15 1.72 0.22 0.62 5.39 61 .000* 

Post: alcohol 2.15 1.49 0.19     

Pre: drugs  1.37 0.77 0.10 0.25 2.50 61 .015* 

Post: drugs 1.19 0.65 0.08     

N3        

Pre: alcohol 2.78 1.93 0.12 0.31 7.94 254 .000* 

Post: alcohol 2.23 1.60 0.10     
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Pre: drugs  1.49 1.18 0.07 0.15 3.24 254 .001* 

Post: drugs 1.34 0.85 0.05     

N4        

Pre: alcohol 3.04 1.52 0.20 0.46 6.69 54 .000* 

Post: alcohol 2.38 1.37 0.18     

Pre: drugs  1.13 0.39 0.05 0.38 1.95 54 .057 

Post: drugs 1.02 0.14 0.02     

N5        

Pre: alcohol 2.74 1.85 0.10 0.42 11.27 347 .000* 

Post: alcohol 2.04 1.44 0.08     

Pre: drugs  1.43 1.09 0.06 0.18 4.60 345 .000* 

Post: drugs 1.25 0.87 0.05     

N6 

Pre: alcohol 2.42 1.70 0.13 0.28 5.61 184 .000* 

Post: alcohol 1.98 1.43 0.10     

Pre: drugs  1.29 0.87 0.06 0.15 2.30 184 .023* 

Post: drugs 1.17 0.70 0.05     

*Significant findings ** Cohen’s d: small, d = 0.2, medium, d = 0.5, large, d = 0.8. Note: The items were rated on 

a 6-point Likert Scale ranging from 1 (not likely at all), to 6 (very likely). 

Figure 2 below provides a visual representation of the findings in Table 6  

 

Figure 2. Likelihood of consuming alcohol and drugs before and after the seminar by school  
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A statistically significant difference was found between pre and post-seminar means for the 

use of alcohol across all schools (Table 6). That is, students across all high schools in which 

the seminar was presented were significantly less likely to use alcohol and drugs following 

participation in the seminar.  

In regards to likelihood to use drugs before and after the seminar, there was a statistically 

significant difference between pre and post seminar means for five of the nine schools (N2, 

T4, N3, N5, and N6). That is, students at these schools were significantly less likely to use 

drugs following the seminar.  The schools where a significant difference was not found (N1, 

T1, T2, and N4) had lower scores at pre-seminar than the schools in which a significant 

difference was found. Therefore the lack of significance may be due to minimal room for 

further reduction in those scores.   

Notably a couple of schools (T2, N4) had medium effect sizes in relation to alcohol use 

intentions, which indicates that the post seminar change was substantial. 

While the means varied at pre and post seminar across the schools, a one-way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) did not find any significant difference between the schools (i.e. no school 

scored significantly higher or lower than any other school).  

 

Pre and Post Seminar Results: Across Year/Grade Levels 

Dependent t tests were also conducted at year/grade level across the entire sample to 

determine if there was a significant difference in students’ likelihood to consume alcohol 

and drugs before and after the seminar. Table 7 presents those findings. Significant 

differences were found before and after the seminar across all grades. That is, students in 

years 7, 8, 9, and 10 were less likely to use drugs and alcohol following the seminar. The 

effect sizes were higher in relation to alcohol than drugs. 

 

Table 7. Paired t-test comparisons of students’ likelihood of using alcohol and drugs pre 

and post seminar across year/grade groups 

Year Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Mean 
Difference 

Effect 
Size** 

Paired t-test 

t value df 
Sig (two-

tailed) 

7 

Pre: alcohol 2.17 1.58 0.45 0.31 11.117 672 .000* 

Post: alcohol 1.72 1.26      

Pre: drugs  1.19 0.62 0.05 0.08 2.171 671 .030* 

Post: drugs 1.14 0.58      

8        

Pre: alcohol 2.54 1.76 0.48 0.30 9.940 440 .000* 
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Post: alcohol 2.05 1.44      

Pre: drugs  1.38 1.01 0.11 0.12 3.224 439 .001* 

Post: drugs 1.27 0.84      

9        

Pre: alcohol 2.84 1.84 0.61 0.36 11.269 473 .000* 

Post: alcohol 2.23 1.57      

Pre: drugs  1.35 1.03 0.09 0.09 2.656 475 .008* 

Post: drugs 1.26 0.91      

10 

Pre: alcohol 3.90 2.05 0.70 0.36 9.088 287 .000* 

Post: alcohol 3.19 1.86      

Pre: drugs  1.93 1.61 0.31 0.21 4.734 285 .000* 

Post: drugs 1.62 1.40      

*Significant findings** Cohen’s d: small, d = 0.2, medium, d = 0.5, large, d = 0.8. Note: The items were rated on 

a 6-point Likert Scale ranging from 1 (not likely at all), to 6 (very likely) 

Figure 3 below provides a visual representation of the findings in Table 7  

 
Figure 3. Likelihood of consuming alcohol and drugs before and after the seminar by grade/year 

level  

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) identified significant differences between the 

grade/year levels.  Before the seminar, year 7 students were significantly less likely to want 

to consume alcohol than students in years 8, 9, and 10, and students in year 10 were 

significantly more likely to want to consume alcohol compared to their younger peers. There 

were no significant differences between grades 8 and 9. The same pattern was found at post 

seminar. Similarly in relation to the consumption of drugs, before the seminar year 7 
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students were significantly less likely to want to consume drugs than students in years 8, 9, 

and 10. Students in year 10 were significantly more likely to report wanting to consume 

drugs than students in years 7, 8, and 9. There were no significant differences between 

grades 8 and 9. Following the seminar, the students in year 10 remain significantly different 

to all other years, but there was no longer a significant difference between students in years 

7, 8 and 9 (Table 8).  

 

Table 8. Results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine differences between 

grade/year levels 

Year Mean 
Difference 

Significance 
 

Year Mean 
Difference 

Significance 
 

Pre-seminar: alcohol Post-seminar: alcohol 

7 8 -0.36* .004 7 8 -0.33* .002 

 9 -0.67* .000  9 -0.51* .000 

 10 -1.73* .000  10 -1.48* .000 

8 7 0.36* .004 8 7 0.33 .002 

 9 -0.30 .050  9 -0.18 .282 

 10 -1.36* .000  10 -1.14* .000 

9 7 0.67* .000 9 7 0.51* .000 

 8 0.30 .050  8 0.18 .282 

 10 -1.06* .000  10 -0.97* .000 

10 7 1.73* .000 10 7 1.48* .000 

 8 1.36* .000  8 1.14* .000 

 9 1.06* .000  9 0.97* .000 

Pre-seminar: drugs Post-seminar: drugs 

7 8 -0.19* .015 7 8 -0.13 .100 

 9 -0.17* .034  9 -0.12 .125 

 10 -0.75* .000  10 -0.48* .000 

8 7 0.19* .015 8 7 0.13 .100 

 9 0.22 .988  9 0.01 .999 

 10 -0.56* .000  10 -0.35* .000 

9 7 0.17* .034 9 7 0.12 .125 

 8 -0.22 .988  8 -0.01 .999 

 10 -0.58* .000  10 -0.36* .000 

10 7 0.75* .000 10 7 0.48* .000 

 8 0.56* .000  8 0.35* .000 

 9 0.58* .000  9 0.36* .000 

*Significant difference 
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Students’ experience of the seminar 

Tables 9 and 10 present the results from analysis of seminar related items (i.e. participants’ 

thoughts on the messages and information provided, the presenters, and the media, style, 

and format of the presentation).  

Table 9. Descriptive statistics pertaining to seminar related items  

Items N total = 2185 Mean (SD) (range) 

Messages and Information 1855 4.08 (0.93) (1-5) 

Presenters  1879 4.13 (0.91) (1-5) 

Media/style/format  1872 3.64 (0.96) (1-5) 

 

Table 10. Frequency scores of seminar related items  

Rating Messages and 
Information 
Presented 

N (%) 

Presenters 
N (%) 

Media, format, and 
style of presentation 

N (%) 

Poor 28 (1.3%) 29 (1.3%) 40 (1.8%) 

Average 79 (3.6%) 54 (2.5%) 161 (7.4%) 

Good 318 (14.6%) 338 (15.5%) 591 (27.0%) 

Very good 722 (33.0%) 682 (31.2%) 715 (32.7%) 

Excellent 707 (32.4%) 776 (35.5%) 365 (16.7%) 

Did not 
complete  

331 (15.1%) 306 (14.0%) 313 (14.3%) 

 

The majority of participants found the information, presenters and presentation style to be 

good to excellent (Table 10). Students were also invited to further comment on their 

experience of the seminar. Those comments were thematically analysed (Table 11) and 

were predominantly positive.  

 

Table 11. Themes identified and corresponding quotes 

Themes and supporting quotes 
 
Students found the content of the seminar to be informative: 

 “scientific data was presented well” 

 “A lot of information of great use! I have learnt a lot!” 

 “very informative but also worrying as to what will happen in the future” 

 “you guys gave good information” 

 “very informative” 

 “thank you very much for coming, it was very good, I learnt heaps” 
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Students commented on the strength of the message presented in the seminar: 

 “it was a very strong message hopefully people will think twice before taking 
drugs” 

 “the seminar was good and interactive and gave a good message” 

 “it had very good message” 

 “it was very powerful” 
 
Some students expressed some ambivalence towards the seminar, neither reporting 
overly positive or negative comments, nor high levels of engagement:  

 “don’t really care” 

 “I didn’t really care… too long waste of my time” 

 “the message was okay” 

 “bit boring” 

 “I guess [the seminar was] good” 

 “the media/style/format was okay” 

 “people should just not be stupid and do it” 

 

Teacher and community members’ feedback - 2016 

Teachers, community members, organisations, and parents who attended the seminar were 

also asked to provide feedback on their experience of the seminar. Table 12 presents 

participation numbers by state and schools. 

 
Table 12. Participant numbers by state and school  

New South Wales  

   N1 1 

   N2 12 

   N5 7 

   N6 5 

   Community members (police  
   officers) 

2 

Tasmania   

    T2 3 

    T12  - 

    T13 - 

    Community Organisation  45 

    Parent 3 

Total 78 
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Participants completed a feedback form (Appendix D) containing four items related to the 

information presented, the presenters, presentation, and student engagement. Items were 

rated on a 6-point Likert scale from 1 (poor) to 6 (excellent). Participants were also asked to 

rate whether the venue, group size, lighting, and seating were too small/unsuitable, 

appropriate, or too big. However the data gathered on these items was inconsistent and 

could not be interpreted, so has not been included in the analysis below. Table 13 presents 

the means, standard deviations, and response ranges for the feedback provided by 

participants.  

 

Table 13. Descriptive statistics pertaining to seminar related items  

Items Overall 
Mean (SD) (range) 

NSW 
Mean (SD) (range) 

Tasmania 
Mean (SD) (range) 

Information & data 5.71 (0.5) (4-6) 5.67 (0.6) (4-6) 5.74 (0.4) (5-6) 

Presenters  5.05 (1.7) (1-6) 5.59 (0.7) (4-6) 4.76 (1.9) (1-6) 

Presentation  4.81 (1.7) (1-6) 5.50 (0.8) 4-6) 4.45 (2.0) (1-6) 

Student engagement  4.93 (1.4) (1-6) 5.26 (0.9) (3-6) 4.74 (1.6) (1-6) 

 

As can be seen above, the ratings across the four items are in the high range particularly in 

relation to the seminar content. Table 14 presents frequency scores for each item across the 

entire sample (NSW and Tasmania). 

 

Table 14. Frequency scores of seminar related items for entire sample 

Rating 1 
N (%) 

2 
N (%) 

3 
N (%) 

4 
N (%) 

5 
N (%) 

6 
N (%) 

Did not 
complete 

Information 
& data 

- - - 
2  

(2.6%) 
15 

(19.2%) 
48 

(61.5%) 
13 

(16.7%) 

Presenters  
9  

(11.5%) 
- 

3  
(3.9%) 

4  
(5.1%) 

12 
(15.4%) 

50 
(64.1%) 

- 

Presentation  
11 

(14.1%) 
1  

(1.3%) 
1  

(1.3%) 
6  

(7.6%) 
18 

(23.1%) 
41 

(52.6%) 
- 

Student 
engagement  

3  
(3.9%) 

4  
(5.1%) 

4  
(5.1%) 

8 
(10.3%) 

19 
(24.4%) 

35 
(44.9%) 

5  
(6.3%) 

 

Teachers and community members were also given an opportunity to provide qualitative 

feedback. Thematic analysis revealed several themes, which are presented in Table 15. Teen 

Challenge made available to the researchers additional positive communications received 

from the participating schools. Those are not included below as they were not part of the 

formal data collection process, but are presented in the Appendix E.   
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Table 15. Themes identified and corresponding quotes 

Themes and supporting quotes 
 
Many teachers provided thanks and general messages of support. For example, “thank 
you”, “excellent”, “well done”, and “great job”.  
 
Some of the information was not age appropriate and/or too much information was 
provided: 

 “Too much info on some slides” 

 “Could use some images to support information. Some of our kids would not fully 
understand terminology used.” 

 “Some of the language a bit complex” 
 
Participants found the inclusion of personal stories valuable:  

 “Real Life experiences always helps students understand” 

 “Loved the real life examples!!!” 

 “Personal Stories touch base/get through the most” 

 

Summary 2016 

In 2016, nine schools and 2185 students from grades 7 to 10, across Tasmania and New 

South Wales, participated in the #NotEvenOnce® seminar. At pre seminar half (50.6%) of 

students indicated that they were not at all likely or were unlikely to consume alcohol, 

which at post seminar increased to 61.5%. Similarly, 77.2% of students indicated at pre 

seminar that they were not at all likely or were unlikely to use drugs, which at post seminar 

increased to 93.0%. These findings show a significant change from pre to post seminar. 

These findings also show where further potential changes (i.e. alcohol consumption 

likelihood) may be possible. Students’ positive evaluation (good to excellent rating: 

information 80%, presenters 82%, format 76%) of the seminar suggests that the content and 

the format of delivery are well targeted for their age and engagement with the topic. 

Teachers, community members and parents also provided positive evaluation of the 

seminar. 
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Part 2: 2017 Results  
 

Approximately 3568 students in years 7-12 across 20 schools participated in the seminar in 

2017. Of those, complete pre and post seminar data was available for 2570 participants; 

1304 from NSW and 1266 from Tasmania.  Two schools (T11 and T14) were excluded from 

the following analyses, as their data was not pre and post seminar matched for each 

participant. Therefore the comparison between pre and post seminar scores could only be 

conducted at a group (pre/post) level. Also, as there were an uneven number of responses 

across the pre and post seminar data, the sample size for these two schools was 

approximated on the basis of the higher number of responses at either pre or post seminar. 

The analyses of pre and post seminar data for these two schools are presented in Appendix 

H. The analyses for the other 18 schools are presented below and referred to as a total 

sample. 

 

In 2017 a more comprehensive feedback form was introduced (Appendix B) with specific 

knowledge, values, and intention questions. In addition, students were asked if they had 

previously attended a #NotEvenOnce® seminar, and if so, in which grade. However, as 

almost 25% of participants had not responded to those questions, or the responses were 

inconsistent, that data has not been included in the analyses reported below. 

 

Pre and Post Seminar Results: Total Sample - 2017 

A series of paired t-tests were conducted on individual items to determine if there were any 

significant differences in students’ responses from pre to post-seminar. Means, standard 

deviations, and significance results are presented in Table 16.  

 

The items pertaining to intent to smoke cigarettes, take illegal drugs, drink alcohol, and 

binge drink were scored differently to the other 18 items (Appendix B).  They are marked in 

the below Table 16. 

 

Table 16. Paired t-test comparisons between all items at pre and post-seminar  

 Pre-
seminar 

Mean 
(Std. 
Dev.)   

Post-
seminar 

Mean 
(Std. Dev.)   

Mean 
Difference 

Effect 
Size** 

Paired t-test 

t value df 
Sig 

(two-
tailed) 

Entire Sample (NSW and TAS) 

It is normal for teenagers 
to try drugs (N=3141) 

2.55 (1.2) 2.13 (1.4) 0.42* 0.32 17.22 3140 .000 

The drugs that do the 
most damage to our 
society are the legal ones 
(N= 2945) 

2.44 (1.3) 2.81 (1.2) -0.37* -0.30 -13.294 2944 .000 

If I want to take drugs, 2.77 (1.4) 2.45 (1.3) 0.32* 0.24 11.75 2926 .000 
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that’s my choice, it has 
nothing to do with 
anyone else (N= 2927) 
It is safe to drink 
underage, so long as you 
are supervised by 
parents/adults (N= 2931) 

2.58 (1.5) 2.25 (1.2) 0.33* 0.24 12.68 2930 .000 

What my friends do in 
life I have no right to 
step in (N= 2930) 

2.69 (1.4) 2.45 (1.2) 0.24* 0.18 9.12 2929 .000 

If you are over 18, there 
are no dangers 
associated with drinking 
responsibly (N= 2335) 

2.61 (1.3) 2.27 (1.2) 0.35* 0.27 13.33 2334 .000 

It is important to work 
out what you stand for in 
life (N= 2337) 

4.07 (0.9) 4.15 (1.0) -0.08* -0.08 -3.60 2336 .000 

I’d tell a friend to stop if 
their drug taking was 
dangerous*** (N= 2684) 

4.38 (1.0) 4.24 (1.1) 0.14* 0.13 5.90 2683 .000 

Binge drinking is okay if 
you only do it 
occasionally (N= 3324) 

2.26 (1.3) 1.84 (1.3) 0.41* 0.32 15.67 3323 .000 

Cannabis is a soft drug so 
it is safe to use (N= 3330) 

2.10 (1.3) 1.71 (1.1) 0.54* 0.32 20.99 3329 .000 

The choices I make only 
affect me (N= 2719) 2.07 (1.2) 1.88 (1.2) 0.19* 0.16 7.67 2718 .000 

Drugs are an effective 
way of dealing with life’s 
problems (N= 2687) 

1.92 (1.1) 1.83 (1.1) 0.09* 0.08 3.72 2686 .000 

Drinking even small 
amounts of alcohol can 
have serious long term 
effects (N= 2665) 

3.20 (1.3) 3.49 (1.2) -0.29* -0.23 -9.68 2664 .000 

Cannabis can be 
medicine, so it is not bad 
for you (N= 2636) 

2.83 (1.1) 2.41 (1.3) 0.42* 0.35 17.81 2635 .000 

It is important to learn to 
make decisions for 
yourself, based on your 
own values*** (N= 2637) 

3.71 (1.1) 3.59 (1.5) 0.12* 0.09 4.61 2636 .000 

If everyone else is doing 
something, it’s probably 
pretty safe (N= 2624) 

2.20 (1.2) 2.13 (1.3) 0.07* 0.06 3.37 2623 .001 

Working out your values 
will help you make 
positive choices (N= 
2639) 

3.78 (1.0) 3.87 (1.3) -0.08* -0.08 -2.97 2638 .003 

Drug abuse is usually a 
symptom of a deeper 
problem*** (N= 2608) 

3.44 (1.1) 3.39 (1.2) 0.05* 0.04 2.13 2607 .034 

†How often are you 

going to smoke 

cigarettes? (N= 2621) 
1.23 (0.6) 1.18 (0.6) 0.05* 0.08 6.51 2620 .000 

†Do you intend to do 

illegal drugs? (N= 2607) 
1.36 (0.9) 1.25 (0.8) 0.11* 0.13 9.73 2606 .000 
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†When is the next time 

you are going to drink 

alcohol? (N= 2568) 
2.27 (0.9) 2.05 (0.9) 0.22* 0.24 16.82 2567 .000 

†How often are you 

going to binge drink? (N= 

2553) 
1.57 (0.8) 1.40 (0.7) 0.16* 0.23 12.95 2552 .000 

New South Wales 

It is normal for teenagers 
to try drugs (N= 1524) 

2.49 (1.3) 2.18 (1.4) 0.31* 0.23 9.55 1530 .000 

The drugs that do the 
most damage to our 
society are the legal ones 
(N= 1450) 

2.46 (1.3) 2.60 (1.5) -0.14* -0.11 -4.08 1458 .000 

If I want to take drugs, 
that’s my choice, it has 
nothing to do with anyone 
else (N= 1426) 

2.79 (1.4) 2.42 (1.3) 0.37* 0.27 9.63 1435 .000 

It is safe to drink 
underage, so long as you 
are supervised by 
parents/adults (N= 1433) 

2.46 (1.4) 2.22 (1.3) 0.24* 0.18 7.09 1440 .000 

What my friends do in life 
is completely up to them, I 
have no right to step in 
(N= 1426) 

2.76 (1.4) 2.49 (1.3) 0.27* 0.20 7.27 1433 .000 

If you are over 18, there 
are no dangers associated 
with drinking responsibly 
(N= 1002) 

2.69 (1.3) 2.42 (1.3) 0.27* 0.21 6.88 1002 .000 

It is important to work out 
what you stand for in life 
(N= 997) 

4.11 (0.9) 4.17 (1.1) -0.05 -0.06 -1.52 997 .129 

I’d tell a friend to stop if 
their drug taking was 
dangerous*** (N= 1358) 

4.34 (1.1) 4.22 (1.2) 0.11* 0.10 3.27 1358 .001 

Binge drinking is okay if 
you only do it occasionally 
(N= 1539) 

2.24 (1.2) 1.95 (1.2) 0.29* 0.24 8.19 1539 .000 

Cannabis is a soft drug so 
it is safe to use (N= 1545) 2.08 (1.3) 1.69 (1.2) 0.39* 0.31 10.92 1545 .000 

The choices I make only 
affect me (N= 1380) 

2.14 (1.3) 1.90 (1.2) 0.24* 0.19 6.53 1380 .000 

Drugs are an effective way 
of dealing with life’s 
problems (N= 1381) 

1.93 (1.2) 1.82 (1.2) 0.11* 0.09 3.13 1381 .002 

Drinking even small 
amounts of alcohol can 
have serious long term 
effects (N= 1336) 

3.20 (1.6) 3.35 (1.2) -0.15* -0.11 -3.28 1336 .001 

Cannabis can be medicine, 
so it is not bad for you (N= 
1330) 

2.95 (1.2) 2.70 (1.4) 0.25* 0.19 7.31 1330 .000 

It is important to learn to 
make decisions for 
yourself, based on your 
own values*** (N= 1324) 

3.45 (1.3) 3.32 (1.4) 0.13* 0.10 3.84 1324 .000 
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If everyone else is doing 
something, it’s probably 
pretty safe (N= 1320) 

2.48 (1.3) 2.43 (1.4) 0.05 0.04 1.72 1320 .086 

Working out your values 
will help you make 
positive choices (N= 1320) 

3.76 (1.1) 3.82 (1.2) -0.06 -0.05 -1.84 1320 .066 

Drug abuse is usually a 
symptom of a deeper 
problem*** (N= 1327) 

3.30 (1.2) 3.15 (1.3) 0.15* 0.12 4.20 1327 .000 

†How often are you going 

to smoke cigarettes? (N= 

1327) 
1.22 (0.6) 1.17 (0.6) 0.05* 0.08 4.41 1327 .000 

†Do you intend to do 

illegal drugs? (N= 1316) 
1.36 (0.9) 1.25 (0.8) 0.11* 0.13 7.19 1316 .000 

†When is the next time 

you are going to drink 

alcohol? (N= 1299) 
2.19 (0.8) 2.01 (0.8) 0.18* 0.23 10.55 1299 .000 

†How often are you going 

to binge drink? (N= 1294) 
1.54 (0.8) 1.40 (0.7) 0.14* 0.19 8.15 1294 .000 

Tasmania 
It is normal for teenagers 
to try drugs (N= 1617) 2.60 (1.2) 2.07 (1.5) .053* 0.39 14.80 1616 .000 

The drugs that do the 
most damage to our 
society are the legal ones 
(N= 1495) 

    2.42      
  (1.3) 

3.02 (1.2) -0.60* -0.48 -14.28 1494 .000 

If I want to take drugs, 
that’s my choice, it has 
nothing to do with anyone 
else (N= 1501) 

2.73 (1.5) 2.47 (1.3) 0.26* 0.19 6.59 1500 .000 

It is safe to drink 
underage, so long as you 
are supervised by 
parents/adults (N= 1498) 

2.68 (1.5) 2.28 (1.2) 0.40* 0.29 10.32 1497 .000 

What my friends do in life 
is completely up to them, 
I have no right to step in 
(N= 1504) 

2.60 (1.4) 2.41 (1.1) 0.19* 0.15 5.07 1503 .000 

If you are over 18, there 
are no dangers associated 
with drinking responsibly 
(N= 1333) 

2.56 (1.2) 2.15 (1.1) 0.40* 0.34 11.74 1332 .000 

It is important to work out 
what you stand for in life 
(N= 1340) 

4.04 (0.9) 4.14 (0.9) -0.09* -0.11 -3.45 1339 .001 

I’d tell a friend to stop if 
their drug taking was 
dangerous*** (N= 1326) 

4.42 (0.9) 4.25 (1.1) 0.17* 0.17 5.21 1325 .000 

Binge drinking is okay if 
you only do it occasionally 
(N= 1785) 

2.28 (1.3) 1.76 (1.3) 0.52* 0.40 13.54 1784 .000 

Cannabis is a soft drug so 
it is safe to use (N= 1785) 

2.12 (1.3) 1.46 (1.1) 0.67* 0.55 18.33 1784 .000 

The choices I make only 
affect me (N= 1339) 

2.00 (1.2) 1.86 (1.1) 0.14* 0.12 4.22 1338 .000 
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Drugs are an effective way 
of dealing with life’s 
problems (N= 1306) 

1.90 (1.1) 1.84 (1.1) 0.06* 0.05 1.99 1305 .047 

Drinking even small 
amounts of alcohol can 
have serious long term 
effects (N= 1329) 

3.20 (1.0) 3.62 (1.2) -0.42* -0.38 -11.57 1328 .000 

Cannabis can be medicine, 
so it is not bad for you (N= 
1306) 

2.71 (1.0) 2.12 (1.1) 0.59* 0.56 18.70 1305 .000 

It is important to learn to 
make decisions for 
yourself, based on your 
own values*** (N= 1313) 

3.97 (0.9) 3.85 (1.4) 0.12* 0.11 2.83 1312 .005 

If everyone else is doing 
something, it’s probably 
pretty safe (N= 1304) 

1.92 (0.9) 1.83 (1.0) 0.09* 0.09 3.09 1303 .002 

Working out your values 
will help you make 
positive choices (N= 1319) 

3.81 (0.9) 3.91 (1.5) -0.10* -0.08 -2.31 1318 .021 

Drug abuse is usually a 
symptom of a deeper 
problem (N= 1281) 

3.59 (1.0) 3.64 (1.1) -0.05 -0.05 -1.40 1280 .162 

†How often are you going 

to smoke cigarettes? (N= 

1294) 
1.23 (0.6) 1.18 (0.6) 0.05* 0.08 4.83 1293 .000 

†Do you intend to do 

illegal drugs? (N= 1291) 
1.36 (0.9) 1.26 (0.8) 0.10* 0.12 6.56 1290 .000 

†When is the next time 

you are going to drink 

alcohol? (N= 1269) 
2.35 (0.9) 2.09 (0.9) 0.26* 0.29 13.16 1268 .000 

†How often are you going 

to binge drink? (N= 1259) 
1.60 (0.8) 1.41 (0.7) 0.19* 0.25 10.14 1258 .000 

*Significant difference. ** Cohen’s d: small, d = 0.2, medium, d = 0.5, large, d = 0.8.  ***These items scores have changed 

from pre to post seminar but not in the expected direction – they decreased rather than increased post seminar. Note: 

Items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Additionally, negative mean 

differences (e.g. -0.05) do not mean negative results, but rather reflect the nature of the questions (Appendix B). † Scoring 

differs on these items to all others- refer to Appendix B for details. N= sample size (i.e. number of students who answered 

that question). 

 

There was a significant difference between pre and post scores across all items for the total 

sample (New South Wales and Tasmania) with a notable effect sizes for 11 of the 22 items.   

There were differences at the state level. In the New South Wales sample, scores for three 

of the 22 items were not significantly changed and for the Tasmania sample, scores on one 

of the 22 items did not change post seminar. For New South Wales, the significant changes 

were in the small effect size range for seven of the 22 items. For Tasmania, the significant 

changes were in the small effect size range for eight and in the medium range for two of the 

22 items. The post-seminar scores for three items (marked in the above table with ***) 

changed significantly, but not in the expected direction. At the state level, these three items 

were evident in New South Wales, and two of the three items in Tasmania.  
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In relation to the items that refer to the intent to smoke, consume alcohol, binge drink, and 

take illegal drugs, students reported they would never smoke cigarettes (76% at pre, 76% at 

post), take illegal drugs (74% at pre, 75% at post) drink alcohol (14% at pre, 22% at post) or 

binge drink (51% at pre, 58% at post). Full prevalence across the response range is 

presented in Appendix F. 

Figure 4 provides a visual representation of the findings reported in Table 16. 

 

 
Figure 4. Pre-post seminar results for overall sample  

 

In order to conduct comparisons at the school and grade levels, the 22 feedback items were 

factor analysed. Factor analysis is a statistical technique used to group individual 

questionnaire items into distinct constructs. This analysis identified three separate 

subscales, which based on their items, were named Knowledge, Values, and Intentions. One 

item, ‘The drugs that do the most damage to our society are the legal ones’ was excluded as 

it did not align with any of three subscales based on pre or post seminar data. The subscale 

had an acceptable (marginal for the Values subscale) level of alpha coefficient: 0.81, 0.68, 

and 0.78 respectively.  

 

The feedback items breakdown of each subscale is presented in Table 17. In order to ensure 

an accurate calculation of each subscale’s total, a complete dataset (i.e. a response to each 

question at pre-and post) was required. Data for students who had too many missing 

responses was removed from the analyses. For those who were only missing a few data 
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points, an average mean for the specific item/s was used to replace the missing data. This 

resulted in a total sample size of 2570 for the below analyses.  

 

 

Table 17. Breakdown of individual items pertaining to each of the three subscales 

Subscale Individual Item 

Knowledge   

Item: 14 Cannabis can be medicine, so it is not bad for you 

Item: 16 If everyone else is doing something, it’s probably pretty safe 

Item: 11 The choices I make only affect me 

Item: 12 Drugs are an effective way of dealing with life’s problems 

Item: 10 Cannabis is a soft drug so it is safe to use 

Item: 5 What my friends do in life is completely up to them, I have no right to step in 

Item: 6 If you are over 18, there are no dangers associated with drinking responsibly 

Item: 3 If I want to take drugs, that’s my choice, it has nothing to do with anyone else 

Item: 9 Binge drinking is okay if you only do it occasionally 

Item: 4 It is safe to drink underage, so long as you are supervised by parents/adults 

Values  

Item: 17 Working out your values will help you make positive choices 

Item: 15 It is important to learn to make decisions for yourself, based on your own values 

Item: 7 It is important to work out what you stand for in life 

Item: 8 I’d tell a friend to stop if their drug taking was dangerous 

Item: 18 Drug abuse is usually a symptom of a deeper problem 

Item: 13 Drinking even small amounts of alcohol can have serious long term effects 

Intentions  

Item: 1 It is normal for teenagers to try drugs 

Item: 19 How often are you going to smoke cigarettes? 

Item: 20 Do you intend to do illegal drugs? 

Item: 21 When is the next time you are going to drink alcohol? 

Item: 22 How often are you going to binge drink? 

 

A dependent t-test was conducted to compare the 2017 sample (NSW and Tasmanian 

schools combined, n= 2570) on the three sub-scales. The results are presented in Table 18 

and visually represented in Figure 5.  
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Table 18. Paired t-test comparisons of students’ mean scores across each subscale (total 

sample)  

 Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Mean 
Difference 

Effect 
Size** 

Paired t-test 

t 
value 

df 
Sig (two-

tailed) 

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 24.05 6.87 3.02* 0.42 24.83 2569 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 21.03 7.41      

Pre-seminar: Values  22.38 3.88 -0.07 --0.02 -0.84 2569 .399 

Post-seminar: Values 22.45 4.65      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 8.96 3.32 0.67* 0.21 16.91 2569 .000 

Post-seminar: Intentions 8.29 3.04      

*Significant findings** Cohen’s d: small, d = 0.2, medium, d = 0.5, large, d = 0.8. Note: Please refer to Appendix 

B for item details and scoring range and direction.   

The findings show a significant increase in students’ knowledge of information related to 

drug and alcohol consumption, following the seminar. The findings also show a significant 

decrease in likelihood of drug and alcohol use. There was no significant change in students’ 

reported values following the seminar.  

 

 
Figure 5. Pre-post seminar results on the three subscales- overall sample  

 

Pre and post-seminar results across individual schools - 2017 

Dependent t tests were also conducted at an individual school level to determine if there 

was a significant difference in students’ likelihood to consume alcohol and drugs before and 

after the seminar. Table 19 presents findings by individual school. The findings indicate that 

14 of the 16 schools had at least one insignificant change (predominantly the Values) across 

the three subscales. Three schools (N1, N4, T10), however, recorded significant changes 

from pre to post seminar across all three subscales. 
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Table 19. Paired t-test comparisons of students’ mean scores across each subscale at each 

school 

School Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Mean 
Difference 

Effect 
Size** 

Paired t-test 

t value df 
Sig (two-

tailed) 

N1 

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 25.25 5.86 1.94* 0.35 6.29 340 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 23.31 5.33      

Pre-seminar: Values  17.85 3.03  0.69* 0.23 3.73 340 .000 

Post-seminar: Values 17.16 2.87      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 8.15 2.68 0.57* 0.25 5.60 340 .000 

Post-seminar: Intentions 7.57 2.10      

N2        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 23.52 7.64 2.43* 0.29 8.49 480 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 21.09 8.97      

Pre-seminar: Values  23.41 3.92 0.06 0.01 0.24 480 .809 

Post-seminar: Values 23.35 4.46      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 9.18 3.80 0.54* 0.15 5.82 480 .000 

Post-seminar: Intentions 8.64 3.57      

N3        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 25.11 7.56 2.69* 0.34 5.70 226 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 22.42 8.13      

Pre-seminar: Values  22.78 3.56 0.05 0.01 0.18 226 .854 

Post-seminar: Values 22.73 4.65      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 9.63 3.83 0.83* 0.23 5.34 226 .000 

Post-seminar: Intentions 8.80 3.42      

N4 

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 20.36 5.65 3.20* 0.61 4.48 63 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 17.16 4.85      

Pre-seminar: Values  22.70 4.23 -1.20* -0.30 -2.20 63 .032 

Post-seminar: Values 23.91 3.77      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 7.64 2.13 0.45* 0.22 2.26 63 .027 

Post-seminar: Intentions 7.19 2.01      

N6        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 24.94 7.47 2.42* 0.30 4.84 190 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 22.51 8.89      

Pre-seminar: Values  23.02 4.14 -0.04 -0.01 -0.12 190 .903 

Post-seminar: Values 23.06 5.07      
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Pre-seminar: Intentions 8.38 3.13 0.54* 0.17 3.70 190 .000 

Post-seminar: Intentions 7.84 3.15      

T1        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 24.54 6.03 3.25* 0.58 3.28 23 .003 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 21.29 5.09      

Pre-seminar: Values  23.46 3.05 -0.83 -0.28 -1.44 23 .164 

Post-seminar: Values 24.29 2.79      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 10.17 3.76 0.25 0.86 0.55 23 .585 

Post-seminar: Intentions 9.92 3.56      

T2        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 23.08 6.20 2.92* 0.42 5.50 113 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 20.16 7.70      

Pre-seminar: Values  22.75 3.34 -0.86* -0.24 -2.54 113 .013 

Post-seminar: Values 23.61 3.87      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 8.20 2.59 0.28 0.11 1.91 113 .058 

Post-seminar: Intentions 7.92 2.58      

T3        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 23.61 6.81 3.40* 0.48 8.65 214 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 20.21 7.26      

Pre-seminar: Values  23.19 3.29 -0.04 -0.01 -0.14 214 .887 

Post-seminar: Values 23.23 4.30      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 9.17 3.21 0.99 0.32 7.88 214 .000 

Post-seminar: Intentions 8.18 2.99      

T4        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 23.06 5.75 2.74* 0.48 4.92 79 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 20.33 5.73      

Pre-seminar: Values  22.49 2.55 0.10 0.03 0.27 79 .791 

Post-seminar: Values 22.39 3.66      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 8.78 2.44 0.10 0.04 0.54 79 .594 

Post-seminar: Intentions 8.68 2.36      

T5 

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 29.32 6.19 7.45* 1.22 4.60 21 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 21.86 5.99      

Pre-seminar: Values  21.05 2.94 -1.18 -0.41 -1.73 21 .098 

Post-seminar: Values 22.23 2.76      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 11.09 3.04 1.73* 0.59 3.16 21 .005 

Post-seminar: Intentions 9.36 2.87      

T6        
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Pre-seminar: Knowledge 20.73 5.25 3.38* 0.59 5.44 73 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 17.35 6.16      

Pre-seminar: Values  23.41 3.45 -0.68 -0.19 -1.56 73 .124 

Post-seminar: Values 24.08 3.72      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 7.89 1.85 0.66* 0.37 4.39 73 .000 

Post-seminar: Intentions 7.23 2.14      

T7        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 25.79 6.18 6.27* 1.03 7.91 66 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 19.52 6.02      

Pre-seminar: Values  22.55 3.39 -0.94 -0.23 -1.71 66 .092 

Post-seminar: Values 23.49 4.58      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 8.78 3.24 0.70* 0.23 2.74 66 .008 

Post-seminar: Intentions 8.07 2.85      

T8        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 17.14 5.08 2.21* 0.41 2.67 27 .013 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 14.93 5.64      

Pre-seminar: Values  24.64 2.80 -1.00 -0.33 -1.41 27 .170 

Post-seminar: Values 25.64 3.23      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 6.93 1.86 0.68* 0.34 2.59 27 .015 

Post-seminar: Intentions 6.25 1.96      

T9        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 25.95 6.81 2.81* 0.42 4.63 97 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 23.14 7.65      

Pre-seminar: Values  22.40 3.53 0.31 0.07 0.77 97 .444 

Post-seminar: Values 22.09 4.72      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 9.20 3.21 0.60* 0.19 2.69 97 .009 

Post-seminar: Intentions 8.60 3.18      

T10        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 23.33 6.23 4.02* 0.60 12.48 280 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 19.31 7.23      

Pre-seminar: Values  23.48 3.04 -0.72* -0.22 -3.54 280 .000 

Post-seminar: Values 24.20 3.54      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 9.36 3.07 0.79* 0.27 7.01 280 .000 

Post-seminar: Intentions 8.57 2.76      

T12        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 24.29 6.14 3.21* 0.48 7.17 178 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 21.08 7.09      

Pre-seminar: Values  22.66 2.76 0.13 0.04 0.41 178 .686 
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Post-seminar: Values 22.54 4.17      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 9.36 3.44 0.64* 0.19 4.42 178 .000 

Post-seminar: Intentions 8.73 3.20      

T13        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 25.45 7.17 4.82* 0.69 6.74 83 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 20.63 6.74      

Pre-seminar: Values  23.29 3.46 0.81 0.19 1.41 83 .162 

Post-seminar: Values 22.48 5.10      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 10.55 4.16 1.55* 0.40 5.32 83 .000 

Post-seminar: Intentions 9.00 3.50      

*Significant findings ** Cohen’s d: small, d = 0.2, medium, d = 0.5, large, d = 0.8. Note: Please refer to the 

feedback form in Appendix B for item details and scoring range and direction.   

Figures 6, 7, and 8 provide visual representations of the above findings.  

 

 
Figure 6. Pre-post seminar results on the Knowledge subscale across schools 

 
Figure 7. Pre-post seminar results on the Values subscale across schools 
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Figure 8. Pre-post seminar results on the Intentions subscale across schools 

 

Table 20 provides a ranking of the schools on each subscale from the largest to smallest 

change from pre to post seminar. On the Knowledge subscale there were larger changes 

among the Tasmania schools compared to the NSW schools. Similar patterns were found for 

the Values and Intentions subscales. The school that had the greatest change across the 

three subscales was T5, while the school with the least change across the three subscales 

was T8. On average, changes across all subscales were greater for Tasmania schools 

compared to NSW schools.  

 

Table 20. Ranking of schools from largest to smallest shift from pre to post-seminar 

Knowledge Values Intentions 

School Mean 
difference  

(pre to post) 

School Mean 
difference (pre 

to post) 

School Mean 
difference (pre 

to post) 

T5 7.45 N4 -1.20 T5 1.73 

T7 6.27 T5 -1.18 T13 1.55 

T13 4.82 T8 -1.00 T3 0.99 

T10 4.02 T7 -0.94 N3 0.83 

T3 3.40 T2 -0.86 T10 0.79 

T6 3.38 T1 -0.83 T7 0.70 

T1 3.25 T10 -0.72 T8 0.68 

T12 3.21 T6 -0.68 T6 0.66 

N4 3.20 N6 -0.04 T12 0.64 

T2 2.92 T3 -0.04 T9 0.60 

T9 2.81 N3 0.05 N1 0.57 

T4 2.74 N2 0.06 N2 0.54 

N3 2.69 T4 0.10 N6 0.54 
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N2 2.43 T12 0.13 N4 0.45 

N6 2.42 T9 0.31 T2 0.28 

T8 2.21 N1 0.69 T1 0.25 

N1 1.94 T13 0.81 T4 0.10 
Note: On the Values subscale, those scores with a negative sign indicate that the shift has occurred in the 

direction expected. In this case, this indicates that students were more likely to endorse the importance of 

values-based items at post-seminar. This is why the negative items have been listed first. 

 

To further examine those school differences, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 

conducted and confirmed there to be a statistically significant difference between all 

schools across all three subscales. Those analyses are presented in Appendix G.  

 

There were significant differences between most schools on the pre-seminar Knowledge 

subscales, indicating disparities between schools in levels of drug and alcohol knowledge 

before the students participated in the seminar. At post seminar, however, slightly fewer 

significant differences were found on the Knowledge scores between the schools, which 

suggest that the seminar levelled the knowledge levels across schools.  

 

The highest score on the Knowledge subscale (indicating less knowledge of drug and alcohol 

related content) was 29.32 at pre seminar at T5. This score was significantly higher than at 

N4, T6, T8, and T10. At post seminar, the highest score on the Knowledge subscale was 

23.31 at N1. This school’s score was significantly higher (indicating less knowledge of drug 

and alcohol related content) than for N2, N4, T6, T8, and T10.  

 

A similar pattern was found for the Intentions subscale. On the Values subscale, at pre and 

post-seminar, N1 reported scores that were significantly lower (i.e. less likely to endorse the 

importance of values based items) than all other schools. At post seminar, the school with 

the highest score on this subscale (i.e. more likely to endorse the importance of values 

based items) was T8; however this score was not significantly higher than any other school 

(with the exception of T5).  

 

There were several significant differences among the schools on the Intentions subscale.  

The lowest score (i.e. less intent to consume drugs and alcohol) was 6.25 (T8) and this score 

was significantly lower than T9, T10, T12, T13, and N6. The highest score (i.e. higher intent 

to consume drugs and alcohol) was 9.92 (T1), which was significantly higher than scores at 

T8.  

 

Pre and Post Seminar Results: Year/Grade - 2017 

Dependent t tests were also conducted at year/grade level across the entire sample to 

determine if there was a significant difference across grades in students’ responses before 

and after the seminar. Table 21 presents findings at year/grade level. Significant differences 



Program Outcome Evaluation Report                                                                   
 

 
35 | P a g e  

were found before and after the seminar on the Knowledge and Intentions subscales across 

all grades.  Year 8 was the only grade that had a significant increase in their endorsement of 

values based items following the seminar. 

  

 

Table 21. Paired t-test comparisons of students’ mean scores across each subscale by 

year/grade  

Year Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Mean 
Difference 

Effect 
Size** 

Paired t-test 

t value df 
Sig (two-

tailed) 

7 

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 23.41 6.08 2.37* 0.36 8.19 465 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 21.04 6.92      

Pre-seminar: Values  21.72 4.09 -0.08 -0.02 -0.41 465 .681 

Post-seminar: Values 21.79 4.88      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 7.13 1.93 0.23 0.12 3.21 465 .001 

Post-seminar: Intentions 6.90 1.80      

8        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 23.53 6.71 3.05* 0.45 13.64 659 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 20.49 6.92      

Pre-seminar: Values  22.33 3.96 -0.54* -0.13 -3.77 659 .000 

Post-seminar: Values 22.87 4.43      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 8.38 2.83 0.44* 0.16 6.54 659 .000 

Post-seminar: Intentions 7.93 2.71      

9        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 24.66 7.56 3.85* 0.50 14.76 625 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 20.81 7.92      

Pre-seminar: Values  22.90 3.53 0.29 0.06 1.64 625 .102 

Post-seminar: Values 22.63 4.73      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 9.54 3.63 0.95* 0.27 11.26 625 .000 

Post-seminar: Intentions 8.59 3.29      

10 

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 23.78 6.77 2.92* 0.40 11.56 555 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 20.86 7.75      

Pre-seminar: Values  22.90 3.67 -0.02 -0.00 -0.10 555 .922 

Post-seminar: Values 22.92 4.54      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 9.90 3.53 0.93* 0.28 9.54 555 .000 

Post-seminar: Intentions 8.96 3.27      

11        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 24.99 7.12 2.31* 0.31 4.56 184 .000 



Program Outcome Evaluation Report                                                                   
 

 
36 | P a g e  

Post-seminar: Knowledge 22.68 7.63      

Pre-seminar: Values  21.83 4.21 0.15 0.03 0.44 184 .661 

Post-seminar: Values 21.68 4.65      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 10.52 3.71 0.69* 0.19 4.15 184 .000 

Post-seminar: Intentions 9.83 3.67      

12        

Pre-seminar: Knowledge 26.85 5.31 2.38* 0.46 4.20 60 .000 

Post-seminar: Knowledge 24.48 4.96      

Pre-seminar: Values  19.39 3.54 0.39 0.12 0.95 60 .348 

Post-seminar: Values 19.00 3.13      

Pre-seminar: Intentions 9.64 2.57 0.80 0.32 3.36 60 .001 

Post-seminar: Intentions 8.84 2.46      

*Significant findings. ** Cohen’s d: small, d = 0.2, medium, d = 0.5, large, d = 0.8. Note: 16 students did not 

specify their grade. 

 

Figure 9 provides a visual representation of the above findings. 

 

 
Figure 9. Pre-post seminar results on the three subscales across grades 

 

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to examine if students’ responses 

differed across grade/year levels. Significant results are presented in Table 22.  Significant 

differences were found between the grades on the Knowledge subscale, with year 12 

students’ scores significantly higher than for all other years. This indicates that students in 

year 12 reported significantly less knowledge regarding drugs and alcohol than their 

younger peers. In regards to the Values subscale, in general, older students such as those in 

year 12 reported lower scores than younger students. That is, with age, students were less 
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likely to endorse value-based items. A similar pattern was found for the Intentions subscale, 

with students in lower grades, reporting less likelihood to consume drugs or alcohol, binge 

drink, or smoke cigarettes, than their older peers. In a number of comparisons those 

differences were in the large effect size range, which indicates noticeable differences. 

 

Table 22. Results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine differences between 

grades- significant findings only 

Year Mean 
Difference 

Significance 
 

Effect 
Size* 

Year Mean 
Difference 

Significance 
 

Effect 

Size* 

Pre-seminar: Knowledge  Post-seminar: Knowledge  

7 9 -1.76 .000 -0.18 7 12 -3.54 .000 -0.57 

 11 -1.93 .012 -0.24 8 11 -2.19 .007 -0.30 

 12 -4.20 .000 -0.60  12 -3.93 .000 -0.66 

8 9 -1.30 .012 -0.16 9 12 -3.54 .000 -0.56 

 12 -3.74 .000 -0.55 10 11 -1.96 .033 -0.24 

9 12 -2.44 .020 -0.34  12 -3.70 .000 -0.56 

10 12 1.93 .012 -0.50      

Pre-seminar: Values  Post-seminar: Values  

7 9 -1.20 .000 -0.31 7 8 -1.08 .002 -0.23 

 10 -1.18 .000 -0.30  10 -1.13 .002 -0.24 

 12 2.32 .000 0.61  12 2.79 .000 0.68 

8 12 2.94 .000 0.78 8 11 1.19 .025 0.26 

9 11 1.09 .019 0.28  12 3.87 .000 1.00 

 12 3.53 .000 0.99 9 12 3.63 .000 0.91 

10 11 1.07 .027 0.27 10 11 1.24 .022 0.27 

 12 3.51 .000 0.97  12 3.92 .000 1.00 

11 12 2.44 .000 0.63 11 12 2.68 .000 0.67 

Pre-seminar: Intentions Post-seminar: Intentions 

7 8 -1.24 .000 -0.52 7 8 -1.03 .000 -0.45 

 9 -2.41 .000 -0.83  9 -1.69 .000 -0.64 

 10 -2.76 .000 -0.97  10 -2.06 .000 -0.78 

 11 -3.39 .000 -1.15  11 -2.93 .000 -1.01 

 12 -2.51 .000 -1.10  12 -1.93 .000 -0.90 

8 9 -1.17 .000 -0.36 8 9 -0.65 .002 -0.22 

 10 -1.52 .000 -0.48  10 -1.03 .000 -0.34 

 11 -2.15 .000 -0.65  11 -1.90 .000 -0.59 

 12 -1.26 .006 -0.47 9 11 -1.24 .001 -0.36 

9 11 -0.98 .020 -0.27      

**Cohen’s d: small, d = 0.2, medium, d = 0.5, large, d = 0.8 



Program Outcome Evaluation Report                                                                   
 

 
38 | P a g e  

Students were also asked to respond with ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ regarding whether or not they found 

the seminar helpful to the way they think and act, and helpful to individuals in their school, 

and their school in general. Table 23 presents the frequencies and percentages of this data 

for NSW and Tasmania combined, as well as NSW and Tasmania individually. Overall, the 

majority (59.7%) of students reported that the seminar helped them in the way they think 

(about drugs and alcohol) and also in the way they are going to act (58.8%). Similar 

responses were evident at the state level.  

 

Table 23. Frequencies and percentages of items pertaining to the helpfulness of the 

seminar, according to students 

 Yes 
n (%) 

No 
n (%) 

No response 
n (%) 

Entire Sample (NSW and TAS)    
Seminar helped students in the way they 
think 

2235 (59.7%) 402 (10.7%) 1102 (29.5%) 

Seminar helped students in the way they’re 
going to act  

2199 (58.8%) 434 (11.6%) 1107 (29.6%) 

Seminar will help specific people in the 
school 

1894 (50.6%) 728 (19.5%) 1117 (29.9%) 

Seminar has been really helpful to the school  2349 (62.8%) 242 (6.5%) 1146 (30.6%) 
New South Wales    
Seminar helped students in the way they 
think 

1024 (64.7%) 230 (14.5%) 329 (20.8%) 

Seminar helped students in the way they’re 
going to act  

1012 (63.9%) 240 (15.2%) 331 (20.9%) 

Seminar will help specific people in the 
school 

794 (50.2%) 452 (28.6%) 337 (21.3%) 

Seminar has been really helpful to the school  1076 (68.0%) 157 (9.9%) 349 (22.1%) 
Tasmania    
Seminar helped students in the way they 
think 

211 (56.2%) 172 (8.0%) 772 (35.8%) 

Seminar helped students in the way they’re 
going to act  

1187(55.1%) 194 (9.0%) 774 (35.9%) 

Seminar will help specific people in the 
school 

1100 (51.0%) 277 (12.9%) 778 (36.1%) 

Seminar has been really helpful to the school  1275 (59.2%) 85 (3.9%) 795 (36.9%) 
Note: the high no response rate is likely due to the large number of students who did not complete the post-

seminar form (where these questions were asked) 

 

Help Seeking 

Students were also offered to provide their name, phone number, and email if they were 

struggling and needed help. The feedback form advised that the seminar providers would 

follow up with students if they provided those details. Table 24 presents data pertaining to 

the number of students who did and did not request support.  
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Table 24. Frequencies and percentages of students who requested help 

 Yes 
n (%) 

No 
n (%) 

Did not respond  

(n (%) 

Entire Sample (NSW and TAS)  13 (0.30%) 3489 (93.3%) 236 (6.3%) 

New South Wales 5 (0.30%) 1532 (96.8%) 46 (2.9%) 

Tasmania 8 (0.40%) 1957 (90.8%) 190 (8.8%) 

 

Finally, students were invited to provide additional comments about their experience of 

seminar. Those comments were thematically analysed and grouped into several themes 

(Table 25).  

 

Table 25. Themes identified and corresponding quotes based on students qualitative 

feedback 

Themes and supporting quotes 

Students repeated back core messages from the seminar, and reflected on what they 
found most useful: 
 

 “Amazing, it moved &changed me! Thanks :)! DON'T DO DRUGS KIDS!” (NSW) 

 “Drugs are bad, there’s no point taking them, you aren't getting anything out of it” 
(NSW) 

 “Drugs are bad.  They ruin your future. Don't do drugs.” (NSW) 

 “It was a very informative presentation/seminar that informs and creates an insight 
on the dramatic effects of drugs and alcohol”(TAS) 

 “I loved the real world situations you used and the additional information you had to 
back up your seminar” (TAS) 

 “The seminar was a brilliant learning opportunity. It had multitudinous facts and info 
that will help each and every individual at this school” (TAS) 

 “This seminar has really made me more cautious in drugs and alcohol can really 
damage not only your health, but also your life. I think that some people could really 
be helped with using this.” (TAS) 

Students appreciated hearing personal stories: 

 “Adam keep going mate. Jeremy cool good on you mate” (NSW) 

 “Good stories” (NSW) 

 “I think that it is good that people come to schools and talk about these things and 
their personal stories” (NSW) 

 “Thank you for coming to our school and sharing your stories.” (NSW) 

 “Thanks. It's very brave to share personal stuff.  You're amazing!” (NSW) 

 “This was really great and I appreciate the boys telling us their stories” (NSW) 

 “You guys have intense courage” (NSW) 

 “Good on Jeremy for stepping out and telling his story, a lot of people wouldn't” 
(TAS) 
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 “I think it was very brave and courageous for Jeremy and Tanya to explain what they 
went through and want to say thanks” (TAS) 

 “It was good to hear true stories that has had happened to people” (TAS) 

 “Thank you for being comfortable and sharing your story and bringing GOD into it” 
(TAS) 

Many students provided thanks and general messages of support. For example, “thank 
you”, “amazing”, “great work”, and “good job”.  
 
Some student responses communicated ambivalence towards the seminar, or they 
reported that it was not helpful: 
 

 “It was great but I don't really think it's going to change peoples' opinions; especially 
as teens” (NSW) 

 “It was not the worst one I've been to” (NSW) 

 “These questions are vanilla. You need more impact” (NSW) 

 “We get this talk too often” (NSW) 

 “#Because students will just ignore this” (NSW) 

 “Kinda boring” (NSW) 

 “the seminar didn’t help because I definitely don’t want to do illegal drugs.” (NSW) 

 “Nothing changed” (NSW) 

 “I'm not changing my mind” (NSW) 

 “I don’t want to do this. statistics don’t take population increase into account.” 
(NSW) 

 “If someone wants to do drugs etc, this didn't change their mind!” (NSW) 

 “It was boring and lot of the information didnt make sense this will not help or 
anyone..” (NSW) 

 “This was a waste of my time and i dont agree with anything that u said about 
medical drugs” (NSW) 

 “It helped me understand how drugs work, but I don't think it will help that much for 
those who already are doing drugs.” (TAS) 
“I already had my own opinions and I already understand the facts.” (TAS) 

 

Teacher and community member feedback - 2017 

During 2017, teachers, community members or organisations, and parents were asked to 

provide feedback on their experiences of the seminar.  Table 26 provides overall participant 

numbers by state.  

 

 

 



Program Outcome Evaluation Report                                                                   
 

 
41 | P a g e  

Table 26. Participant numbers by state and school  

New South Wales  

  N1 - 

  N2 9 

  N5 12 

  N6 - 

  Community members (police officers) - 

Tasmania  

  T2 3 

  T12  7 

  T13 1 

  Community Organisation  14 

  Parents 6 

Total 52 

 

These participants completed a feedback form containing four items related to the 

information presented, the presenters, presentation, and student engagement (Appendix 

D). Items were rated on a 6-point Likert scale from 1 (poor) to 6 (excellent). Participants 

were also asked to rate whether the venue, group size, lighting, and seating were too 

small/unsuitable, appropriate, or too big. However the data gathered on these items was 

inconsistent and could not be interpreted so was not included in the analysis below.  

Table 27 presents the means, standard deviations, and ranges for the feedback provided by 

participants. The highest rating was given for information presented, at overall sample level 

and specific to Tasmania. For NSW participants, the highest endorsed item was for 

presenters. 

Table 27. Descriptive statistics pertaining to seminar related items  

Items Overall 
Mean (SD) (range) 

NSW 
Mean (SD) (range) 

Tasmania 
Mean (SD) (range) 

Information & data 4.55 (1.2) (3-6) 4.10 (1.2) (3-6) 5.12 (0.9) (3-6) 

Presenters  3.88 (1.9) (1-6) 4.76 (1.0) (3-6) 3.29 (2.1) (1-6) 

Presentation  3.62 (1.9) (1-6) 4.24 (1.2) (3-6) 3.19 (2.2) (1-6) 

Student engagement  3.70 (1.5) (1-6) 4.05 (1.0) (3-6) 3.40 (1.8) (1-6) 

 

Table 28 presents the frequency scores for each item across the entire sample (NSW and 

Tasmania). 
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Table 28. Frequency scores of seminar related items for entire sample  

Rating 1 
N (%) 

2 
N (%) 

3 
N (%) 

4 
N (%) 

5 
N (%) 

6 
N (%) 

Did not 
complete 

Information 
& data  

- - 
11 

(21.2%) 
5 

(9.6%) 
12 

(23.1%) 
10 

(19.2%) 
14  

(26.9%) 
Presenters 13 

(25.0%) 
1 

(1.9%) 
3  

(5.8%) 
10 

(19.2%) 
12 

(23.1%) 
13 

(25.0%) 
- 

Presentation  14 
(26.9%) 

- 
9  

(17.3%) 
9 

(17.3%) 
9 

(17.3%) 
11 

(21.2%) 
- 

Student 
engagement  

6 
(11.5%) 

3 
(5.8%) 

8  
(15.5%) 

15 
(28.8%) 

9 
(17.3%) 

5  
(9.6%) 

6  
(11.5%) 

 

The feedback form also included an option for comments. The comments provided by 

teachers and community members where thematically analysed and several themes were 

identified. These referred to the duration of seminar, amount of content, and the value of 

personal stories (Table 29).  

 

Teen Challenge Tasmania also provided the researchers with additional feedback from 

teachers, school executives, members of the community, and students (following 

participation in the seminar). As these were not part of the formal data collection process, 

they were not included below but are presented in Appendix E.   

 

Table 29. Themes identified and corresponding quotes 

 

Themes and supporting quotes 
 
Many teachers provided thanks and general messages of support. For example, “thank 
you”, “excellent”, “well done”, and “great job”.  
 
Teachers commented that the length of the presentation was too long and reported that 
students became restless: 
 

 “too long” x 2 

 “Needed more movement, students got restless” 

 “Session times too long” 

 “Sessions slightly too long. Perhaps provide a 10 min break in the middle of session” 

 “Very long presentations” 

 “90mins is too long for teens to sit still and be attentive” 

 “Length of clip may have been too long, students started to disengage after a length 
of time” 

 “Length of media clip perhaps too long can lose interest” 

 “Possibly too long for one session” 
 
Some of the information was not age appropriate and/or too much information was 
provided: 
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 “A lot of information, went over students heads” 

 “Some information was too in depth for students” 

 “A lot of data, statistics on slides for kids to read each time. Need more data relating 
back to Australia each time USA is compared… Watch for skipping through info - 
makes kids switch off like it didn’t matter.” 

 “Possibly too much time spent on medical marijuana and impact on small children - 
engagement dropped some content goes right over their heads.” 

 
Participants found the inclusion of personal stories valuable:  
 

 “Great to have people giving real life experiences.” 

 “Presenters spoke clearly and the young man spoke from the heart his part was 
very powerful for the audience.” 

 “The reformed addicts were very engaging” 

 

Summary 2017 

In 2017, 20 schools and 3568 students from grades 7 to 12, across Tasmania and New South 

Wales participated in the #NotEvenOnce® seminar. Analyses across the 22 items that refer 

to knowledge, values, and intentions, showed significant change from pre to post seminar. 

Almost half of those changes were in a notable effect size range.  That is, students’ 

knowledge of drug and alcohol related content significantly increased post-seminar, and 

their intent to consume alcohol and drugs significantly reduced post seminar. Specifically, 

following the seminar, students reported they would never try cigarettes (76%), take illegal 

drugs (74.7%), drink alcohol (22.3%), or binge drink (57.8%).  

There were significant differences across schools particularly in relation to knowledge about 

alcohol and drugs. Those differences were reduced post seminar, which indicates that the 

seminar equalised the knowledge across schools. Changes across the Knowledge and 

Intentions subscales were significant at each age/grade level but changes for Values 

subscale were only significantly changed for year 8. 

In terms of age/grade differences, younger students were more likely than older students to 

endorse value-based items and report less likelihood of using alcohol or drugs, binge drink, 

or smoke cigarettes.  

The majority of students found the seminar to be helpful to the way they think (59.7%) and 

may act (58.8%). Those findings were similar at state levels. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The following observations and recommendations are based on the findings from the 2016 

and 2017 data: 

1. Feedback scale. The introduction of a more comprehensive feedback scale in 2017 

has aided data collection on students’ knowledge, values, and intentions in relation to 

alcohol and drug use. It is recommended that (a) the scale be further examined in 

relation to the alignment of items (i.e. the three items that moved in an unintended 

direction) to the seminar content and to confirm if they are age appropriate and 

understood as intended; (b) that the scale response range is uniformed across items; (c) 

that additional items such as alcohol and drug use of friends and family, are included as 

they could inform understanding of the environmental influences on students’ 

knowledge, intentions, and values; and (d) the collection of additional demographic 

data, including gender.  

2. Data collection. A large dataset was collected across 2016 and 2017. Based on its 

availability and presentation the following is recommended: (a) that the data collection 

method is reviewed to ensure that data is not missed at pre or post seminar; (b) that the 

data is entered timely and randomly checked for accuracy; (c) that the dataset master 

form should be reviewed to ensure that it correctly corresponds to the feedback scale 

items. For example, the question regarding if/when the students last participated in a 

seminar refers to the grade they were in at that time but the dataset form for that item 

refers to the age when they have last attended a seminar. There was also a considerable 

missing data for that item which might suggest that participants cannot readily 

remember when they have last participated in the seminar.  

3. Support offer. Students are offered an opportunity to get support from the providers 

of #NotEvenOnce® which includes appropriate referral pathways, but students need to 

provide their contact details to access this support. It is recommended that the seminar 

providers consider offering handouts with contact details for support that includes 

school counsellors and various helplines or, ensure students are aware of the process 

and information protocol before they enter their name and details.  

4. Follow up. Given the impact of the seminar on students, it is recommended that the 

providers of the #NotEvenOnce® program introduce a formal follow-up of teachers post 

seminar to confirm if the students took away the intended messages. Furthermore, 

based on anecdotal feedback from schools on the impact the seminar had, it is 

recommended to introduce a formal follow-up with schools to capture the potential 

ongoing impact of the seminar.  
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5. Delivery and Differences. The feedback on the seminar differed somewhat across 

states. There were also differences observed in the pre and post seminar knowledge, 

values and intentions. It is therefore recommended that a review of the seminar delivery 

across schools, grades, and presenters is undertaken to confirm the content and delivery 

uniformity and to identify if the student populations and their support needs vary and if 

so, how to address those while maintaining the seminar’s content consistency. 

6. Teacher Education and Training. As the #NotEvenOnce® seminar is frequently 

updated using the latest evidence in drug and alcohol education in schools it would be 

useful to establish a teacher education and training component to support evidence-

based guidelines. This approach is advocated for in the following research literature: Lee 

at al (2014), Ballard, Gillespie & Irwin, (1994), and Van Hout et al, (2012) (see references 

section for details). 
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APPENDICES 

 

Appendix A- 2016 Student Feedback Form 
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Appendix B- 2017 Student Feedback Form 

 

 

 

Item scoring for the four intention based items:  

 How often are you going to smoke cigarettes? 1=never; 2=just to try; 3=occasionally; 

4=regularly.  

 Do you intend to take illegal drugs? 1= never; 2= I’m curious to try; 3= I may want to 

experiment; 4= yes; 5= I already do. 

 When is the next time you are going to drink alcohol? 1= never; 2= when I am 18; 3= 

before I turn 18; 4= next week 

 How often are you going to binge drink? 1= never; 2= only on big occasions; 3= on 

weekends; 4=anytime the opportunity presents.  
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Appendix C- List of participating schools and associated codes 

For the school details please contact Teen Challenge Tasmania 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Program Outcome Evaluation Report                                                                   
 

 
52 | P a g e  

Appendix D- Feedback form for teachers, trainers, parents, and community members 
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Appendix E- Qualitative feedback provided by consumers  

2016 

Tasmanian schools 

Following presentations many questions were taken and conversation held with students 
and teachers. A few stand outs were: 
 

 Students were very curious as to our graduates lives and how they were connecting 
with family now. There was a genuine concern for them and many students 
congratulated and encouraged our graduates to keep fighting to stay sober and 
clean. Genuine empathy was expressed by many. 

 One teacher spoke to us afterwards, he has two sons just entered adolescence and 
he said he was shaking when he heard the examples of what is happening to young 
people in our local suburbs and how close his own boys were to the ages of the kids 
in the stories. He was going home to speak with his son’s about what he had heard 
and learnt during the seminar 

 A week later a presenter was back in one of the schools for another event - approx 
15 year 7 students, individually and in groups stopped her and thanked her for 
coming and speaking to them the week before. When asked what they remembered 
of the message although each different, the information was being repeated back 
almost verbatim as delivered. 

 Several students expressed the impact ICE use had on their own family members 
either by their own use or someone else. The kids were righteously angry about the 
unfairness of the consequences and the toll it took on themselves and their family. 
They were also very compassionate about the person in addiction also. 

 Teachers were very grateful for the opportunity to have NEO come to their school. 
Many had already heard about the program from peers and so when they had seen 
it for themselves they expressed their congratulations on the way the program was 
constructed and delivered. As one teacher expressed “we are equipped to deal with 
alcohol and tobacco but ICE and Cannabis and the other drugs is a whole new ball 
game and we are too far behind. This is exactly what we need” 

 All participating Tasmanian Schools requested NEO come back the following year 
 
Teacher- T2 

#NotEvenOnce is, by far, the most powerful presentation I have seen in schools as far as 

educating students about the dangers of drugs and alcohol. It combines scientific data (what 

drugs do to young brains/bodies) and the personal experiences of the staff of Teen 

Challenge in working with young people struggling from drug and alcohol problems. The 

presentation engages the kids and gets the message across powerfully and effectively. 

Having a former drug addict from Northern Tasmania stand in front of our Grade 9/10s 

telling them about the decisions they made and the severe consequences of it really struck a 

chord with our young people and brought some of them to tears. All the theory our 

students had learned in class about the dangers of drugs now has a heartbreaking face and a 
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personal story to it. #NotEvenOnce also gives solid strategies to students that will help 

combat the pressure or need to experiment with drugs. If every student can hear this 

presentation, I have no doubt that there will be young lives in our state that are positively 

impacted and changed. This is an absolute must for every High School's Health program. 

LaTrobe Football Club 
 
Email from Coach asking for seminar having heard about us and impact from the Devonport 
FC seminar: 

Hello Tanya and Peter 

I would like to congratulate everybody in your organisation on making a difference and the 

fantastic results thus far. 

I am the current coach of the Latrobe Football Club U14 Boys Team. I have heard nothing 

but fantastic feedback from the presentation night at the Devonport Football Club and 

Darcy’s story. Everybody I have spoken to was touched, moved and most importantly better 

educated at the conclusion of the night. 

I would like to be proactive on this and try to arrange a similar evening at our club if 

possible. With the season just over half way through I would like to act quickly if possible? 

I have a meeting at the club tomorrow evening and I would like to take some information 

with me if possible, so something can be organised and discussed. 

I can be contacted on the numbers below. 

Letter of Reference for program from this club attached 
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2016 
 
New South Wales Schools  
 
During the seminars we held many discussions with students and teachers the following are 
stand outs: 
 

 A student spoke candidly with a presenter about his own experimentation with 
drugs and the severe adverse effects he experienced as a result he has not touched 
another drug again and is determined to become a youth worker and help other 
young people not do what he did. 

 A student spoke with another presenter to discuss the drug use of a close friend that 
she has had to distance herself from. The student was able to express her concerns 
and discussions were had around healthy boundaries and what to say if she did meet 
that friend again that may help her friend seek assistance 

 A student spoke about a family member that was on ICE and the effect it was having 
on their family and how she can recognise he is trying to manipulate others to use 
also 

 A teacher discussed his own families struggles with alcohol and impact on 
relationships and his passion to help kids realise the impact alcohol can have 

 A teacher approached #NEO team member and explained how great the information 
was and delivered by people that were really in the field first hand. He finds as a 
teacher that this topic is difficult to teach kids and for them to accept from teachers 
the information as they don't necessarily accept the teachers credibility in doing so 
in this space. He was relieved that we had come in to do this and truly hoped we 
continue 

 Numerous discussions were had with teachers on a similar vein - relief to have 
experienced presenters delivering to the students and having people who have been 
in addiction share their stories. It is in their opinion more believable and the students 
were engrossed in the personal stories particularly the local graduates 

 Whilst collecting feedback sheets presenters often ask two questions - what did you 
learn or pick up from today and what was a highlight - it was very impressive to 
actually hear the retention of the material especially when quizzed deeper by the 
presenter and the personal stories were a highlight. 

 Another popular discussion point was they had no idea the damage that can result in 
the brain and impact alcohol and drugs can have 

 Teacher with own children in the school discussed how pleased he was we had 
delivered this and the kids heard the message particularly that the majority of 
students are not using and that they had a choice in this area - not using was a valid 
option. He expressed that some programs he has seen indicate that its inevitable 
they will use and he was pleased with a balance to that message 

 Also encouraging was the students genuine concern for the graduates. They often 
reached out to thank them for sharing and to offer encouragement to continue on 
their fight to stay sober 

 
Furthermore, there were 3 students that sought help through our feedback forms following 
the seminars. The students have been connected within the schools support system to 
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provide further help in this area. One case Teen Challenge attended the school and spoke 
with the student and then connected student back into school support. 
 

2017 

Tasmanian schools  

 One Year 8 girl came to us during lunch break and tearily shared how much the 

seminar impacted her, it convinced her that she no longer wanted to use Marijuana 

and Alcohol.  She wanted a different result for her life and brain.  She openly shared 

about her traumatic life thus far and we discussed some strategies moving forward 

and connected her into the school support system (which she had been engaged 

with but had walked away from).  The most exciting part I believe was her passion 

ignited in telling others around her that were using during the break that they should 

really reconsider their choices to and the impact their use was going to have on their 

brain. Some of them told her where to go but others were willing to talk about their 

own choices and were open to peer discussion. 

 One student wanted to speak with Jeremy (TC Graduate) about what he was going 

through, his own drug use, his personal situation at home and how much he wanted 

to change.  He resonated with Jeremy’s story and saw there was a different way.  He 

came back at the end of the second seminar and brought with him 3 other friends all 

in this space.  They individually spoke with Jeremy - one shared that they the next 

day was the local show day - they (the 4 boys) had purchased 4 Ecstasy tablets to try 

for the first time at the show the next day - having seen the seminar and in particular 

the discussion about Ecstasy - they were going to throw them away now and not 

take them. (The students were connected with the Chaplain at this school at the 

same time following this seminar) 

 Another student came up to say how grateful she was to hear the message 

shared.  She was very moved emotionally and there were parts of the seminar that 

spoke very clearly to her in her own life.  It had given her some solid steps to take 

and she was going to use them.  She in particular wanted to Thank Jeremy for being 

vulnerable and sharing his story as it meant a lot to her and gave her steps to take. 

 Another student came up to discuss ways in which to help his brother as he was 

using ICE.  We discussed the situation, how it was impacting the student himself, 

what he was doing for self-care and then different strategies for helping a loved one 

in addiction.  We were able to provide contact information to go home with the 

student to reach the family for assistance if they required it. 
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Chaplain- T11 

G'day! Thanks again for the presentations y'day at [T11] - awesome info, great/guttsy heart. 

Several great conversations and statements from students and staff already! eg. M grade 7 

said; "I always thought i'd just try most things - but now i think i wont." 

F Grd. 10 student - "we'll that kinda ruins my plans for the party this weekend."  ;) 

Good onya - keep up the good work! 

Principal- T3 

The Principal told us on the day that straight after the Grade 10 delivery 2 brothers were 

fighting -  they were both dealing drugs and using, one brother had his eyes opened to what 

was actually happening (both using and getting used in dealing by adults in the community) 

within our seminar the other brother was clearly earning too much and wasn't going to be 

swayed, but the other certainly had and wanted no further part in it. "Tanya, if this was that 

one student you were meant to be here for then that was him.  It was worth it." 

In a further phone call a couple of days later he said "Tanya, something has really started 

here since you came on Tuesday. Later that afternoon (day of the seminar) the Assistant 

Principal was called into a classroom where none of the students present were users or in 

that (AOD) space. They wanted a serious open discussion, which took the rest of that 

session to discuss what was going on in their school with drugs and dealers and what the 

school was going to do about it. They seriously want no part in it" 

The school is going to hold a large open discussion with the students next week. The 

principal is incredibly excited about our presentation being a catalyst for change in the 

culture within their school. "I've been wanting to change this within our school and I believe 

you guys coming here has been the catalyst for that to happen.  Now we need to drive the 

wedge further and keep it open." 
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Appendix F- Table of frequencies pertaining to the items assessing intent to smoke, 

consume alcohol, binge drink, and take illegal drugs - 2017 

 Pre-seminar 
% (n) 

Post-seminar 
% (n) 

How often are you going to smoke 
cigarettes? 

  

Never 76% (n= 2561) 76% (n= 2562) 
Just to try it 8.2% (n=278) 4.9% (n=166) 
Occasionally 3.6% (n=120) 2.9% (n=97) 
Regularly 2.3% (n=78) 1.6% (n=54) 
Missing data 9.8% (n=329) 14.5% (n= 489) 
Do you intend to take illegal drugs?   
Never 73.9% (n=2490) 74.7% (n=2518) 
Curious to try 7.2% (n=243) 4.7% (n=158) 
May want to experiment 3.7% (n=125) 2.1% (n=72) 
Yes 1.7% (n=58) 1.1% (n=37) 
Already do  3.3% (n=110) 2.4% (n=81) 
Missing data 9.9% (n=334) 14.8% (n=500) 
When is the next time you are going to 
drink alcohol? 

  

Never 14.1% (n=476) 22.3% (n=753) 
When I’m 18 43.8% (n=1476) 41.4% (n=1395) 
Before I turn 18 20.3% (n=685) 14.7% (n=496) 
Next week 10% (n=336) 5.8% (n=194) 
Missing data 11.1% (n=373) 15.4% (n=520) 
How often are you going to binge drink?   
Never 50.9% (n=1715) 57.8% (n=1949) 
Only on big occasions 28.9% (n=973) 20.8% (n=702) 
On weekends 4.1% (n=137) 2.5% (n=83) 
Anytime the opportunity presents 5% (n=167) 2.8% (n=95) 
Missing data 11% (n=370) 16% (n=538) 
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Appendix G- Results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine differences 

between schools (2017)- only significant findings reported 

School Mean 
Difference 

Sig. 
 

Effect 
Size* 

Year Mean 
Difference 

Sig. 
 

Effect 

Size* 

Pre-seminar: Knowledge  Post-seminar: Knowledge  

N1 vs. N2 1.73 .026 0.25 N1 vs. N2 2.22 .000 -0.03 

 N4 4.89 .000 0.85  T2 3.15 .009 0.48 

 T6 4.52 .000 0.81  T3 3.09 .000 0.49 

 T8 8.10 .000 1.48  T4 2.98 .005 0.54 

 T10 1.92 .011 0.32  T5 1.44 .999 0.26 

T1 vs. T8 7.40 .002 1.37  N3 0.89 .990 0.13 

N2 vs. T5 -5.80 .021 -0.83  N4 6.15 .000 1.21 

 N4 3.16 .012 0.47  T6 5.96 .000 1.03 

 T6 2.79 .012 0.43  T7 3.79 .001 0.67 

 T8 6.37 .000 0.98  T8 8.38 .000 1.53 

T2 vs. T5 -6.24 .013 -1.01  T10 4.00 .000 0.63 

 T8 5.94 .000 1.05  T12 2.22 .027 0.36 

T3 vs. T5 -5.70 .028 -0.88 T1 vs. T8 6.36 .008 1.18 

 N4 3.25 .019 0.52 N2 vs. N4 3.93 .000 0.55 

 T6 2.88 .023 0.47  T6 7.73 .001 0.49 

 T8 6.47 .000 1.08  T8 6.16 .000 0.92 

T4 vs. T5 -6.26 0.14 -1.05 T2 vs. T8 5.23 .014 0.77 

 T8 5.92 .000 1.09 T3 vs. N4 3.06 0.14 0.49 

T5 vs. N4 8.96 .000 1.51  T8 5.29 .006 0.81 

 T6 8.59 .000 1.50 T4 vs. N4 3.17 .040 0.60 

 T8 12.18 .000 2.15  T8 5.40 .007 0.95 

 T10 6.00 .015 0.96 T5 vs. T8 6.94 .013 1.19 

N3 vs. N4 4.75 .000 0.71 N3 vs. N4 5.26 .000 0.79 

 T6 4.38 .000 0.67  T6 5.07 .000 0.70 

 T8 7.97 .000 1.24  T8 7.49 .000 1.07 

N4 vs. T7 -5.43 .000 -0.92  T10 3.11 .001 0.40 

 T9 -5.59 .000 -0.89 N4 vs. T9 -5.99 .000 -0.93 

 T10 -2.97 .030 -0.50  T12 -3.93 .000 -0.65 

 T12 -3.93 .001 -0.67  T13 -3.47 .034 -0.59 

 T13 -5.09 .000 -0.79  N6 -5.36 .000 -0.75 

 N6 -4.578 .000 -0.69 T6 vs. T9 -5.79 .000 -0.83 

T6 vs. T7 -5.06 .000 -0.88  T12 -3.73 .005 -0.56 
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 T9 -5.22 .000 -0.86  N6 -5.16 .005 -0.67 

 T10 -2.60 .036 -0.45 T8 vs. T9 -8.21 .000 -1.22 

 T12 -3.56 .001 -0.56  T10 -4.38 .039 -0.68 

 T13 -4.72 .001 -0.75  T12 -6.16 .001 -0.96 

 N6 -4.21 .000 -0.65  T13 -5.70 .005 -0.92 

T7 vs. T8 8.65 .000 1.53  N6 -7.58 .000 -1.02 

T8 vs. T9 -8.81 .000 -1.47 T9 vs. T10 3.83 .003 0.51 

 T10 -6.18 .000 -1.09 T10 vs. N6 -3.20 .005 -0.39 

 T12 -7.15 .000 -1.27      

 T13 -8.31 .000 -1.34      

 N6 -7.79 .000 -1.22      

Pre-seminar: Values  Post-seminar: Values  

N1 vs. T1 -5.60 .000 -1.85 N1 vs. T1 -7.14 .000 -2.52 

 N2 -5.55 .000 -1.59  N2 -6.20 .000 -1.65 

 T2 -4.89 .000 -1.54  T2 -6.45 .000 -1.89 

 T3 -5.34 .000 -1.69  T3 -6.07 .000 -1.66 

 T4 -4.63 .000 -1.66  T4 -5.23 .000 -1.59 

 T5 -3.19 .004 -1.07  T5 -5.07 .000 -1.80 

 N3 -4.93 .000 -1.49  N3 -5.57 .000 -1.44 

 N4 -4.85 .000 -1.31  N4 -6.75 .000 -2.01 

 T6 -5.55 .000 -1.71  T6 -6.93 .000 -2.08 

 T7 -4.70 .000 -1.46  T7 -6.34 .000 -1.66 

 T8 -6.79 .000 -2.33  T8 -8.49 .000 -2.78 

 T9 -4.545 .000 -1.38  T9 -4.94 .000 -1.26 

 T10 -5.62 .000 -1.86  T10 -7.04 .000 -2.18 

 T12 -4.81 .000 -1.66  T12 -5.38 .000 -1.50 

 T13 -5.43 .000 -1.67  T13 -5.32 .000 -1.29 

 N6 -5.17 .000 -1.43  N6 -5.91 .000 -1.43 

T5 vs. T8 -3.60 .007 -1.25 T4 vs. T8 -3.26 .005 -0.94 

      T10 -1.81 .014 -0.50 

     T5 vs. T8 -3.42 .018 -1.14 

     N3 vs. T8 -2.92 .010 -0.73 

      T10 -1.47 .010 -0.36 

     T8 vs. T9 3.55 .002 0.88 

     T9 vs. T10 -2.11 .009 -0.51 

     T10 vs. T12 1.66 .002 0.43 

Pre-seminar: Intentions Post-seminar: Intentions 
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N1 vs. N2 -1.03 .001 -0.31 N1 vs. N2 -1.06 .000 -0.00 

 T3 -1.02 .013 -0.34  T4 -1.10 .021 -0.00 

 T5 -2.94 .014 -1.05  N3 -1.23 .000 -0.01 

 N3 -1.48 .000 -0.45  T10 -0.99 .000 -0.01 

 T10 -1.21 .000 -0.42  T12 -1.15 .002 -0.01 

 T12 -1.21 .006 -0.39  T13 -1.43 .046 -0.01 

 T13 -2.40 .000 -0.69 T1 vs. T8 3.67 .007 1.28 

T1 vs. T8 3.24 .040 1.09 N2 vs. N4 1.45 .000 0.50 

N2 vs. N4 1.54 .000 0.50  T6 1.41 .001 0.48 

 T6 1.29 .001 0.43  T8 2.39 .000 0.83 

 T8 2.25 .000 0.75 T2 vs. T8 1.67 .033 0.73 

T2 vs. T5 -2.89 .021 -1.02 T3 vs. T8 1.93 .004 0.76 

 N3 -1.43 .006 -0.44 T4 vs. N4 1.48 .008 0.68 

 T10 -1.15 .019 -0.41  T6 1.45 .011 0.64 

 T13 -2.35 .001 -0.68  T8 2.43 .000 1.12 

T3 vs. N4 1.53 .002 0.56 T5 vs. T8 3.11 .010 1.27 

 T6 1.28 .005 0.49 N3 vs. N4 1.61 .000 0.57 

T4 vs. T8 1.85 .010 0.85  T6 1.57 .001 0.55 

T5 vs. N4 3.45 .003 1.31  T8 2.55 .000 0.91 

 T6 3.20 .007 1.27 N4 vs. T10 -1.38 .001 -0.57 

 T8 4.16 .000 1.65  T12 -1.54 .002 -0.58 

 N6 2.71 .037 0.88  T13 -1.81 .012 -0.63 

N3 vs. N4 1.99 .000 0.64 T6 vs. T10 -1.34 .002 -0.54 

 T6 1.74 .000 0.58  T12 -1.50 .003 -0.55 

 T8 2.71 .000 0.90  T13 -1.77 .016 -0.61 

 N6 1.25 .026 0.36 T8 vs. T9 -2.35 .001 -0.89 

N4 vs. T9 -1.56 .026 -0.57  T10 -2.32 .000 -0.97 

 T10 -1.72 .000 -0.65  T12 -2.48 .000 -0.93 

 T12 -1.72 .001 -0.60  T13 -2.75 .000 -0.97 

 T13 -2.91 .000 -0.88  N6 -1.59 .048 -0.61 

T6 vs. T10 -1.46 .000 -0.58      

 T12 -1.47 .002 -0.53      

 T13 -2.66 .000 -0.83      

T8 vs. T9 -2.28 .001 -0.87      

 T10 -2.43 .000 -0.96      

 T12 -2.43 .000 -0.88      

 T13 -3.62 .000 -1.12      
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T13 vs. N6 2.17 .004 0.59      

 
* Cohen’s d: small, d = 0.2, medium, d = 0.5, large, d = 0.8 
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Appendix H – T11 and T14 pre and post seminar data analyses 

Data collection at T11 and T14 schools was not conducted correctly, with pre and post 

feedback forms not paired at an individual student level but collected at a group level. 

Consequently, paired t-tests could not be conducted with those schools’ data nor included 

in the overall 2017 schools analyses. In order to provide some indication of these schools’ 

responses to the seminar, group (pre vs post seminar data) comparison was undertaken, 

however those analyses should be interpreted with caution. 

T11 Results  

Data for 110 students from T11 who completed the pre seminar feedback form and 78 who 

completed the post seminar feedback form was included in the analyses. In the below table, 

N refers to the number of students who answered each of the corresponding questions on 

the feedback forms.  

An independent samples t-test (to compare pre and post results at a group rather than 

individual level) was conducted on each item to examine the effectiveness of the seminar. 

The results are presented in Table 1 and visually represented in Figure 1.  

Table 1. Independent t-test comparisons of pre seminar (group not individuals) data and 
post seminar (group not individuals) data across all items for T11 

 Pre-
seminar 

N=  
Mean 

(Std. Dev.) 

Post-
seminar 

N=  
Mean (Std. 

Dev.) 

Mean 
Diff. 

Effect 
Size** 

T-test 

t 
value 

df 
Sig 

(two-
tailed) 

It is normal for 
teenagers to try drugs 

N= 110 

2.41 (1.17) 

N= 78 

2.53 (1.49) 
-0.13 0.09 -0.71 186 .482 

The drugs that do the 
most damage to our 
society are the legal 
ones 

N= 108 

2.75 (1.17) 

N= 76 

3.12 (1.37) 
-0.38 0.29 -1.96 145 .052 

If I want to take drugs, 
that’s my choice, it has 
nothing to do with 
anyone else 

N= 110 

3.20 (1.24) 

N= 76 

2.37 (1.33) 
0.82* 0.65 4.31 184 .000 

It is safe to drink 
underage, so long as you 
are supervised by 
parents/adults 

N= 107 

3.23 (1.35) 

N= 78 

2.65 (1.19) 
0.58* 0.46 3.02 183 .003 

What my friends do in 
life I have no right to 
step in 

N= 109 

3.10 (1.17) 

N= 78 

2.32 (1.17) 
0.79* 0.67 4.55 185 .000 

If you are over 18, there 
are no dangers 
associated with drinking 
responsibly 

N= 110 

2.50 (1.33) 

N= 76 

2.17 (1.08) 
0.34 0.27 1.91 179 .058 

It is important to work N= 109 N= 77 -0.42* 0.53 -3.47 184 .001 
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out what you stand for 
in life 

3.80 (0.82) 4.23 (0.81) 

I’d tell a friend to stop if 
their drug taking was 
dangerous 

N= 110 

4.33 (0.85) 

N= 77 

4.40 (0.80) 
-0.06 0.08 -0.49 185 .628 

Binge drinking is okay if 
you only do it 
occasionally 

N= 110 

2.75 (1.21) 

N= 78 

2.41 (1.11) 
0.33 0.29 1.88 186 .061 

Cannabis is a soft drug 
so it is safe to use 

N= 104 

2.42 (1.18) 

N= 77 

1.66 (0.87) 
0.76* 0.73 4.99 178 .000 

The choices I make only 
affect me 

N= 110 

2.32 (1.30) 

N= 78 

1.78 (1.08) 
0.53* 0.45 3.05 181 .003 

Drugs are an effective 
way of dealing with life’s 
problems 

N= 110 

2.02 (1.18) 

N= 76 

1.80 (1.08) 
0.15 0.19 0.88 184 .383 

Drinking even small 
amounts of alcohol can 
have serious long term 
effects 

N= 109 

3.15 (1.04) 

N= 77 

3.74 (0.97) 
-0.56* 0.59 -3.60 184 .000 

Cannabis can be 
medicine, so it is not 
bad for you 

N= 108 

2.83 (1.05) 

N= 77 

2.08 (1.01) 
0.75* 0.73 4.84 183 .000 

It is important to learn 
to make decisions for 
yourself, based on your 
own values 

N= 110 

3.92 (0.82) 

N= 78 

4.01 (0.88) 
-0.09 0.11 -0.69 186 .494 

If everyone else is doing 
something, it’s probably 
pretty safe 

N= 110 

2.07 (1.01) 

N= 77 

1.78 (0.93) 
0.29* 0.30 2.02 185 .045 

Working out your values 
will help you make 
positive choices 

N= 110 

3.86 (0.87) 

N= 78 

4.10 (0.77) 
-0.25* 0.29 -2.01 186 .046 

Drug abuse is usually a 
symptom of a deeper 
problem 

N= 110 

3.67 (1.06) 

N= 78 

4.06 (0.84) 
-0.41* 0.41 -2.96 183 .004 

†How often are you 

going to smoke 

cigarettes? 

N= 108 

1.26 (0.70) 

N= 78 

1.31 (0.71) 
-0.09 0.07 -0.87 184 .388 

†Do you intend to do 

illegal drugs? 
N= 109 

1.41 (1.07) 

N= 78 

1.32 (0.90) 
0.04 0.09 0.26 185 .792 

†When is the next time 

you are going to drink 

alcohol? 

N= 106 

2.67 (0.97) 

N= 76 

2.59 (1.05) 
0.06 0.08 0.39 180 .696 

†How often are you 

going to binge drink? 
N= 109 

1.76 (0.88) 

N= 76 

1.62 (0.78) 
0.14 0.17 1.13 183 .257 

*Significant difference  ** Cohen’s d: small, d = 0.2, medium, d = 0.5, large, d = 0.8.  Note: Items were rated on a 5-point 

Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Additionally, negative mean differences (e.g. -0.05) do not 

mean negative results, but rather reflect the nature of the questions (Appendix B). † Scoring differs on these items to all 

others- refer to Appendix B for details. 
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As can be seen above there was a significant difference between pre and post scores on 11 

out of 22 items. 

 
Figure 1. Comparison of the two groups: those who only completed the pre-seminar form 

and those who only completed the post-seminar form 

 

An independent samples t-test was also conducted to determine if there were any 

significant differences between pre-seminar scores or post-seminar scores across the three 

sub-scales (Knowledge, Values, and Intentions). The results are presented in Table 2 and 

visually represented in Figure 2.  

 

Table 2. Independent t-test comparisons of students’ mean scores across each subscale 

 Pre-
seminar 

N= 
Mean 

(Std. Dev.) 

Post-
seminar 

N= 
Mean (Std. 

Dev.) 

Mean 
Diff. 

Effect 
Size** 

T-test 

t 
value 

df 
Sig 

(two-
tailed) 

Knowledge 
N= 110 

2.72 (0.67) 

N= 78 

2.14 (0.68) 
0.58* 0.86 5.84 186 .000 

Values 
N= 110 

3.79 (0.52) 

N= 78 

4.08 (0.48) 
-0.29* 0.58 -3.86 186 .000 

Intentions  
N= 110 

1.89 (0.69) 

N= 78 

1.87 (0.63) 
0.02 0.03 0.21 186 .834 

*Significant findings ** Cohen’s d: small, d = 0.2, medium, d = 0.5, large, d = 0.8. Note: Please refer to 

Appendix B for item details and scoring range and direction.   
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As can be seen in the above table significant differences were found for two of the three 

subscales with the changes in scores indicating an increase in the knowledge and the values 

but no change in relation to the intentions.  

 

Figure 2. Comparison of the two groups: those who only completed the pre-seminar form 

and those who only completed the post-seminar form across the three subscales  

 

T14 Results  

Data for 52 students from T14 who completed the pre seminar feedback form and 74 who 

completed the post seminar feedback form was included in the analyses.  While 37 grade six 

students also participated in the seminar, their data was not included to be consistent with 

the rest of the schools. In the below table, N refers to the number of students who 

answered each of the corresponding questions on the feedback forms.  

An independent samples t-test (to compare pre and post results at a group rather than 

individual level) was conducted on each item to examine the effectiveness of the seminar. 

The results of the independent samples t-test are presented in Table 3 and visually 

represented in Figure 3.  

Table 3. Independent t-test comparisons of pre seminar (group not individuals) data and 
post seminar (group not individuals) data across all items for T14 

 Pre-
seminar 

N= 
Mean 

(Std. Dev.) 

Post-
seminar 

N= 
Mean (Std. 

Dev.) 

Mean 
Diff. 

Effect 
Size** 

T-test 

t 
value 

df 
Sig 

(two-
tailed) 

It is normal for 
teenagers to try drugs 

N= 51 

2.67 (1.14) 

N= 73 

2.32 (1.55) 
0.35 0.26 1.51 122 .134 

The drugs that do the 
most damage to our 
society are the legal 

N= 51 

3.00 (1.13) 

N= 73 

2.75 (1.14) 
0.25 0.22 1.19 122 .237 
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ones 

If I want to take drugs, 
that’s my choice, it has 
nothing to do with 
anyone else 

N= 51 

3.14 (1.28) 

N= 74 

2.36 (1.26) 
0.77* 0.61 3.35 123 .001 

It is safe to drink 
underage, so long as you 
are supervised by 
parents/adults 

N= 52 

3.02 (1.39) 

N= 73 

2.10 (1.29) 
0.92* 0.69 3.81 123 .000 

What my friends do in 
life I have no right to 
step in 

N= 52 

2.96 (1.19) 

N= 73 

2.34 (1.29) 
0.62* 0.50 2.73 123 .007 

If you are over 18, there 
are no dangers 
associated with drinking 
responsibly 

N= 52 

2.36 (1.23) 

N= 74 

2.16 (1.17) 
0.20 0.17 0.94 124 .351 

It is important to work 
out what you stand for 
in life 

N= 52 

4.04 (0.99) 

N= 73 

3.83 (1.23) 
0.14 0.19 0.72 120 .474 

I’d tell a friend to stop if 
their drug taking was 
dangerous 

N= 52 

4.30 (1.22) 

N= 74 

4.12 (1.30) 
0.19 0.14 0.84 124 .401 

Binge drinking is okay if 
you only do it 
occasionally 

N= 52 

2.50 (1.18) 

N= 72 

1.96 (1.18) 
0.57* 0.46 2.69 122 .008 

Cannabis is a soft drug 
so it is safe to use 

N= 52 

2.65 (1.14) 

N= 74 

1.85 (1.24) 
0.85* 0.67 3.95 124 .000 

The choices I make only 
affect me 

N= 52 

2.35 (1.43) 

N= 74 

2.08 (1.33) 
0.27 0.20 1.19 124 .234 

Drugs are an effective 
way of dealing with life’s 
problems 

N= 52 

1.85 (1.07) 

N= 72 

1.96 (1.30) 
-0.11 0.09 -0.66 122 .509 

Drinking even small 
amounts of alcohol can 
have serious long term 
effects 

N= 52 

3.25 (1.13) 

N= 71 

3.77 (1.23) 
-0.57* 0.44 -2.68 121 .008 

Cannabis can be 
medicine, so it is not 
bad for you 

N= 52 

2.87 (1.05) 

N= 71 

2.38 (1.23) 
0.47* 0.43 2.24 121 .027 

It is important to learn 
to make decisions for 
yourself, based on your 
own values 

N= 52 

4.11 (0.82) 

N= 74 

3.69 (1.04) 
0.41* 0.45 2.48 121 .014 

If everyone else is doing 
something, it’s probably 
pretty safe 

N= 52 

1.89 (0.97) 

N= 73 

1.86 (1.15) 
-0.03 0.03 -0.42 122 .678 

Working out your values 
will help you make 
positive choices 

N= 52 

3.96 (0.85) 

N= 73 

3.66 (1.08) 
0.30* 0.31 2.09 122 .038 

Drug abuse is usually a 
symptom of a deeper 
problem 

N= 52 

3.52 (1.01) 

N= 74 

3.51 (1.17) 
-0.01 0.01 -0.14 124 .893 

†How often are you 

going to smoke 
N= 52 

1.19 (0.52) 

N= 72 

1.17 (0.61) 
0.02 0.04 0.72 122 .471 
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cigarettes? 

†Do you intend to do 

illegal drugs? 
N= 51 

1.30 (0.85) 

N= 69 

1.18 (0.74) 
0.12 0.15 0.96 118 .337 

†When is the next time 

you are going to drink 

alcohol? 

N= 51 

2.25 (0.90) 

N= 70 

2.00 (0.91) 
0.25 0.28 1.12 119 .266 

†How often are you 

going to binge drink? 
N= 52 

1.48 (0.67) 

N= 70 

1.32 (0.66) 
0.16 0.24 1.26 120 .211 

*Significant difference ** Cohen’s d: small, d = 0.2, medium, d = 0.5, large, d = 0.8.  Note: Items were rated on a 5-point 

Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Additionally, negative mean differences (e.g. -0.05) do not 

mean negative results, but rather reflect the nature of the questions (Appendix B). † Scoring differs on these items to all 

others- refer to Appendix B for details. 

As can be seen above significant differences were found across nine of 22 items between 

pre and post seminar.  

 

Figure 3. Comparison of the two groups: those who only completed the pre-seminar form 

and those who only completed the post-seminar form  

An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if there were any significant 

differences between those who completed pre-seminar forms or post-seminar forms only 

across the three sub-scales (Knowledge, Values, and Intentions). The results are presented 

in Table 4 and visually represented in Figure 4.  
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Table 4. Independent t-test comparisons of students’ mean scores across each subscale 

 Pre-
seminar 

N= 
Mean 

(Std. Dev.) 

Post-
seminar 

N= 
Mean (Std. 

Dev.) 

Mean 
Diff. 

Effect 
Size** 

T-test 

t 
value 

df 
Sig 

(two-
tailed) 

Knowledge 
N= 52  

2.66 (0.67) 

N= 74 

2.16 (0.84) 
0.50* 0.66 3.59 124 .000 

Values 
N= 52 

3.86 (0.54) 

N= 74 

3.78 (0.76) 
0.09 0.12 0.75 123 .458 

Intentions 
N= 52 

1.77 (0.59) 

N= 74 

1.59 (0.61) 
0.18 0.30 1.62 124 .107 

*Significant findings ** Cohen’s d: small, d = 0.2, medium, d = 0.5, large, d = 0.8. Note: Please refer to 

Appendix B for item details and scoring range and direction.   

 

 
Figure 4. Comparison of the two groups: those who only completed the pre-seminar form 

and those who only completed the post-seminar form across the three subscales. 

 

These findings indicate a significant increase in knowledge but no significant change in the 

values and the intentions.  
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