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Abstract 
This thesis investigates the implementation of Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) education in 

Indonesian schools. In the last decade, DRR education programs have been promoted as one 

of the pillars to save lives and reduce disaster losses, based on several studies that identified 

positive outcomes. However, most of these studies were undertaken in developed countries. 

There remain a limited number of studies in developing countries investigating the 

opportunities and barriers to implementation of DRR education in schools. 

The thesis uses a case study approach to explore the scaling-up and sustainability of DRR 

education in Indonesian schools. Literature relating to DRR education with children and the 

participation of children in DRR is critically assessed to document the strengths and 

weaknesses in both fields of study. Based on the review, a new research approach was 

developed for evaluating the implementation of DRR education programs. 

This new approach is used to examine DRR education in Jakarta, Indonesia, a rapidly growing 

megacity that is highly prone to disasters, especially floods and fire hazards. This study 

captured the perspectives of children, teachers, and Non-Governmental Organisations on 

the challenges of scaling-up the implementation of DRR education in schools. The study 

revealed seven key issues and suggests several strategic recommendations to move forward. 

These key issues may well be apparent in many other developing and developed countries, 

and the suggested recommendations may be applicable beyond Indonesia. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

1. 1. Overview 
Previous research has demonstrated that when children are supported by adults and are 

provided with sufficient knowledge and skills they can protect themselves, save others from 

danger, and promote significant changes in their communities that reduce the risk of 

disasters (Back et al., 2009; Haynes & Tanner, 2015; Mitchell, T. et al., 2008; Tanner, 2010). 

Schools have been identified as an effective place for children to build this culture of safety 

and risk reduction (UN International Strategy for Disaster Reduction or UNISDR, 2008), 

especially since nine out of 10 children of primary school age are in school (United Nations, 

2014).1 Education and knowledge has always been one of the priorities in the global 

commitment for DRR, as highlighted in the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) 2005-2015 

and its successor, the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 (UNISDR, 

2005, 2015c). 

Concurrently, there has been an increase in research examining the implementation of DRR 

education in schools; however, the majority of published studies are based in developed 

countries (e.g. Falkiner, 2003; Johnson & Ronan, 2014; Johnson et al., 2014c; Ronan et al., 

2010). The little research that exists from developing countries mainly exists within the grey 

literature (see Plan International, 2013; UNESCO & UNICEF, 2012; UNISDR, 2008). This is 

contradictory to the fact that developing countries are disproportionately impacted by 

disasters, reflected by the significant number of fatalities and people affected by disasters in 

the last decade (IFRC, 2014).2 

The Government of Indonesia has made substantial gains in the integration of DRR into the 

school curricula and is committed to scale-up teachers’ training on DRR education and 

school preparedness (The Indonesian National Disaster Management Agency or BNPB, 

2014b; UNISDR, 2015a). However, there continue to be challenges in its implementation link 

with sustainability and scaling-up, which is one of the two main issues related to DRR within 

                                                   
1 Although, it is important to note that there are still a significant number of children (around 58 million 
children) that are out of school -particularly in sub-Saharan Africa region- and half of them live in conflict-
affected areas (United Nations, 2014) 
2 The major disasters of the decade were the Indian Ocean tsunami in 2004 (226,408 deaths), the Haiti 
earthquake in 2010 (222,570 deaths), Cyclone Nargis in Myanmar in 2008 (138,375 deaths), the Sichuan 
earthquake in China in 2008 (87,476 deaths), the 2005 Kashmir earthquake (74,648 deaths) and a heatwave in 
Russia in 2010 (55,736 deaths) (IFRC, 2014, p. 227). The top four occurred in developing countries. 
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the school curricula internationally (Ronan, 2014).3 Despite this, no evaluative research 

exploring these challenges has been conducted within the Indonesian context. Indeed, 

systematic research in this area globally is limited (Johnson et al., 2014b; Ronan, 2015). In 

light of this, the broad aim of this research is to identify challenges associated with 

implementing DRR education in Indonesian schools. 

1. 2. Background to this study 
The idea for this research was initially generated from my personal experiences as a DRR 

professional working for Plan International (Plan). Plan is a child focused Non-Governmental 

Organisation (NGO) with whom I worked in the field of Disaster Risk Management (DRM) 

between 2006 and 2015. This was also an extremely busy period in terms of disasters, 

particularly in the South East Asia region and I was deployed to many parts of Indonesia and 

also overseas responding to floods, cyclones, earthquakes, tsunami, volcanic eruptions and 

conflict situations.  

In 2007, Plan received their first ever grant specifically for Child-Centred Disaster Risk 

Reduction (CCDRR) project work. Indonesia was selected as part of a handful of countries to 

pilot CCDRR. At that time, the CCDRR concept was very new for Plan and to other agencies. 

Therefore, we strived to be innovative and tested new methods and tools, including the use 

of child-friendly participatory risk assessments, participatory videos, and facilitate children 

being advocates of DRR from local to international level. During this period, I witnessed first-

hand how children can initiate change from the local level through to the international.  

Despite the evidence of positive changes, where NGOs were promoting small-scale pilot 

projects and showcasing good practices, it was obvious that they experienced difficulties and 

challenges in sustaining and scaling-up CCDRR programs. While this work was commended 

by various government officials, other NGOs, and CCDRR funding agencies, there was no 

drive to implement it nation-wide.  

This is a recurrent issue for NGOs in implementing grass-root development projects since the 

1980s, due to a lack of vision, leadership, incentives, and political will (Hartmann & Linn, 

2007). Edwards and Hulme (1995) identified that as programs grow, it is the quality of 

partnerships between NGOs, communities, governments and donors that will be essential in 

                                                   
3 The other issue is ensuring that DRR in the curricula actually translates into “ultimate outcomes”, including 
reducing deaths, injuries, and psychosocial consequences during and post emergency phases of a hazard event.  
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driving development outcomes, sustainability and the process of scaling-up. It is therefore 

imperative to consider the views of all relevant stakeholders.  

1. 3. Aims of the research 
The specific aim of this study is to investigate the perspectives of different stakeholders that 

are directly involved in the implementation of CCDRR programs in Indonesian schools. 

In order to identify the key challenges that school personnel face when teaching DRR 

education in Indonesia, this research builds on an initial study undertaken by Johnson et al. 

(2014c, hereafter referred as the Johnson study). The Johnson study identified facilitating 

and deterrent factors for implementing DRR curricula in classroom settings in primary 

schools in New Zealand. The research presented here focuses on those factors identified in 

the Johnson study and further adjusted in consideration of the Indonesian context.  

In addition to a focus on the views of school personnel, as in the Johnson study, this study 

captures the perspectives of children and NGOs. Capturing the views of the children is 

crucial as they are the main recipients of DRR education. There also remain limited published 

studies that investigate the role and views of DRR professionals within NGO settings (e.g. 

Back et al., 2009; Seballos & Tanner, 2011). While some documentation exists, it is limited to 

the non-peer-reviewed grey literature, such as project reports and case studies (Mitchell, T. 

et al., 2009). Perspectives from these DRR professionals are important, particularly since 

NGO-based agencies are the main drivers for advocating and facilitating DRR in many 

developing countries, including Indonesia (Djalante & Thomalla, 2012).  

Based on the findings of this research, recommendations are made to improve the 

implementation of DRR education within the Indonesian education sector. The following 

section provides a description on the case study location, which is Jakarta, Indonesia.  

1. 4. Case study location: Jakarta, Indonesia 
Jakarta is selected as the study location (Figure 1, p. 4) due to a combination of rapid 

economic growth and urbanisation (Statistics Indonesia or BPS, 2015), a high level of urban 

poor living in high risk areas (Baker, 2012, p. 213) and a high prevalence of both geological 

and meteorological hazards producing high vulnerability (Swiss Re, 2014). In addition, 

Jakarta is one of the cities in Indonesia that has many active DRR programs, being 

implemented by various government and non-government institutions (Brown & Dodman, 

2014; UNISDR, 2012).  
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Figure 1. Map of Jakarta. Blue pins represent schools that participated in the school personnel survey. The green building symbol represents the school that participated in the 
student survey. (Image adapted from Scribble Maps ©2015, map data from AutoNAVI, GBRMPA, Google, SK planet, ZENRIN ©2015) 
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Jakarta enjoys stable economic growth with more than 6% per annum over the last 5 years 

(BPS, 2015), making it attractive for employment and driving significant in-migration. The 

greater Jakarta area has a total population of more than 30.5 million, making it the second 

largest urban area in the world after Tokyo (Demographia, 2015). However, like in other 

developing countries, this growth has not been balanced with infrastructure and planning. 

Poor planning, environmental degradation, and corruption have led to sub-standard 

construction, settlement expansion into marginal lands and riverbanks, and high inequality 

within the community (Ng et al., 2012; Sagala et al., 2013; Server, 1996; Steinberg, 2007). As 

a result, Jakarta is becoming increasingly vulnerable to the impact of natural hazards.  

Jakarta occupies a low, flat basin of which 40% is below sea level (World Bank (2010) as cited 

in BPS, 2014). Meanwhile, the northern part of Jakarta lies on a coastline of around 35 km in 

length, with 13 river systems and two main water canals dissecting the mainland as they 

drain into the Java Sea. Land subsidence is occurring within Jakarta at a rate of 1-15 cm per 

year due to extensive ground water extraction, particularly in the northern part of the city, 

making it highly vulnerable to flooding and extreme high tides (Chaussard et al., 2011).  

Based on figures provided by BNPB (2014a), floods in Jakarta have displaced close to one 

million people from 2002 to 2014. Four major floods occurred within this period resulting in 

displacement of more than 859,000 people. Floods are exacerbated if heavy rainfall 

coincides with an extreme high tide, such as that which occurred in 2007 (Sagala et al., 

2013). Moreover, children and schools are often significantly affected. For example a post-

disaster assessment of the 2013 flood reported that more than 70,000 students from 251 

primary schools in Jakarta could not access their school for three to four weeks due to 

flooding (Education Cluster, 2013).  

Jakarta is also prone to fire hazards. From 2009 to 2013, fire incidences in Jakarta have led to 

141 deaths, more than three times those caused by floods in the same period, which total 43 

(BNPB, 2014a; BPS, 2015). In regards to economic losses, however, floods still cause the 

biggest impact. For example, the flood in 2014 alone caused economic losses of around 5 

trillion rupiah, equal to US$388 million (The Jakarta Post, 2014a). Nevertheless, over the past 

five years, fires have caused significant losses estimated at 1.2 trillion rupiah, or close to 

US$100 million (BPS, 2015). If fire risk is not being addressed, it will likely become a much 

more significant threat to the Jakarta society. The majority of fire incidents in the last 5 years 

(75%) in Jakarta occurred due to preventable causes, such as faults relating to the electricity 
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supply and within household electrical appliances (BPS, 2015). Such findings highlight the 

potential preventability of fire hazards through enhanced awareness on prevention and 

preparedness.  

Currently, the Jakarta administration has made DRR a priority, specifically in terms of 

developing and implementing technological solutions to prevention and mitigation. This 

includes the rehabilitation of flood-ways and canals and the planned development of a new 

dam. Furthermore, their strategy includes social solutions through the development of 

preparedness plans at the community level (The Jakarta Post, 2012, 2015a, 2015b). 

However, it appears these measures have not involved children.  

Also, as noted earlier, there are many DRR initiatives in Jakarta that are being led by NGOs 

and multilateral organisations, including the UN, World Bank, ADB, Red Cross, Save the 

Children, Child Fund, World Vision, Plan International, and Mercy Corps (ADB, 2014; Brown 

& Dodman, 2014; World Bank, 2014a). 

1. 5. Basic education in Indonesia 
The Indonesian education system is quite diverse and large in scale. There are more than 50 

million students and almost 4 million teachers in more than 269,000 schools, which makes it 

the third largest education system in the Asia region and the fourth largest in the world 

(Chang et al., 2013; Ministry of Education and Culture, 2012; World Bank, 2014b). There are 

three types of schools:  public schools and private schools are under supervision of the 

Ministry of National Education and faith-based schools - mostly Islamic schools - are under 

supervision of the Ministry of Religious Affairs. More than 80% of the schools are public 

schools (OECD/Asian Development Bank, 2015).   

Based on 2013 figures, nine out of ten Indonesian children are enrolled in primary schools. 

However, this figure is lower in rural areas which can reach below 60% (World Bank, 2014b). 

The enrolment for junior secondary school has been steadily climbing to 76.5% in 2013 

(OECD/Asian Development Bank, 2015). Based on 2010 figure, the average student enrolled 

in primary school is 173 students per school and 261 students per school for secondary 

school (Chang et al., 2013). However, this figure can be much higher in urban areas. Students 

are required to go to school for 5 days from 7 am until 2 or 3 pm, although this may differ 

depending on the requirements from each school.  

In 2003, the Government of Indonesia decentralised the governance of primary and 

secondary schools where schools were given the authority to manage their operations 
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independently with the support from the local community representatives as part of the 

school committee. This is known as School Based Management. This also includes annual 

financial support, where the amount is based on the total student enrolment, that the 

schools and the school committee can flexibly use according to the school priorities (Vernez 

et al., 2012).  

Historically, the style of teaching in Indonesia emphasised repetitive learning and deference 

to the authority of the teacher. Instead of stimulating children to ask questions, a standard 

teaching technique was applied through reciting or describing historical events, inhibiting a 

creative learning environment (Frederick & Worden, 1992). 

The enactment of Teacher Law (no.14/2005) triggered changes on the quality of teachers 

and their employment conditions. Teachers are now transitioned to be certified and 

professional and those who qualify are entitled to a special professional allowance. All 

teachers must meet a minimum standard level, which includes a four year degree to attain 

certification. Those who do not have the four year degree must undertake a 90-hour 

remedial in-service course (Chang et al., 2013). This course aims to stimulate teachers’ 

professional development and improve their teaching capacity. 

Aligned with the decentralisation of school governance, in 2006, Indonesia also 

implemented a decentralised and competency-based curriculum. Curriculum guidelines are 

produced by the Curriculum Centre, a unit under the Ministry of National Education. 

However, schools have the autonomy to develop their own syllabus and learning materials 

and develop an independent, operational curriculum (Sulfasyah, 2013).  

1. 6. Thesis outline 
The thesis is comprised of 6 chapters. Chapter 2 provides a critically analysis of existing 

literature on CCDRR, including the concepts, theories, and methodologies over the last two 

decades that have shaped the practices and research on children’s involvement in DRR. In 

doing so, it is able to identify a suitable methodological framework upon which an 

investigation into the barriers and challenges of DRR education can be based.  

Chapter 3 presents the research methods that were employed to collect and analyse the 

data. It describes the critical realist approach that underpins this study, outlines the different 

stages of data collection, presents the rationale for each method utilised, and provides a 

description of the grounded theory approach used for analysing findings from NGOs. 
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In Chapter 5, the results from the fieldwork are outlined. The results are presented from 

each stakeholder individually in order to clearly outline their views on the practice of DRR 

education and its barriers and challenges. 

In Chapter 6, the research results are discussed in relation to the conceptual framework and 

literature reviewed in chapter 2. Key issues on the barriers and challenges of DRR education 

are identified, critically analysed and recommendations are made. The thesis concludes with 

a summary of the key findings and the areas of future research on CCDRR. 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

2. 1. Preface 
This literature review provides an overview on the existing studies and practices related to 

children and disasters, and more specifically on CCDRR. The overall aim is to provide a 

critical analysis to highlight progress, gaps, and challenges related to studies on the 

application of child-centred methods in the area of DRR.  

The majority of these articles were sourced from keyword (i.e. children and disasters) 

searches in relevant scientific literature databases (e.g. Google Scholar, Springer, Science 

Direct, and Wiley Online Library). References in these articles then generated access to 

additional sources.  

This review starts with the definitions of CCDRR and continues with an overview of disasters 

and demographics. The following section describes the impact of disasters on children and 

looks more closely at their vulnerabilities. The review then describes the progress of CCDRR 

research, primarily on DRR education and children’s participation in DRR. Subsequently, the 

application of various methods applied in CCDRR research is explained. In the last section, 

conclusions are drawn that influence the later stages of the research.  

2. 2. Definitions of Child-Centred Disaster Risk Reduction 
While various terms have been used to reflect the participation of children in DRR, such as 

child-focused and child-led DRR, the term CCDRR will be used here to reflect a commitment 

to values linked to both the protection of children’s rights and their participation.  

In this thesis, the CCDRR approach is defined as disaster risk reduction measures for and 

with children, involving children, parents, communities, service providers, and governments 

(UNICEF, 2014a). The approach is a combination of child-participation, including at times 

child-led, which reflects engaging children directly in the design and delivery of DRR activities 

in their homes, schools, and communities, and child-focused which acknowledges the 

specific needs of children during the design and implementation, including protection needs 

and rights (Back et al., 2009; Mitchell, T. et al., 2009).  

Thus, there are two primary objectives in CCDRR: to recognise and address the specific 

vulnerabilities of children to disaster risks; and, to empower children by strengthening their 

skills and creating an enabling environment for them so that they are able to play an 



10 
 

increasingly active role in community efforts to reduce the risks and impacts of potential 

disasters (Plan International, 2010b; Towers et al., 2014).  

2. 3. Disasters and demography: The changing landscape 
Between 2003 and 2012, there were more than 4,000 disaster events worldwide (EMDAT, 

2014). Fatalities from natural hazards events appear to be declining, particularly in weather-

related events with the merit being attributed to better preparedness, early warnings, and 

improved response (UNISDR, 2014). However, the number of people exposed to natural 

hazard events has increased significantly. Using the EMDAT (2014) and UN Populations 

Divisions (2013) data, between 1943 and 1952, less than 1% of the world population was 

affected by disasters. Meanwhile, six decades later, disasters have affected more than 29% 

of the world population, showing an almost 30 times increase.  

The world today faces other global challenges including population growth, unplanned 

urbanisation, environmental mismanagement and loss of biodiversity, socio-economic 

inequities, poverty and short-term economic vision (UNISDR, 2004). All of these factors 

exacerbate the severity of disaster impacts, especially to children as the most vulnerable 

group. Besides the physical risks of fatality, illness, and injury brought about by disasters, 

children are also prone to psychological impacts and disasters often restrict their education, 

and thus influence their personal growth and development (Peek, 2008). These issues are 

discussed in the following sections. 

2. 4. Impact of disasters to children 

2. 4.1. Physical vulnerability 

WHO (2011) estimates that 30-50% of fatalities arising from natural hazard events are 

children. For example, most fatalities and people affected by the 2004 Indian Ocean Tsunami 

were women and children (Telford et al., 2006). Nishikiori et al. (2006) revealed that in the 

tsunami affected regions of Sri Lanka, child mortality was three to four times that of young 

adults and young children (under the age of 5 years) double the number of adults over 50 

years of age (see also Zahran et al., 2008). The high number of fatalities among women and 

children was because they were likely to be indoors when the tsunami came (Nishikiori et 

al., 2006).  

Children are more likely to be injured, unable to access critical humanitarian assistance such 

as food and health care and are more exposed to greater danger because of separation from 

their families or caregivers (Peek, 2008). Furthermore, families that are affected by disasters 
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have an increased likelihood of domestic violence (Bonnerjea, 1994; Enarson, 1999; Sety, 

2012). Children are also prone to abuse and sexual exploitation in crisis situation (Csáky, 

2008; UNHCR & Save the Children, 2002). 

2. 4.2. Psychological vulnerability 

The most comprehensive review to date, including 60,000 victims of disasters across 

demographic groups, shows that children are the most vulnerable group psychologically 

(Norris et al., 2002). This is because children are highly susceptible to developmental 

damage with disaster impacts affecting their characters and causing detrimental impacts on 

their future (i.e. troubling life outcomes) (Lauten & Lietz, 2008). 

In the aftermath of disaster, children can develop symptoms of Post-Traumatic Stress 

Disorder (PTSD), depression, anxiety, emotional distress, sleep disorders, somatic complaints 

and behavioural problems (Norris et al., 2002). Among child survivors of the 2008 Wenchuan 

earthquake, more than one in five were identified as having PTSD or depression and their 

well-being was deeply affected (Jia et al., 2010). Children that are affected by disaster can 

also develop intense fears to the same or other disasters as described by Burnham et al. 

(2008) in their research after Hurricane Katrina. Studies also show that (natural or human-

induced) disasters are among the eight most feared situations across children between the 

age 8-17 years old (Ollendick, 1983; Ollendick et al., 1985). These hazard-related fears also 

exist in children who have experienced and also those who have not experienced disasters 

(Burnham et al., 2008). 

2. 4.3. Impact of disasters on children’s education  
Post disaster assessment reports showed that when disaster strikes, significant numbers of 

schools are often damaged, and books and education records are lost or destroyed 

decreasing the quality of services for the children (International Recovery Platform, 2014; 

Sinclair, 2001). A further issue in this context is that if buildings are not damaged, schools 

will often serve as temporary shelters for displaced people where they remain until they can 

go back safely back to their settlements, thus further complicating educational continuity 

(Sinclair, 2001). Children who are displaced by disaster and consequently miss schooling, 

experience academic setbacks and show signs of withdrawal (Johnson & Ronan, 2014; Pane 

et al., 2008; Redlener et al., 2010). 

Regular, small and medium scale disasters exacerbate the school dropout rate, preventing 

children from gaining life-sustaining and life-saving knowledge and skills (INEE, 2010; Plan 
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International, 2012b; Ronan, 2014). For example, the student drop-out rate in flood-prone 

areas in Cambodia is 22% higher compared with the national average (ADPC, 2008).  

Despite the abovementioned facts, there is still very little research that assesses the impact 

of disasters on children’s education performances, including the long-term effects (e.g. 

Redlener et al., 2010). There is also a dearth of studies that assess the effectiveness of 

implementing DRR-related measures in education institution (e.g. schools) prior to disasters 

and the role of these measures in promoting educational continuity, children’s and teachers’ 

wellbeing and other outcomes.  

2. 4.4. Children as agents of change 

The latest report by UNICEF (2014b) showed that in 2012, there were more than 2.2 billion 

children4 in a total world population of approximately 7 billion. That is, nearly one-third of 

today’s population are children. This is a significant change compared to 20 years ago, when 

children made up less than a quarter of the world’s population (UNICEF, 1996).  

In general, children are regarded as a broad vulnerable group and often combined with 

women, the disabled, and elderly, and sometimes indigenous people in the DRR policy and 

strategy documents at the global to local levels (Mitchell, P. & Borchard, 2014; Peek, 2008). 

If we use this broad paradigm, looking at every child the same way, we fail to take into 

account what makes a child vulnerable and what they are vulnerable to. Most importantly, 

children are not gender neutral and boys and girls have different capacities and 

vulnerabilities (Haynes et al., 2010; Plan International, 2011).  

Vulnerability is defined as “the characteristics of a person or group and their situation that 

influence their capacity to anticipate, cope with, resist and recover from the impact of a 

natural hazard” (Wisner et al., 2004, p. 11). There are various characteristics that influence 

children’s capacity and vulnerability in a society including age, gender, beliefs, culture, race, 

and family structure, with each factor effecting capacity and vulnerability (positively or 

negatively) in different ways (Lopez et al., 2012; Peek & Fothergill, 2014).  

For example, children in different age groups and contexts have distinct characteristics, 

strengths and weaknesses. Moreover, not all children are more vulnerable than all adults.  

                                                   
4 As defined by United Nations, a child is a person under the age of 18 
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2. 5. Child-centred disaster risk reduction 
In some cases, children may be more resilient than adults (Bartlett, 2008). Unfortunately 

disaster management practices remain dominated by programs and strategies targeted at 

adults where children are seen as passive victims with a limited role to play (Mitchell, T. et 

al., 2008; US National Commission on Children and Disasters, 2010).  

In spite of this, advancements have been made in building the evidences on the benefits of 

involving children in DRR (e.g. Haynes et al., 2010; Haynes & Tanner, 2015; Mitchell, T. et al., 

2008; Save the Children, 2008; Tanner, 2010; UNICEF, 2012). These publications challenge 

common misperceptions that children are passive victims with a limited role to play. Rather 

they support the notion that when children are capacitated and supported by adults through 

CCDRR, children can be better prepared to protect themselves, others, and also generate 

significant changes among their family and within their communities (as shown in Back et al., 

2009; UNISDR & Plan International, 2012). 

As the practice of CCDRR grows, there has been an associated increase of research in this 

sector. The focus of these studies has started to diverge into two main bodies of 

investigation and knowledge: 1) the integration of DRR into the education sectors; and, 2) 

children’s participation in DRR. The progress made in both fields is discussed in the following 

sections. 

2. 5.1. DRR education studies: progress so far 

Substantial efforts have been made to integrate DRR in the education sector (Ronan, 2014). 

This was especially the case since the global campaign on “Disaster Risk Reduction Begins at 

School” led by UNISDR (2015b).For example, an online database in PreventionWeb (2015) 

holds more than 2,000 items on disaster education including playbooks, training modules, 

guidelines, and teaching materials targeting a variety of audiences including children, 

teachers, facilitators, and government officials in various languages. In the 2013 Global 

Assessment Report, 72% of reporting countries specified that DRR had been integrated in 

their national education curriculum (Ronan, 2014). It was also noted that, despite capacity 

and resource limitation, progress has been made in integrating DRR education at the 

institutional level (ibid). 

Even though there is a bulk of education materials and many efforts are being done to 

promote disaster education in schools, there seems to be a lack of comprehensive and 

systematic evaluation on the outcomes and impacts of these programs (Ronan, 2014; 
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UNESCO & UNICEF, 2012). Most studies evaluating DRR education are of a one-off, ad-hoc 

nature conducted by NGOs or academia rather than led by the government agencies 

(Johnson et al., 2014b; Ronan, 2014). 

However, Johnson et al. (2014b) conducted an overview of research in this field which 

included a broad and systematic review of 35 studies that evaluated DRR education for 

children. Johnson et al. (2014b) identified that DRR education has provided positive 

outcomes for children, in relation to preparedness. For example, a series of correlational and 

quasi-experimental studies on DRR education in New Zealand identified that children who 

had been exposed to a DRR education program had better knowledge, reduced levels of 

hazard-related fears, and more stable risk-perceptions (Finnis et al., 2010; Ronan et al., 

2010; Ronan & Johnston, 2001, 2003; Ronan et al., 2001).  

Shaw et al. (2004) draws the same conclusion that DRR education in schools can provide 

benefits to children, noting as well that self-learning and education induced from family and 

community also play an important part in enhancing disaster preparedness behaviour and 

practices. Other studies have also investigated the link between DRR education programs 

with preparedness at homes (Finnis et al., 2010; Ronan et al., 2010; Ronan et al., 2012). 

These studies found that adjustments for better preparedness were made, however, the 

level of adjustments were minor.  

Based on focus group discussions with New Zealand teachers, Johnson et al. (2014c) 

identified eight facilitating and eight deterrent factors that influences teachers to use DRR 

education material “What’s the Plan, Stan?” (Table 1). 

 Table 1. Facilitating and deterrent factors to use of "What's the Plan, Stan?" 

Facilitating Factors Deterrent Factors 
School-wide use of the resource 
Promotion of the resource by teachers 
Direct engagement with local CDEM5 staff 
Teacher’s interest in the subject 
Student’s interest in the subject 
Good-quality design 
Recent disaster 
Teachers’ training 

Voluntary nature 
Lack of awareness of the DRR education 
resource 
Perception that training is needed for its use 
Lack of school-wide use 
Lack of relevancy when no disaster occurred 
Incompatibility with teaching methods 
Competing extracurricular topics 
Lack of direct engagement with local CDEM 
staff 

 

                                                   
5 CDEM is New Zealand’s Civil Defence and Emergency Management office 
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These findings reinforce previous studies identifying factors that influence the 

implementation of DRR education, which are: the quality of DRR education materials, 

availability of teaching aids (e.g. videos and brochures), time constraints, engagement with 

subject matter experts, and exposure to previous disasters (Falkiner, 2003); the use of 

interactive teaching aids (e.g. glove puppets and songs), interactive learning methodology 

(i.e. role playing), teachers’ training, regular practice through drills and workshops among 

teachers (Izadkhah & Heshmati, 2007); involvement of subject matter experts, quality of 

materials, and involvement of community and student’s family were influencing the 

outcomes of DRR education (Shiwaku et al., 2007); and integration with other subjects in the 

curriculum and practicing drills regularly (Johnston, David et al., 2011). 

2. 5.2. Children participation on DRR: progress so far 
This field of study focuses on enabling children to be positive change makers in their 

communities through participation in DRR. The prominent literature in this field consists of 

reports and case studies produced by child-focused NGOs (Mitchell, T. et al., 2009). For 

example, UNISDR and Plan International (2012) documented stories made by children in 

seven Asian countries illustrating children’s role in addressing disaster risk and the impact of 

climate change and advocating for governments, NGOs and private sectors to promote DRR.  

Furthermore, there has been an attempt to strengthen CCDRR programming by forming 

coalitions with academic institutions such as the Children in a Changing Climate (CCC)6 

Coalition to foster collaboration between academics and practitioners. A series of peer-

reviewed and non-peer-reviewed studies focusing on children’s participation in DRR have 

been published from this coalition. Findings of these studies are discussed next. 

Molina et al. (2009) conducted action research in the Philippines on the application of child-

friendly tools and described the key steps to using them. The tools were effective in 

capturing unique perspectives of children compared with adults (see also Seballos & Tanner, 

2009; Tanner et al., 2009). For example, the children identified non-environmentally friendly 

livelihood practices, poor waste management, social hazards (gambling, drugs, and 

community conflict), health and disease, and global environmental problems. These hazards 

were not identified by adults, especially men (Tanner et al., 2009). Some of these tools were 

later documented in Plan International’s CCDRR toolkit (2010a).  
                                                   
6 The Children in a Changing Climate Coalition was formed ‘to lead child-focused research, development and 
humanitarian organisations, each with a commitment to share knowledge, co-ordinate their actions and to 
work with children as protagonists rather than just as victims’ (Gautam & Oswald, 2008, p. 7). The coalition 
includes the Institute of Development Studies, Plan International, Save the Children, UNICEF, and World Vision. 
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Tanner et al. (2009) documented case studies of children taking action on DRR from 

communities in El Salvador and the Philippines, including protecting schools from floods, 

mangrove restoration, hurricane preparedness, flood and river erosion prevention, and 

campaigning against illegal mining. Based on the CCDRR work in these two countries, Tanner 

(2010) then identifies four distinct roles of children in relation to DRR, which are unique risk 

identifiers -as noted earlier by Tanner et al. (2009)-, risk communicators, community 

mobilisers, and agents of change. Subsequently, Haynes et al. (2010) conducted action 

research in Indonesia assessing the influence of gender and religion and found unique 

differences between adult men and women with boys and girls when they rank and identify 

the risks and actions needed to address them. 

Haynes and Tanner (2015) tested the use of participatory videos (PV) made by children in 

the Philippines in 2009 and identified that PV is an effective tool in motivating children to 

undertake research of their own, communicating children’s views, concerns, and ideas to 

policy makers and the wider community, and ultimately empowering children as advocators. 

This method was also used by Gautam and Oswald (2008) in Nepal to capture the views of 

children on the impacts of climate change and generate recommendations for policy makers. 

However, Plush (2009) illustrates several barriers of PV, including familiarity of the people 

with the subjects that they want to raise, power relations within the community, and 

technological issues. Nevertheless, PV continues to be used in CCDRR by Plan International in 

Vietnam and Indonesia.7 

A more comprehensive publication examining children’s action on DRR in 12 countries to 

bring change to their communities are documented by Back et al. (2009). The study 

reinforces previous findings of CCDRR where with sufficient knowledge and support by 

adults, children are able to deliver a strong voice and take action to influence and transform 

communities from the grass-root level up to the international stage.  

In 2011, the CCC coalition facilitated the creation of the Children’s Charter for DRR which 

was launched at the 2011 Global Platform for DRR (Children in a Changing Climate, 2011). 

The charter consists of an action plan towards five key priorities for DRR: safe schools, child 

protection, access to information and participation, safe community infrastructure, and 

reaching the most vulnerable. Two years after the launch, the CCC coalition generated a 

                                                   
7 Documentation of PVs are available at http://plan-international.org/where-we-work/asia/case-
studies/children2019s-films-educate-communities-about-disaster-risks/ [Retrieved on 18 April 2015] 
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report showing that progress had been made on all five key priorities, but there needs to be 

more efforts (Bild & Ibrahim, 2013).  

The CCC coalition appeared to be producing mutual benefits: academic institutions were 

given access to NGOs projects at the grass root level, and in return academic publications 

built the evidence needed to support the advocacy efforts of the NGOs. Unfortunately, this 

type of collaboration is not common and as such the number of publications in this field 

remains very limited.  

There are, however, several papers borne outside this coalition that are relevant to CCDRR, 

including Mitchell, T. et al. (2008) described the unique role of children in communicating 

risks in El Salvador and New Orleans. Brown and Dodman (2014) investigating  CCDRR in four 

Asian cities and found that street children, working children and children living in poor 

settlements are more vulnerable to environmental hazards, disasters and climate change. 

Meanwhile, Mitchell, P. and Borchard (2014) delivered arguments on mainstreaming 

children’s needs and capacities into community-based adaptation. 

Towers et al. (2014) examined the progress of CCDRR in Australia highlighting that whilst 

there is a positive effect of DRR education on children that are exposed to the program, 

there is a need to have supporting policies, services and practices in the disaster 

management sector to enable children to be agents of change. In addition, a study in the 

Philippines by Fernandez and Shaw (2015) identified that the presence of supportive 

institutions such as science clubs can become a catalysts for children to disseminate 

knowledge on DRR. 

2. 6. Comparison between studies on DRR education and children’s 

participation 
There is a clear link between the two fields of study. Studies of children’s participation in 

DRR identified that, with the right knowledge, skills, and support, children can bring change 

to their society and promote resilience (as shown in Back et al., 2009; Haynes & Tanner, 

2015; Mitchell, T. et al., 2008). Meanwhile, studies have demonstrated that DRR education 

programs have been proven to increase children’s knowledge and skills in DRR, making it a 

key element towards children’s participation in DRR. 

Seeing that there are two bodies of investigation and knowledge, a comparative review on 

DRR education and children’s participation studies was undertaken. Relevant papers on 

children’s participation in DRR that were previously highlighted were included in this 
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comparison study. Other papers related to CCDRR were omitted because they were 

replicates of the aforementioned papers or due to a lack of information on the research 

methodologies applied within the study. Studies on DRR education were compiled using the 

list of papers that was used by Johnson et al. (2014b), omitting only those which were 

unpublished studies and internal reports. Overall, 43 studies were examined (Table 2) using 

the following five parameters for comparison: research design, data collection tools, 

research locations, research participants, and findings).  
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Table 2. A review of 43 CCDRR studies and the nature of the research design and its methodologies (Back et 
al., 2009; Black & Powell, 2012; Brown & Dodman, 2014; Buchanan et al., 2009; Clerveaux, Virginia et al., 2010; 
Coomer et al., 2008; Falkiner, 2003; Fernandez & Shaw, 2015; Finnis et al., 2010; Frau et al., 1992; Gaillard & 
Pangilinan, 2010; Gautam & Oswald, 2008; Gulay, 2010; Haynes et al., 2010; Haynes & Tanner, 2015; Hilyard et 
al., 2011; Izadkhah & Heshmati, 2007; Jang et al., 2011; Johnson, 2011; Johnson et al., 2014a; Johnston, D et al., 
2006; Kurita et al., 2006; Mitchell, T. et al., 2008; Molina et al., 2009; Naya, 2007; Plush, 2009; Powell et al., 
2011; Ronan et al., 2010; Ronan et al., 2012; Ronan & Johnston, 2001; Ronan et al., 2001; Shaw et al., 2004; 
Shiwaku & Shaw, 2008; Shiwaku et al., 2007; Smith, 2011; Tanner, 2010; Towers, 2015; Towers et al., 2014; TR 
Ministry of Education et al., n.d.; Wachtendorf et al., 2008) 

 DRR education 
studies 

Children’s 
participation in DRR 

studies 

Total 

Research locations  
Developing 

countries 8 10 18 
Developed 

countries 24 1 25 
Research participants 

 
 

 Children 27 11 38 
School personnel 8 2 10 
Parents 4 4 8 
Public officials 1 6 7 
Wider community 2 4 6 
NGO 0 4 4 

Findings 
 

 
 Positive 21 10 31 

Mixed 5 0 5 
No effect 4 0 4 
Not conclusive 2 1 3 

Research design 
 

 
 Qualitative 5 10 15 

Quantitative 20 1 21 
Mixed methods 7 0 7 

Data collection tools 
 

 
 Focus groups 2 5 7 

Interviews 5 6 11 
Observations 4 2 6 
PVA 0 4 4 
Questionnaire 27 1 28 
Content reviews 0 0 0 
Participatory video 2 1 3 

 

The review revealed that there are distinct differences between the two fields of study. The 

following sections provide detail on each parameter, with research design and data 

collection tools grouped together. 
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2. 6.1. Research locations 

Most of the studies on DRR education were undertaken in developed countries, with the 

majority in the United States of America (US) (11 studies) and New Zealand (8). Only 6 

developing countries were involved in these studies: Turkey, Sri Lanka, Iran, Nepal, the 

Grenadines, and the Philippines. However, nearly all the studies on children’s participation in 

DRR were undertaken in developing countries. This reflects the influence of NGO's in 

developing countries and their agenda to conduct bottom up participatory research. 

In general though, studies on children’s participation in DRR are very limited compared with 

studies on DRR education or other studies related to children and disasters. It is therefore 

safe to assume that more studies on this topic are needed in order to understand the best 

way to actively involved children in DRR. In addition, a higher emphasis should be stressed 

for DRR education studies to be undertaken in developing countries. Similarly, more studies 

on children’s participation in DRR should be undertaken in developed countries. 

2. 6.2. Research participants 
Most studies on DRR education only involved students and teachers. From 32 studies, only 

four evaluations included parents, two studies involved the general public (adults), one 

included public officials as participants, while none included NGOs as research participants. 

This shows that the literature examining the implementation of DRR education is dominated 

by the interaction between teachers and students.  

In contrast, studies on child participation in DRR involved a wide range of stakeholders, 

capturing the views of parents, community leaders, government officials, and NGOs. The 

findings from these studies illustrate that adults’ involvement is essential for children to turn 

knowledge they received in schools (or other institutions) into everyday practice. More 

specifically, parent’s roles are essential in applying DRR education at home, providing 

consent for children to participate in activities at schools and local communities, and also 

providing support and validation of the activity within the community (Haynes et al., 2010; 

Seballos & Tanner, 2011; Towers et al., 2014). 

The influence of gender, religion and age groups has also been assessed in studies on child 

participation in DRR (such as Haynes et al., 2010; Haynes & Tanner, 2015). However, these 

aspects, which are considered important factors in terms of their influence on children’s 

vulnerabilities and capacities (Lopez et al., 2012; Peek & Fothergill, 2014), have not been 

thoroughly analysed in DRR education studies (Johnson et al., 2014b).  
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On this aspect, DRR education studies should include participants other than teachers and 

students, such as parents and government stakeholders (i.e. disaster management agencies 

and the education sector). These stakeholders are important in influencing children’s 

vulnerabilities and assisting children to take action in reducing risks in their communities 

(Towers et al., 2014). Assessing the underlying factors that influence children’s 

vulnerabilities would enable DRR education to be better grounded and targeted, improving 

its effectiveness.  

2. 6.3. Research findings 

Evaluations on DRR education show a mix of results, 26 out of 32 studies indicate a 

somewhat positive impact of DRR education for children and teachers. Meanwhile, the other 

six showed no effect (4 studies) or inconclusive results (2 studies). There is strong evidence 

of greater awareness, increased knowledge and skills, and increased confidence and positive 

mental state (e.g. reduce fear and anxiety) as a result of DRR education. However, there is 

little evidence that this intervention enables children to reduce disaster risks within their 

communities.  

This is in line with the analysis of Towers et al. (2014) that DRR education alone will not be 

able to bring significant change to the community. For this to occur, children require more 

than education and must be supported with policies and resources, including support from 

relevant authorities.  

All but one of the studies on child participation in DRR documented a positive impact of 

CCDRR intervention at different levels (local, national, and international). For example, with 

the help of a local politician, a group of children in the Philippines were successful in 

campaigning to their community to relocate a school prone to landslides to a safer area 

(Back et al., 2009). At the national level, children’s voices that were captured through PV 

influenced the national action plan for climate change adaptation in Nepal (Gautam & 

Oswald, 2008). Furthermore, a group of children who participated in the 2007 13th UN 

Climate Change Conference and the 2009 Global Platform for DRR, influenced the 

documented outcomes from those events (Back et al., 2009) 

The one study that did not show any impact was an initial assessment of urban children in 

four cities in Asia (Brown & Dodman, 2014). Nevertheless, it generated recommendations 

for CCDRR programming (ibid). 
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2. 6.4. Research design and data collection tools 

Of the studies reviewed on DRR education, 20 employed quantitative analysis. Seven utilised 

a mixed method approach and five used a qualitative only approach. There is a strong 

preference (27 from 32 studies) in using quantitative methods for the collection of data on 

DRR education (e.g. using questionnaires).  

Questionnaires have the advantage of gathering information from large groups and it is 

usually quicker and simpler to analyse numerical data compared with qualitative data (Bell, 

2007). However, this tool cannot gather in-depth data in relation to the effectiveness of the 

process and has limitation in assessing children’s learning, particularly for young participants 

(Johnson et al., 2014b). This method also restricts participants’ responses to those listed by 

researchers, it does not allow the collection of data otherwise important to the participants 

or data relating to wider issues at play, such as underlying vulnerabilities.  

This is significantly different to studies on children’s participation in DRR, with all studies 

except one applying a qualitative research design. Among these, a variety of participatory 

data collection tools were used and some were adjusted to be more child-friendly in order to 

engage children to express their views and concerns (Molina et al., 2009). The use of focus 

groups and interviews were popular in these studies. These methods are useful to explore 

participants’ knowledge and experiences and reasons for their views and opinions (Kitzinger, 

1995; Kvale, 2007). Focus group discussions in particular are considered to be more cost 

effective in collecting large amounts of qualitative data in a relatively short period of time 

(Parker & Tritter, 2006).  

Three studies highlighted the use of PV as a powerful tool for documenting children’s 

perspectives and communicating them to the wider community (Gautam & Oswald, 2008; 

Haynes & Tanner, 2015). However, these studies also noted the limitations of PV and 

warned that intensive preparation is needed (Plush, 2009). The ethnographic method of 

participant observation was used in a New Orleans case study enabling the researcher to see 

the world through the eyes of the participants and provided the researcher a more complete 

understanding on situations surrounding the affected youth minority in a Vietnamese 

community (Mitchell, T. et al., 2008).  

The studies on children’s participation in DRR were mainly undertaken in collaboration with 

NGOs and almost all used qualitative methods. One criticism of this approach is that the 

researcher can become subjectively immersed in the subject matter, especially with 
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ethnographic method (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Therefore care must be taken with data 

collection and analysis and all potential biases avoided, and if any, explained. However, it 

must be noted that even quantitative methods can be open to subjective bias and no 

methods or analysis are considered to be totally objective (Phillips, 1990). 

Child participation studies have used a descriptive research design, which often takes place 

as a one-off event, and sometimes conducted after the research participants are involved in 

CCDRR intervention. None of the studies reviewed here included a control group who were 

not exposed to the intervention, in their investigation. This makes it difficult to critically and 

rigorously determine the effectiveness of CCDRR programs. In comparison, 22 studies on 

DRR education have used quasi-experimental and experimental methods (Johnson et al., 

2014b). These methods enable them to provide a comparison between different groups, 

either before and after interventions or with control groups. 

2. 7. Closing notes 
Disaster management programming and strategies remain dominated by adults and children 

remains seen as one of the vulnerable groups in a disaster. However, research has 

demonstrated that if they are provided with the right knowledge and tools and are 

supported by adults, children can deliver significant change for themselves and their 

communities. This notion is important as nearly one-third of the world’s population are 

children and the strategies implemented today have the potential to deliver long-term 

impacts to today’s children. 

Research on children and disasters mainly comprise of three main themes: the impact of 

disasters to children, DRR education, and children’s participation in DRR. Over the last 

decade, the two latter themes have started to gain popularity and there has been an 

increased number of papers published in these fields. However, studies on children’s 

participation in DRR remains small in number compared to other studies on children and 

disasters.  

Notably, several of the papers on children’s participation in DRR were published as a result 

of collaborations between NGOs and academia. From this perspective, new tools and 

approaches have emerged in CCDRR practices and evidence on the impact of children’s 

participation documented. Due to these positive outcomes, this type of collaboration should 

be maintained and replicated to deliver more positive outcomes for children that are 

conducted directly with those who deliver a large percentage of the programs, e.g. NGOs.  
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2. 7.1. Implication of the literature review to the research 

The comparison between studies on DRR education and child participation in DRR has shown 

a number of positive and negative factors on both sides. Qualitative studies provide in-depth 

investigations on the barriers and challenges in children’s participation in DRR, including 

capturing the views from a wide range of stakeholders. Meanwhile, quantitative studies are 

able to capture information from a larger group of participants and are relatively easier to 

replicate for comparisons. Developed countries would benefit learning from the studies on 

children’s participation in DRR, particularly turning knowledge and skills received from DRR 

education into practice. In the meantime, developing countries would gain advantage from 

learning lessons from developed countries on how to increase the effectiveness of DRR 

education.  

Significant benefits could be gained by combining the methods in order to investigate how 

DRR education can promote positive behaviour on DRR and consequently enhance children’s 

participation in DRR in schools, at homes, and their surrounding community.  

Therefore, in order to advance this area of research, a mixed methods approach is applied 

here. As demonstrated, qualitative methods have been used to gain a detailed 

understanding of a previously un-researched area. This study extends this analysis through a 

quantitative exploration in order to capture the perspectives of a wider sample of children. 

In addition, the views of teachers and NGOs are also captured. The Johnson study has 

identified factors influencing teachers in implementing DRR education. Hence, these findings 

are being further tested and developed in the Indonesian context.  

Although the views of parents and government agencies are also considered important, the 

time constraints of this Master of Research study limited the number of participants who 

could be involved. This is discussed later in section 6.1. 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

3.1. Study Design 
This study used a multi informant, mixed method sequential approach, focusing on three 

distinct samples: school personnel, DRR professionals within child-focused NGO’s working in 

Jakarta and children. Previous studies have captured the views of children (Back et al., 2009; 

Tanner, 2010), teachers and other school personnel (Buchanan et al., 2009; Johnson & 

Ronan, 2014; Shiwaku et al., 2006), and NGOs (Djalante & Thomalla, 2012). However, there 

are very few studies that combined the perspectives of all these stakeholder groups, 

especially none in the field of DRR education.  

Different research methods were applied based on the level of previous research and to suit 

the different research participants. In the first stage, information from school personnel was 

collected through the use of a structured questionnaire. The Johnson study used focus 

groups to identify facilitating and deterring factors on implementing DRR education in 

classroom settings. Thus, the questionnaire method was used to test these factors in the 

Indonesian context among a group of participants. Previous studies on DRR education have 

also used questionnaires as the preferred way to measure risk perspectives, knowledge and 

views of teachers and students (Johnson et al., 2014b). 

The second stage consisted of a focus group discussion (FGD) with staff from child-focused 

NGOs. There have been very few references that have captured the views and opinions of 

NGOs, specifically on DRR education. Thus, an FGD approach was considered as the best way 

to explore the issues in-depth and enable further clarification if needed (Kitzinger, 1995; 

Parker & Tritter, 2006). In addition, as part of the sequential nature of the design, some of 

the discussions in the FGD were guided from the findings of the school personnel survey, 

specifically on the implementation of DRR education. 

The final stage captured the children’s opinions. Past studies have documented evidence on 

children’s fears towards disasters (Burnham et al., 2008; Ollendick, 1983; Ollendick et al., 

1985), their unique way in identifying and understanding risk (Haynes & Tanner, 2015; 

Mitchell, T. et al., 2009), and their interest in DRR (Back et al., 2009; UNISDR & Plan 

International, 2012). Therefore, given the range of previous findings, the questionnaire 

method was used to measure relevant hypotheses among a large group of children. In 

addition, a questionnaire approach has been shown to be a useful tool to garner information 
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from children who might be afraid or shy to speak during in an interview or focus group 

setting (Gallagher, 2009). Initial findings from previous stages (e.g. role of children in DRR, 

source of DRR education, and interests of children in DRR) influenced the design of the 

children’s questionnaire.  

A critical realist approach is used in this study. The overall analysis used a thematic focus, 

stressing the pursuit of a better understanding of the underlying problems. Although it is 

acknowledged that the root drivers are influenced by structures in society which may not be 

measurable, but contain the mechanisms that guide the events (Emmel, 2013; Sayer, 1992; 

Watts, 2006).  

The research was completed between late November 2014 and mid-January 2015. Each 

stage of the research is discussed in detail in the following sections. 

3.2. Stage 1: Primary school personnel questionnaire 

3.2.1. Participants and procedure 

A total of 44 members of staff from 39 flood prone Jakarta primary schools completed the 

questionnaire (Figure 1, p. 4). This included seven school principals, 34 teachers, and one 

administrator. Two people did not state their positions. Participants included 22 females and 

22 males, whose age ranged from 22 to 59 years (M = 43.71, SD = 11.23).  

These schools were selected as flood-prone schools identified by the Provincial Disaster 

Management Agency (BPBD) of Jakarta and were invited to attend a three-day training 

course on Child-Friendly Disaster Management for primary school teachers. All participants 

that attended the course agreed to take part in the survey, which was implemented once 

the training had been completed (see procedure section for further detail). The school 

personnel were from schools ranging from 107 to 500 students with an average of 273 

students per school.  The exception here was one school principal who managed two schools 

with a combined enrolment of 900 pupils. Based on the discussions during the training, it 

became clear that all of the school personnel had experience of disaster events, particularly 

floods.  

3.2.2. Materials 

The school personnel questionnaire was adapted from CCDRR theory and research, including 

findings from previous studies (Table 3) and then adjusted for the Indonesian context. Items 

were designed by a combination of parameters that have been identified empirically (e.g. 

facilitating and deterrent factors, children’s participation in DRR) and through deductive, 



27 
 

theory-based means (i.e. expert consensus), and based on existing test construction theory 

and guidelines (Kline, 2013). It also includes globally recognized frameworks such as UN 

Conventions for the Rights of Children (1989), Hyogo Framework for Action (2005), and 

Comprehensive School Safety Framework (2014). A similar approach was also used in 

designing the children’s questionnaire.   
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Table 3. Description of the school personnel questionnaire (a copy of the questionnaire is provided in Appendix A) 

No. Parameters Indicators Type of responses Sources 
1. Demographic variables Age, gender, profession, school name, school address, 

number of students, teachers, and school staff 
Short-answer   

2. Child participation in 
DRR 

Role of children in disaster preparedness at different 
environments; influence of DRR activities on children; 
confidence in involving children in DRR. 

7-point Likert Scale (Strongly 
Disagree to Strongly Agree) 

Tanner (2010); United 
Nations (1989) 

3. DRR-related activities 
in schools 

Type of subjects that are useful for children; Type of DRR-
related activities; 

Multiple options GADRRRES and UNISDR 
(2014); Johnson et al. 
(2014c)   Perceived usefulness of the DRR-related activities  Yes/No 

4. Involvement of 
external stakeholders 

Stakeholder mapping for DRR education Multiple options Johnson et al. (2014c) 

  Degree of coordination between school and local council 
and disaster management agency 

7-point Likert scale (No 
Coordination to Strong 
Coordination) 

6. Facilitating and 
deterrent factors on 
DRR education  

Factors influencing teachers in implementing DRR 
education 

Multiple options Johnson et al. (2014c);  

7. Teachers’ training Types of training Multiple options Johnson et al. (2014c, p. 
39), UNESCO and UNICEF 
(2012) 

8. School readiness for 
disasters 

Degree of readiness for disasters 7-point Likert scale (Not At All to 
Highly Ready) 

Whittaker and Handmer 
(2010) 

9. Role of children in 
contingency planning 
process 

Degree that children are involved in each step of 
contingency planning process 

Multiple options BNPB (2013), Save the 
Children (2007a) 
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Different types of responses were used, and where appropriate, options of “I don’t know” 

and/or “Other, please specify” were added in order to not restrict participants to the 

predefined options (Bird, 2009). The questionnaire was pre-tested with several academic 

colleagues experienced in this field. 

Five parameters that dealt specifically with the issue of DRR education were selected for 

analysis in this study, as follows: 1) child participation in DRR, 2) DRR related activities in 

schools, 3) involvement of external stakeholders, 4) facilitating and deterrent factors on DRR 

education and 5) teachers’ training. Other findings from the questionnaire will be further 

explored for later study.  

Two questions related to facilitating and deterrent factors on DRR education are central to 

this study. These factors included eight deterrent and eight facilitating factors identified 

from the Johnson et al. (2014a) study. Building on this, three deterrent and four facilitating 

factors were added in consideration of the Indonesian context (Error! Reference source not 

found.). Participants were able to select multiple factors.  

The additional factors were developed primarily based on the author’s personal 

observations and experience working on DRR education in Indonesia. One of the approaches 

that has been used in Indonesia is to infuse DRR learning materials within the existing 

curriculum (UNESCO & UNICEF, 2012). Therefore, a parameter was added on “Innovative 

methods for curriculum inclusion (e.g., combining learning with school drills)” and “Lack of 

knowledge in developing curriculum for disaster education” to investigate teacher’s capacity 

in infusing DRR into the existing curriculum. In addition, community representatives play an 

important role in the management of Indonesian schools, as described by Vernez et al. 

(2012). Thus, another parameter was added related to the role of the community in 

influencing DRR education in schools. Furthermore, Indonesia has inserted DRR education in 

the curriculum guidelines since 2009 (The Curriculum Centre or Pusat Kurikulum, 2009). 

Therefore, a parameter of “Clear policies for school to deliver disaster risk reduction 

education for children” was added to explore whether or not school personnel have clarity 

about this policy.  Lastly, from anecdotal observations and experience, a typical problem that 

appears to influence teachers is the availability of resources – funding or dedicated 

personnel - that usually occur. This is also implied by Johnson et al. (2014c).  Thus, an item to 

assess this possibility was included that questioned whether or not “Dedicated personnel 

and budget (are) made available.” 
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Table 4. Facilitating and deterrent factors for teachers to implement DRR education 

No. Deterrent factors Facilitating factors 
 Taken from the Johnson study (8 facilitating and 8 deterrent factors) 
1. Lack of “ready to go” and “child-

friendly” teaching resources 
Availability of useful “ready to go” and 
“child friendly” teaching resources 

2. Lack of training in developing and/ or 
delivering programs of this sort 

Promotion on the teaching resources by 
other teachers or education personnel 

3. The topic is not relevant for the 
students 

Training available on how to develop and/or 
deliver such programs for children 

4. The topic is not a priority by the school 
management 

The topic becomes a priority by the school 
management 

5. Not compatible with my beliefs about 
what children should learn in school 

Topic is timely in relation to upcoming risk 
for local natural hazards (e.g., 
bushfire/fire/cyclone/flooding seasons) 

6. Not enough space in the curriculum Personal interest in the topic 
7. Weak coordination between schools, 

disaster management agency, and local 
councils 

Student interest in the topic 

8. No clear mandate and/ or policies to 
implement disaster risk reduction 
education for children 

Good partnerships between schools, 
disaster management agency, and local 
councils 

  
 Additional factors considering the Indonesian context (3 facilitating and 4 deterrent 

factors) 
9. Lack of knowledge in developing 

curriculum for disaster education 
Innovative methods for curriculum inclusion 
(e.g., combining learning with school drills) 

10. Lack of interest from the community Clear policies for schools to deliver disaster 
risk reduction education for children 

11. Not enough budget and personnel Dedicated personnel and budget made 
available 

12. Other, please specify High demand from the local community/ 
students on disaster risk reduction 
education for children 

13.  Other, please specify 
 

3.2.3. Procedure 

The self-completed questionnaire was distributed at the end of a training session organised 

by the Provincial Disaster Management Agency (BPBD) of Jakarta and the Consortium for 

Disaster Education (CDE). The training was a focused session for staff in flood-prone primary 

schools in the Jakarta area to learn more about appropriate preparedness and emergency 

response measures for their schools. While the training did not cover DRR education, the 

session was considered a good opportunity to target a large group of teaching staff who not 

only worked at high-risk schools but would also have an increased awareness of the risks 

they faced and disaster-related terminologies.  
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An explanation of the nature of the research, including its purpose and ethical measures, 

was provided. Participants completed the questionnaire in the same setting. However, 

observations made it clear that they did not discuss their responses with each other.  

3.2.4. Data management and analysis 

The data set was first screened for errors visually, and then by investigating the score ranges 

using frequency tables for all variables, and checking for any missing values. No errors or 

missing values were found and frequencies were found to be in range. Statistical analyses 

using reliability tests were considered but were not applied as the sample size was 

considered too small. 

3.3. Stage 2: Focus group discussion with NGOs 

3.3.1. Participants 

The FGD was organised with the following five child-focused development agencies that 

promote the implementation of DRR education in Indonesia: United Nations Office for 

Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (UN OCHA) –representing CDE, Plan International 

(Plan), UNICEF, Save the Children (STC), and World Vision Indonesia (WVI).  

These agencies were selected because they are international agencies who have CCDRR 

programs in Indonesia. Two other organisations (Indonesia Red Cross and Child Fund 

International) were invited however, one agency did not respond to the invitation and the 

other was unable to attend due to unforeseen circumstances. It was intentional to invite 

only international agencies, despite the fact that there are also local NGOs who have CCDRR 

projects in Jakarta. This is because from my long-standing experience working in this sector, 

CCDRR projects in Indonesia continue to be driven by international NGOs. Local NGOs often 

act as implementing agencies of these international NGOs and tend to partner with and 

follow the policies of and direction from international agencies.  

Five people (three males and two females), one from each organisation, participated, which 

is considered an ideal number for FGD on non-commercial topics (Krueger & Casey, 2015). 

The small size allowed time for in-depth discussions and clarifications. The participants were 

middle to senior level staff with more than 7 years of experience in implementing DRR 

projects in Indonesia. There are no differences on the way participants discussed the issues 

between genders.  
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3.3.2. FGD topics 

A series of discussion topics (see Appendix B) was developed based on my personal 

experience of working as an NGO and CCDRR practitioner and based on the findings of the 

teachers’ survey. However, as is best practice with in-depth qualitative research, it was also 

the intention for participants to discuss and digress on topics they felt were most important 

to ensure coverage of a wide range of issues related to CCDRR (Kitzinger, 1995).  

The first half of the session covered topics in relation to the CCDRR work participants had 

been involved with, specifically the following: participants’ views of their agencies 

experiences and understanding of CCDRR; the successes, barriers and challenges to 

implementation, sustaining and scaling-up; measures used to overcome problems; and, 

other issues linked to sustainability and scaling-up. The second half of the session focused on 

the role of children in contingency planning. Seven steps of contingency planning and three 

levels of children’s participation were developed based on guidelines from BNPB (2013) and 

Save the Children (2007a). The findings from the second half of the session will be used for 

later study focusing on children’s participation in contingency planning processes.  

3.3.3. Procedure 

FGD participants were briefed on the nature of the research, including its purpose and 

ethical measures. Participants were also asked for their permission to record the discussion.  

My background in working for a child-focused NGO in Indonesia enabled an informal and 

relaxed environment that was intended to facilitate an honest and critical discussion. 

However, it was also recognised that my involvement as moderator of the FGD could create 

bias due to my knowledge of CCDRR programs and past employment with NGOs. To avoid 

this, and to promote increased data collection rigour following FGD methodological 

recommendations, I had a very limited role in the discussions. That is, this involvement 

included only prompting and providing probing questions when needed, thereby avoiding 

the temptation to contribute my own perspectives (as shown in Barbour, 2010; Morgan, 

2012).  

The FGD was held in a UN meeting room that is regularly used as a meeting place for NGOs 

and therefore seen as a “neutral”, and also familiar space for the participants. Most 

participants were active in the FGD and shared their own perspectives and experiences. The 

discussion lasted for 1 hour and 40 minutes.  
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3.3.4. Data management and analysis 

The audio recording was transcribed verbatim and the transcripts analysed with the use of 

the qualitative data analysis software, QSR NVivo 10®. I assigned coding using a Grounded 

Theory method. This method was selected since there studies involving NGOs in DRR 

education are very limited. Therefore, it is an appropriate approach to construct new 

theories and to understand new trends in research (Greig et al., 2012).  

This theory provides a systematic yet flexible, rigorous, and comprehensive approach for 

collecting and analysing data in qualitative research (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007b). The theory 

allows the researchers to analyse the data with an open mind not limited by previous 

theories (Mardis et al., 2014). 

The coding process was completed in three stages, as per recommendations from Bryant 

and Charmaz (2007a):  

(1) Initial coding was completed to define the barriers and challenges in the implementation 

of CCDRR practices, as stated by each participant. To ensure rigour, a co-researcher also 

coded a section of the transcript in order to verify the coding schema developed.  

(2) Focussed coding involved a deeper analysis of the initial coding structure where each 

comment was classified in terms of whether it related to implementation barriers and 

challenges associated with: a) governments, b) NGOs, and/or c) schools (including teachers, 

children or students);  

(3) Theoretical coding through sorting and arranging quotes to build a cohesive description 

of the barriers and challenges on the implementation of CCDRR practices.  

3.4. Stage 3: Student questionnaire 

3.4.1. Participants 

The questionnaire was conducted with students of Grades 4 and 5 in Kembangan Selatan 2 

Pagi Public Primary School. This school was selected as it has an ongoing DRR education 

program. The school principal took part in the school personnel questionnaire (see Stage 1).  

During the training course, initial rapport was built resulting in permission being granted by 

the principal for this research to be conducted with students at their school. The school has 

one school principal (female), 22 teachers (11 female and 11 male) and two personnel as 

school guards (both male). Nine teachers have bachelor degrees, and 13 teachers have 2-

year diploma degrees in education. 
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Based on personal communication with the school principal, the school is prone to flooding 

every year. In early 2014, there were two occasions where the floodwater reached one 

metre in depth, forcing the school to be closed for a week on both occasions. Students in 

grades 4 and 5 were selected as previous studies have demonstrated that they have 

sufficient reading and communication abilities to respond to the type of items included 

(Clerveaux, V & Spence, 2009; Ronan & Johnston, 2001; Soffer et al., 2010; Towers, 2015).  

A total of 140 students ranging from 9 to 14 years of age (M = 10.48, SD = 0.76, comprised of 

73 girls and 67 boys) responded to the questionnaire. The total number of students enrolled 

at the school is 408 students (204 girls and 204 boys). 

3.4.2. Materials 

The questionnaire for students was comprised of 40 questions divided into three sections 

(Table 5): 1) questions to ascertain demographic information, 2) perspectives of DRR and, 3) 

questions to measure participant’s knowledge on DRR (hereafter referred as the knowledge 

test). Items of the questionnaire were drawn from previous research and theory and 

included questions to ascertain DRR-related knowledge, risk perceptions, emotions, 

attitudes about DRR, participation and school- and home-based readiness for hazards (Table 

5).  

The student questionnaire was pre-tested with several academic colleagues who have 

relevant experience in drafting questionnaires. It was also pre-tested with colleagues from 

Save the Children and then piloted with 182 children in five schools in North Jakarta as part 

of a baseline study conducted by Save the Children.  
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Table 5. Parameters of student questionnaire (a copy of the questionnaire is provided in Appendix C) 

No. Parameters Indicators Type of responses Sources 
1. Demographic variables  Short-answer open-ended 

questions 
 

2. Knowledge of risk and 
DRR  

Types of hazards surrounding children’s homes 
and school;  

Multiple options Webb and Ronan (2014); 
Tanner (2010) 

  Perception of DRR knowledge; Interest in DRR 
and why 

Yes, No, I don’t know  

  Source of DRR knowledge; People close to 
participants 

Multiple options 

3. Emotional factors in 
relation to disasters 

Type of emotions in relation to disasters 4-point Likert scale (1=Not at all to 
4=always) with “I’m not sure” 
option 

Webb and Ronan (2014); 
Johnston, David et al. (2011) 

  Feeling calm and not upset during emergency Yes, Maybe, No, I’m not sure 
4. Participation in DRR 

activities 
Experience in drills, preparedness planning and 
interests in DRR activities 
 

Yes, No, I’m not sure GADRRRES and UNISDR (2014) 

5. Perception of school and 
home readiness 

Level of readiness to face disaster risks 4-point Likert scale (1=Very 
unprepared to 4=very prepared) 
with “I don’t know” 

Whittaker and Handmer (2010) 

6. The knowledge test Questions related to fire prevention and safety 
(5 questions), flood preparedness and response 
(10), and hygiene behaviour (5) 

4-point Multiple options Dinas Pemadam Kebakaran & 
Penanggulangan Bencana 
(n.d.); IFRC (2013); Polda Metro 
Jaya (n.d.); Webb and Ronan 
(2014) 
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The pilot survey showed that children were having difficulties filling in open-ended questions 

and also that their concentration was reduced if the process took over an hour. Therefore, 

the number of open-ended questions was minimised and the total questions restricted to 

simplify and shorten the process. Considering the changes made to the questionnaire, the 

results of the pilot survey are not included in the analysis presented here.  

As with the school personnel survey, options of “I’m not sure”, “I don’t know”, and “Other, 

please specify” were provided to reduce pressure and avoid participants answering 

randomly (Krosnick et al., 2002).  

The questionnaire assesses respondents’ awareness on the risk surrounding them (at homes 

and in school) and their perception regarding their DRR knowledge, and then tests their 

actual knowledge on specific hazards. This is designed to measure respondents’ perceived 

preparedness in relation to their actual knowledge. 

Respondents were asked to identify hazards that are likely to occur in their surroundings (at 

homes and in school). Twelve common hazards in Indonesia (i.e. earthquake, tsunami, 

landslides, volcano eruption, floods, strong winds/ typhoon, droughts, forest/ bush fire, 

structural fire, tidal wave, disease outbreaks, riot, conflict or violence) were presented as 

multiple options and each respondent able to select more than one hazard. An option of 

“Other, please specify” was also presented.  

Dickson et al. (2012) conducted a risk assessment of Jakarta and identified earthquake, 

floods, strong wind, structural fires, and high tide as the likely hazards that may occur in 

Jakarta. Meanwhile, a combination of overcrowding and poor living conditions makes it 

prone to disease outbreaks (WHO, 2005). In addition, historically Jakarta is prone to riot, 

conflict or violence (Tadjoeddin, 1990). From these publications, it was concluded that the 

likely hazards in Jakarta are earthquake, floods, strong wind, structural fires, high tide, 

disease outbreak, riot, conflict, or violence.  

The knowledge test is comprised of questions related to fire prevention and safety, flood 

preparedness and response, and hygiene behaviour. These topics were selected based on 

the hazards that often occur in the study location (i.e. fire risks and floods). Hygiene 

behaviour questions were added as the children are often at-risk from secondary hazards 

(i.e. water-borne diseases) after floods (WHO, 2013).  

Scoring criteria (Table 6) was developed to classify participants according to the level of 

knowledge into the following groups: high, medium and low. For example, participant who 
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selected three correct answers (out of 5 questions) in relation to hygiene were rated to have 

a medium level of knowledge. This classification was used to differentiate children with a 

high level of knowledge in DRR and others who require more learning. 

Table 6. Criteria for classifying children’s knowledge and skills 

No. Type Number of correct answers Total questions 
Low Medium High 

1. Fire prevention and safety 0-2 3-4 5 5 
2. Flood preparedness and response 0-5 6-8 9-10 10 
3. Hygiene behaviour 0-2 3-4 5 5 
4. Overall 0-9 10-18 19-20 20 
 

Based on observations, and the high completion rate, with all children completing all 

questions, its clear that the children coped well with the length of the survey (maximum 60 

minutes).  

3.4.3. Procedure 

The survey was completed during class time over a two-day period in early January 2015, 

prior to the peak of the monsoon season (usually expected in early February). The data 

collection took just under one hour each day.  

The survey participants (students) sat in the class room while the facilitator read out loud 

the questionnaire in front of the class. Beforehand, the facilitator explained the purpose of 

the questionnaire and the research project, how to mark their answers, the expected 

duration and most importantly that their involvement was entirely voluntary. The 

participants were also informed that their response would not affect their academic 

standing. 

The whole process was supervised by a teacher. During the process, discussion about 

question clarification was encouraged. However, no discussion or deliberation between 

students about their answers occurred. Approximate time taken across 4 classroom 

administrations was 60 minutes per session. 

3.4.4. Data management 

The same procedure documented earlier for stage 1 was applied for the student 

questionnaire.  
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Chapter 4 

Results 
The following section describes the results from the three stages: survey questionnaires with 

school personnel and children, respectively, and FGD with child-focused NGOs. Results are 

divided per theme and the FGD results are presented using verbatim quotes of the 

participants.  

4.1. Questionnaire: School personnel  

4.1.1. Children’s involvement in DRR 

The results illustrate that the majority of teachers are confident in their abilities to involve 

children in the disaster preparedness process (86%), feel positive that children should learn 

DRR education in schools (68%), and consider children to have an important role in disaster 

preparedness (89%). The majority of teachers also think that children should be involved in 

developing preparedness plans for their homes (61%) and school (57%). 

However, when it comes to children’s participation, the views of teachers are divided, with 

45% considering that this might increase the risks faced by children and 39% believing that 

children should not be actively involved. This result may come from the participants’ 

understanding of the meaning of “active participation” which can be ambiguous and worthy 

for future investigation (i.e. what does ‘active participation of children’ mean to different 

stakeholders?). Nevertheless, this presumption is potentially a significant obstacle to 

children’s participation in DRR through schools or classrooms where this perception is 

prevalent. 

4.1.2. Deterrent and facilitating factors in implementing DRR education 

A total of eight facilitating factors and five deterrent factors (shown in italics in Table 7) were 

selected by more than one-third of participants. Hence, these factors are considered key 

factors that influence the implementation of DRR education in Indonesia. Moreover, two-

third of participants (69%) selected more than one option, indicating that school personnel 

feel that the issues in implementing DRR education in Indonesia have multiple dimensions. 

While inspection of Table 7 underscores this point, a few factors stand out as more 

important. The biggest is teachers’ training. 
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Table 7. Teachers’ responses to facilitating and deterrent factors in implementing DRR education in their classroom (participants able to select more than one factor) 

No. Facilitating factors % of 
respondent

s (n=44) 

Deterrent factors % of 
respondents 

(n=44) 
1 Training available on how to develop and/or deliver 

such programs for children 
84% No clear mandate and/ or policies to implement 

disaster risk reduction education for children  
52% 

2 Good partnerships between schools, disaster 
management agency, and local councils 

57% Lack of training in developing and/ or delivering 
programs of this sort 

52% 

3 Innovative methods for curriculum inclusion (e.g., 
combining learning with school drills) 

52% Lack of “ready to go” and “child-friendly” teaching 
resources 

48% 

4 Availability of useful “ready to go” and “child 
friendly” teaching resources 

50% Lack of knowledge in developing curriculum for 
disaster education 

41% 

5 Clear policies for school to deliver disaster risk 
reduction education for children 

48% Weak coordination between schools, disaster 
management agency, and local councils 

36% 

6 Personal interest in the topic 41% Not enough space in the curriculum 30% 
7 Promotion on the teaching resources by other 

teachers or education personnel 
39% Not enough budget and personnel 30% 

8 Dedicated personnel and budget made available 36% The topic is not a priority by the school 
management 

25% 

9 Topic is timely in relation to upcoming risk for local 
natural hazards (e.g., bushfire/fire/cyclone/flooding 
seasons) 

23% Not compatible with my beliefs about what 
children should learn in school 

7% 

10 The topic becomes a priority by the school 
management 

14% Lack of interest from the community 5% 

11 High demand from the local community/ students 
on disaster risk reduction education for children 

11% Other 5% 

12 Student interest in the topic 5% The topic is not relevant for the students 2% 
13 Other 5%   
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4.1.3. Preferences on type of teachers’ training  

All participants were interested in training if it was offered and didn’t impinge unduly on 

their time. A blended or combination approach received the highest endorsements, with 

strong preference for a combination of “classroom or instructor led” and “experiential or 

hands-on” (Table 8). Another 38% selected only using experiential or hands-on training. 

Computer-based training, online learning and using only classroom type learning were the 

least popular methods. 

Table 8. Teachers' responses to the preferred type of training for teachers 

Type of trainings % of respondents (n=44) 
Classroom or Instructor-Led training 5% 
Experiential or Hands-on training 38% 
Computer-Based training 2% 
Online or E-learning 5% 
Blended or combination of the above 50% 
Others 0% 
Total 100% 
4.1.4. Partnerships with other stakeholders 

Participants were also asked about the level of coordination between their schools, the local 

council and the disaster management agency. The survey results suggest that the level of 

coordination varies. More than one-third of the participants (37%) think that the 

coordination is non-existent to low, 36% believe there is a medium level of coordination, and 

25% stated that the coordination level is high. The participants were also asked whether 

they desire future changes to the level of coordination between these stakeholders and 75% 

answered “yes”, 18% answered “no” and 7% did not answer the question. 

Of those who answered yes, two-third provided reasons of which, 45% were related to 

improvement in disaster response and 32% in relation to disaster preparedness (see Table 9 

for examples).  

Table 9. Examples of comments of expectation resulting from partnerships with other stakeholders 

Respondents’ comments Examples 
... in relation to improve 
disaster response 

“When disasters occur, all relevant agencies can visit 
straight to the location”  

 “Easier to coordinate with the Council office so the 
response provided is quicker and more responsive” 

... in relation to improved 
disaster preparedness 

“So that teachers and students have an improved 
understanding of disaster preparedness” 

 “Disaster management office should visit schools to 
explain directly to the students how to be prepared for 
floods” 
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4.2. Questionnaire: Children  

4.2.1. Perceptions of knowledge versus actual knowledge 
A total of 79% of children correctly identified the hazards surrounding their homes and 62% 

identified the hazards surrounding their school that are likely to occur, i.e. earthquake, 

floods, strong wind, structural fires, high tide, disease outbreak, riot, conflict, or violence (as 

per Dickson et al., 2012; Tadjoeddin, 1990; WHO, 2005). This indicates that the majority of 

children have a good awareness of the hazards in their surrounding environment. 

Meanwhile, 21% of children identified hazard(s) in their homes and 38% in schools that are 

not likely to occur in Jakarta, i.e. tsunami, landslides, volcanic eruption, drought, or forest 

fire.  

The survey also showed that the majority (71%) of children think they know how to be safe. 

However 14% of children do not think they know how to be safe, and 14% answered I’m not 

sure and 1% did not answer the question. 

Nearly all children think that they can or maybe can make themselves (94%) and others 

(91%) comfortable or calm in an emergency. However, the majority of children (61%) 

sometimes feel worried, scared or upset when thinking or talking about disasters.  

The results of the knowledge test (see Table 6, p. 37 for methods) illustrates that most 

children have a medium level of knowledge overall, scoring best on flood preparedness and 

safety (Table 10). This finding is consistent with their experience as floods are an annually 

recurring problem for these children. However, the children scored poorly on hygiene 

behaviour knowledge and fire prevention and safety (only 2% and 15% rated as having a 

high level of knowledge respectively).  

Table 10. Student scoring on the knowledge test (n=140) 

Level of 
knowledge 
 

Overall 
test 

Hygiene 
behaviour 

Flood 
preparedness 

and safety 

Fire 
prevention 
and safety 

High  3% 2% 26% 15% 
Medium  89% 62% 59% 61% 
Low  8% 36% 15% 24% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
 

When comparing the knowledge test results against the 71% of children who indicated that 

they know how to be safe from disasters, we learn that nearly all of them (96%) scored in 
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the low-to-medium range of knowledge, with only 4% having knowledge in DRR in the high 

range. This illustrates that almost all children who perceive that they know how to be safe 

actually scored poorly on the knowledge test.  

4.2.2. Participants’ interest on DRR education and involvement in 

preparedness 
Nearly all (94%) participants would like to know more about how to stay safe (Table 11). The 

reasons given for wanting more knowledge were grouped into three themes (Table 12). Only 

one participant gave a coherent reason for not answering ‘yes’ to this question and that was 

that the child did not want the disaster to happen in the first place, illustrating the 

preference for disaster prevention. 

Table 11. Students' responses related to their perspectives on disaster risk reduction (n=140) 

Questions Yes No I'm not 
sure 

No 
Answer 

Would you like to know more about how to stay 
safe from disasters? 

94% 4% 1% 1% 

Would you like to be involved in making your 
school to be more prepared for disasters? 

83% 7% 9% 1% 

Would you like to be involved in making your 
home to be more prepared for disasters? 

86% 12% 1% 0% 

 

Table 12. Themes and examples of participants’ comments on why they would like to know how to be safe 
from disasters 

Themes Examples of related comments 
To know how to be safe for 
themselves 

“Because I want to know how to be safe from 
disasters” 

To overcome their fears in 
relation to natural hazard 
impacts 

“Because I fear drowning and many diseases” 

 “Because floods make me panic” 
 “To be safe and not to worry when it [disaster] 

comes” 
To protect self, other people 
and the surrounding areas 

“We have to protect the environment in schools 
and homes” 

 “Because if it [disaster] happens, I want to save 
my family and neighbours” 

 “I can protect myself and others” 
 “I can save others and help” 
 

Table 11 also suggests that a high majority of participants would like to be involved in 

making their school and home more prepared for disasters. From the participants who 
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answered “No”, only a few provided clear reasons, which were: “I have never experienced 

disasters”, “I do not want to be affected by disaster”, “because mom and dad would not 

allow me [to be involved in preparedness activity]”, and “because it [involved in 

preparedness activity] makes things difficult”.  

4.2.3. Linking household and community preparedness with DRR 

education in schools 

The top five responses on the source of knowledge of DRR for children are father (51%), 

mother (44%), teachers (36%), TV and radio (26%), and internet (16%). On the other hand, 

children discuss their daily activities with: their mother (75%), father (55%), friends at school 

(41%), siblings (19%), and neighbourhood friends (13%).  

The majority of children (71%) think their home is prepared for disaster even though the 

majority (64%) have never undertaken disaster practices and/or simulations at home and 

less than half (49%) report having a written household preparedness plan. The majority of 

children (69%) also think that their school is well prepared. However, the school does not 

have a written preparedness plan (pers. comm. with school principal - Manawiyah, 2014).  

Of those who do not have written household plans, three-quarters (75%) indicated that they 

want to and nearly all (91%) children want to have a school disaster preparedness plan. Most 

children think that they have to be involved in developing preparedness plans for their 

homes (77%) and their school (86%). Similarly, most children want to be involved in making 

their school (83%) and their homes (86%) better prepared.  

4.3. FGD with child-focus NGOs 
During FGD, participants shared their CCDRR project experiences, including successes and 

progress coupled with the challenges they have faced. Participants described past and 

current efforts undertaken to promote DRR education in Indonesia based on their 

experiences. One line of discussion focused on sustainability and scaling-up of DRR and the 

associated challenges of moving beyond a “project mentality” to more sustained, scaled 

implementation of these programs. This discussion also included the measures that 

participants have undertaken to address these challenges. FGD participants’ descriptions of 

these challenges and attempted solutions are designed to strengthen, and triangulate 

information on the barriers and challenges in implementing DRR education as identified 

through the school personnel questionnaire.  
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4.3.1. Capacity to monitor when the project finishes 

During the discussion on the NGOs experiences in implementing CCDRR, several main 

obstacles were identified. The first is that NGOs face a significant challenge to sustain the 

project when the funding finishes, linked to what participants described as a “project 

mentality” problem.  

“What about [the sustainability] of school-based DRR? Usually if the project 

ends, then it ends.” 

“Sustainability. Well, it is easy to say it but to realize it is very hard …our 

weakness is in monitoring after the project is finished, especially project 

areas where we do not have regular office presence.” 

Most international NGOs do not have a long-term office presence at the local (or district) 

level and, according to participants, lack a strategy or vision to ensure sustainability in the 

Indonesian context. When the program ends, the office is closed and staff are relocated. 

Hence, these agencies lack the capacity to monitor or support sustainability of a program 

after it finishes. Participant discussion also confirmed that the current government’s 

monitoring system do not assess the implementation and evaluate progress and 

effectiveness of DRR program, including in schools.  

4.3.2. Funding limitation for comprehensive package of safe schools 

program 

Secondly, participants stated that NGOs usually have limited funding. Hence their activities 

are often limited to delivering singular activities versus more comprehensive packages of 

education and teachers’ training. Training and/or emergency drills were highlighted as the 

common activities facilitated and carried out: 

“We organized training on Disaster Prepared Schools in 2008... At that 

time, the training involved not only teachers but also the school 

community.” 

“In a safe school package there are a range of activities from A to Z, maybe 

we can only implement from A to D, not the whole package. ...the simplest 

activity is to conduct a disaster simulation… to expect implementing one 

full package like we want, we still have not been able to do it.” 
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These arguments were echoed several times, with associated activities being reported to be 

one-off events, without exception. When NGOs do succeed in advocating with local 

government to allocate funding for DRR implementation, the funding is often small, with 

reports of competing development priorities as one source of this problem:  

“The reality is that certain districts have limited funding. So, we face tough 

choices. Which one that needs to be included in their development 

priorities, and when we talk about DRR, this goes to the back [not as a 

priority].” 

“That is the challenge in our bureaucracy… they allocate a budget for a very limited 

package.” 

This then restricts the ability to implement a comprehensive package for a school-based DRR 

program. 

However, some participants had counter arguments in relation to funding issues. One 

participant mentioned that funding is available, particularly at the national level as one 

participant stressed that the issue is not about budget but is more of a lack of understanding 

and capacity of government officials associated with engaging and promoting children’s 

participation. Another participant mentioned that there are opportunities for funding at the 

local level:  

 “There is an opportunity in the near future for funding since the new 

Village Law allocates 1 billion Rupiahs (approx. US$ 78,000) to every 

village… this is a good opportunity... If we can obtain just 10% of it every 

year, it is more than enough… Influencing people [on DRR programs] in the 

village, based on our experiences, is easier compared with people at the 

district level and above.” 

Thus from the views of at least two participants, it was clear that implementation problems 

are not a sole function of funding limitations.  

4.3.3. Political will from the Government 

Participants discussed their frustration with the current and past government 

administrations, including DRR and education agencies, which still view children as passive 

participants: 
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“…even in [disaster] preparedness activities [such as disaster simulations] 

…most of the time they are being treated as objects...” 

The Disaster Management Agency and the Ministry of Education have not put the issue of 

children and DRR as a focus. This, combined with a lack of policy or political will, was 

considered a hindrance to the implementation of DRR education in schools: 

“The government does not have a specific focus on children, especially in 

the disaster sector. Until now, vulnerable groups have not even been the 

focus of emergency response … even in emergency response, the child-

focused component is still not there.” 

“Up to this day, we still have problems with the Ministry of Education and 

the Curriculum Centre. They still do not have the solid “political will” for our 

[DRR] education system. So, we could not expect the schools to sustain it.” 

Nevertheless, moving beyond a project mentality is an issue that all participants stated 

having in their focus. This includes discussion that emphasised the importance of involving 

and working alongside government officials. A crucial step for NGOs, to ensure the 

sustainability of a program and create a sense of ownership, was considered to be 

establishing relationships with government from early in the development of a project:  

“We always make sure that from the beginning, the government is 

involved. As early as we can, we involve the government because later we 

hope that they will replicate it.” 

However, participants noted the challenge in maintaining relationships. This includes 

engaging and building the capacity of selected individuals in an agency as they are 

commonly transferred (every two to three years) to other agencies in different sectors, thus 

taking the knowledge and institutional memory of that collaboration with them. 

 “Personally, I think we should try to build a system. If we are not building 

the system, then it will depend on individuals. If the individuals are 

replaced, then it will all be over.” 

To anticipate this, participants recognise the importance of long term implementation 

planning to secure commitments and anticipate government turnover: 
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“Right now BNPB [National Disaster Management Agency of Indonesia] is 

developing a policy at the national level called National Framework for 

Preparedness and Response … hopefully by having this, there will be a work 

plan, and it will not be treated as a one-off project that only depends on 

the individual person… so it is not up to the person but [how to] implement 

the work plan.” 

“Alternatively the government should have ownership [of the program] and 

also be prepared for turnover [of government employees].” 

4.3.4. Targeting the right partners 
According to participants, identifying with whom you are working with in the government is 

also essential. Participants described an example during the time they advocated for DRR to 

be integrated in the national curriculum: 

 “Let’s take for an example, SCDRR [Safer Community through Disaster Risk 

Reduction]. They [SCDRR Project team] spend lots of money to develop the 

modules but that still does not guarantee success. They start through the 

Curriculum Centre, but other directorates who oversee the schools won’t 

buy it.” 

The participants describe that in 2010, the United Nations Development Programme in 

collaboration with the CDE supported advocacy efforts through a project entitled Safer 

Community through Disaster Risk Reduction (SCDRR). They worked closely with the 

Curriculum Centre, a unit within the Ministry of Education who hold the authority in 

designing the national curriculum. This effort resulted in the addition of a DRR component in 

the national curriculum and also the issuance of a letter signed by the Ministry of Education 

and sent to all education offices to encourage DRR implementation in schools.  

On the other hand, a different set of units, the Primary Education and Secondary Education 

directorates, oversee the implementation of policies in primary and secondary education. 

And, these directorates were not involved in the previous stage described, there was 

thought to be a lack of awareness and low sense of ownership from these directorates to 

enforce DRR-related policies in the schools, as perceived by the participants in the FGD: 

“... at the national level, there have been plenty of guidelines. Now, it is 

more on how we can implement it and enforce the policies.” 
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The participants also identified that since there are a lot of actors that should be involved in 

DRR education, including different units within the Ministry of Education and other agencies 

(e.g. the National Disaster Management Agency, Ministry of Religious Affairs, and NGOs) 

who have relevant experiences and interests. Therefore, building inter-agency collaboration 

and having support from the top level was considered essential. 

“We need that top down approach… for example with the WASH [Water, 

Sanitation, and Hygiene promotion] sector, the involvement of inter-

agencies are far better compared to the DRR [sector]. And there is 

collaboration between agencies... Led by the National Development 

Planning Agency. Why does that work? Because of the support from the 

top.” 

In addition, some participants mentioned the value of building a coalition at the national 

level in order to strengthen the efforts to ensure children’s views reach the government: 

“The Children in a Changing Climate Coalition has already existed for a long 

time and this is not donor driven, but because we believe that children can 

be agents of change... Maybe, that is an interesting idea [establishing 

coalition at the national level] because there are a lot of players [who have 

similar interests].” 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion and Recommendations 
Overall, the results from the survey and FGD have shown the importance of DRR education 

in schools, based on the perspectives of school personnel, children, and NGOs. The majority 

of teachers believe that DRR education is a useful subject for children to learn in schools.  

The children’s survey results suggest that the majority of children: 1) have an awareness 

towards the hazards surrounding them, 2) believe they know how to stay safe from those 

hazards, and 3) want to be involved. However, while most of these children think that they 

know enough on how to stay safe from disaster nearly all of attained scores within the low-

to-medium range on the knowledge test. This is an important finding that illustrates children 

have a lack of actual knowledge in DRR even though they have a sense of hazard awareness 

and believe that they know how to stay safe in a disaster. This also illustrates the necessity 

of DRR education. However, it must be noted that knowledge and taking appropriate actions 

in response to disaster risk are not directly correlated. 

Having a level of hazard awareness is an important and an initial step to become better 

prepared (Bird et al., 2009; King, 2000; Paton et al., 2008). However, previous studies of 

other hazards (e.g. bushfire, earthquake, and storms) have demonstrated that a high level of 

awareness does not mean they have the correct knowledge, are able to practice it when 

needed, or are necessarily better prepared (Basolo et al., 2008; Kapucu, 2008; Whittaker et 

al., 2013). This is because there are many other factors at play, not least underlying 

vulnerabilities. This can be more important than knowledge in influencing behaviour and 

outcomes in relation to risk reduction (Bird et al., 2011; Haynes et al., 2008; Whittaker et al., 

2013; Wisner et al., 2004).  

Alarmingly, children scored poorly on hygiene and fire-related topics. Poor hygiene can lead 

to water-borne illnesses (WHO, 2013) and anecdotally, these illnesses (e.g. flu, skin diseases, 

and diarrhoea) often cause children to miss school (personal communication with school 

principal - Manawiyah, 2014). In addition, the number of fatalities from fire in Jakarta are 

three times higher than those caused by floods (BPS, 2014). 

In terms of children’s psychology, the results were positive with most children stating that 

they can make themselves and others comfortable or calm in an emergency. However, the 

majority of children sometimes feel worried or upset when thinking or talking about 

disasters. These perspectives should be evaluated against the actual circumstances, as there 
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is a concern that perceptions of being calm might be inflated, as with the perception of 

safety. Equally, CCDRR programs have been shown to reduce children’s hazard-related fears 

(Johnson et al., 2014a). Thus, these conclusions support programs that help build knowledge 

and skills, reduce fears and build realistic confidence. 

As noted in Chapter 4 (p. 38), five deterrent and eight facilitating factors are considered as 

key factors. These are then synthesised into six key issues related to the implementation of 

DRR education in Indonesia (Table 13). Interestingly, in this list, children’s interest is not 

considered as a factor of influence. However, the children’s survey suggests a strong interest 

from children to learn DRR (Table 14). This is an important issue to keep in mind for schools 

considering the value of these programs. Each of the key issues and recommendations 

(seven in total) are discussed in the following sections. The discussion and recommendations 

are described at a level specific to the Indonesian context, as the purpose is to provide 

recommendations for policy makers and relevant stakeholders that can be applied at the 

national level for scaling up country-wide.  



51 
 

Table 13. Key issues identified from the facilitating and deterrent factors, combined with relevant perspectives from teachers, NGOs and recommendations from the Johnson study 

Key Issues School Personnel Additional views 
from teachers 

NGOs perspectives The Johnson Study 
Key Deterrent Factors Key Facilitating Factors 

1. Policy on DRR 
education in 
Indonesia 

No clear mandate and/ or 
policies to implement 
disaster risk reduction 
education for children 

Clear policies for school to 
deliver disaster risk reduction 
education for children 

68% teachers selected 
DRR education as a 
useful subject for 
children to learn8 

Enforcing the policies is an 
issue. No monitoring  

Require disaster 
preparedness 
education in schools Involve the right government 

units from the beginning 
2. Awareness of and 

access to DRR 
education materials 

Lack of “ready to go” and 
“child-friendly” teaching 
resources 

Availability of useful “ready 
to go” and “child friendly” 
teaching resources 

 Lack of support from the 
Ministry of Education on the 
use of the guidelines 

Establish and maintain 
ongoing evaluation of 
the resource 

3. Teachers’ capacity Lack of training in 
developing and/ or 
delivering programs of 
this sort 

Training available on how to 
develop and/or deliver such 
programs for children 

86% teachers are 
confident to involve 
children in the disaster 
preparedness process 

Trainings for school 
stakeholders have been done 
by NGOs in the past but 
more as one-off events 

Provide more teachers’ 
training 

Lack of knowledge in 
developing curriculum for 
disaster education 

Innovative methods for 
curriculum inclusion (e.g., 
combining learning with 
school drills) 

Experiential approach 
or combining with 
classroom learning is 
preferred (89%) 

4. Partnerships between 
schools and other 
stakeholders  

Weak coordination 
between schools, disaster 
management agency, and 
local councils 

Good partnerships between 
schools, disaster 
management agency, and 
local councils 

75% teachers expect to 
have future changes on 
the level of 
coordination 

 Increase CDEM9 
interaction through 
web-based technology 

5. Platform for teachers  Personal interest in the topic   No clear 
recommendations  Promotion on the teaching 

resources by other teachers  
6. Dedicated personnel 

and budget 
 Dedicated personnel and 

budget made available 
 Lack of technical capacity Not identified as an 

issue Lack of funding for a 
comprehensive package 

                                                   
8 In addition, 71% children think that they know how to be safe from disasters but score low-to-medium on the knowledge test  
9 CDEM is New Zealand’s Civil Defence and Emergency Management office.  
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Table 14. Perspectives on children’s participation in DRR 

Key Issues Teachers’ 
perspectives 

Children’s 
perspectives 

NGOs’ 
perspectives 

The 
Johnson 

study 
7. Children’s 

participation 
in DRR 

45% teachers 
think that 
involving children 
will put children 
at greater risk 

94% children 
would like to learn 
more on DRR 

Children are 
still seen as 
passive 
participants 

Not 
discussed 
in the 
study 

 39% teachers 
think children 
should not be 
actively involved 

>80% children 
want to be actively 
involved in 
preparedness at 
home and in 
schools 

  

 89% teachers 
believe that 
children have an 
important role in 
disaster 
preparedness and 
will benefits 
children 

   

 

5.1. Policy on DRR education in Indonesia 
More than half of the school personnel participants think there are no clear mandates and/ 

or policies on DRR education. This indicates the lack of awareness or clarity on DRR 

education policies, as Indonesia already has policies in place for DRR education. An 

endorsement letter by the Minister of Education (2010) has been sent to all education 

offices in Indonesia encouraging schools to mainstream DRR. BNPB (2012) has also produced 

guidelines on safe schools.10 In addition, DRR has been incorporated in the national 

curriculum from primary to secondary schools, starting from Grade 4 (The Curriculum Centre 

or Pusat Kurikulum, 2009). The existing policies already provide a base to enable DRR 

education in schools. 

This set of findings is similar to that identified on the national implementation of a CCDRR 

program in New Zealand, where a program kit was sent to every primary school in the 

country. However, as the program is entirely voluntary, uptake has been quite low (Johnson 

et al., 2014c). Similarly, child-focused NGOs appeared to appreciate the development of a 
                                                   
10 The nature of these policies is not imposing but more of encouragement. This is because Indonesia has a 
decentralised system where the central government has less authority compared to the district government 
over the education content, financial matters and school practice (Bjork, 2004) 
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national policy but equally lamented it being carried out in a systematic manner. This 

reflects a more pervasive problem in this area across the HFA with numerous countries 

developing DRR, or CCDRR, policy that was more “aspirational” than realised (Ronan, 2015).  

Sudjana (2006) describes the current education monitoring system in Indonesia that 

assesses academic and managerial aspects in schools. Unfortunately the current monitoring 

system has not captured the progress on the implementation of the policies related to DRR 

education. This is a problem seen in many countries, especially on NGO-led projects, where 

the HFA has spurred the progress of the implementation of CCDRR education programs and 

other areas (Ronan, 2015). It is also worth noting that a systematic review of the 35 CCDRR 

education program evaluations done to date by Johnson et al. (2014b) found that none of 

these were evaluated locally, by DRR professionals, schools, or local community stakeholders 

(i.e., all were done by professional evaluators, over 90% being those in higher academic 

settings). 

This state of affairs makes it a significant barrier for scaling-up and sustainability. Oversight 

on the implementation of all policies in primary and secondary education is within the 

authority of the Primary and Secondary Education directorates within the Ministry of 

Education (Primary Education Directorate or Direktorat Jendral Pendidikan Dasar, 2014).  

Recommendation: The Primary and Secondary Education directorates should lead efforts to 

raise awareness of these policies (i.e. Ministry of Education letter and BNPB guideline) to all 

school personnel and other education across Indonesia. The directorates should also include 

DRR aspects in the school monitoring process so progress of DRR implementation is 

monitored and reported. Partnerships supporting research of the sort reported in this paper 

would enable key awareness raising, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation 

functions. 

5.2. Awareness of and access to DRR education materials 
Half the participants from the school personnel survey described that the availability of 

“ready to go” and “child-friendly” DRR education materials will facilitate teachers in 

implementing DRR education. This suggests that there is a low awareness and lack of access 

to DRR education materials that are already available.  

The Curriculum Centre (2009) has produced guidelines for teaching on five main hazards 

(earthquake, floods, landslide, fire, and tsunami) in Indonesia. There are also a variety of 



54 
 

guidelines and teaching resources for teachers produced by other agencies such as the Red 

Cross (2009), UNESCO (2014), and Save the Children (2007b).  

One issue is that there are no standards for approved “key DRR messages” in educational 

resources. That is, more generally, no system is in place to control and assure the quality of 

resources related to child-centred education frameworks, content, and delivery 

mechanisms. Previous studies have shown the importance of having standard and/ or 

consistent key messages (Ronan et al., 2010; Ronan & Johnston, 2001, 2003; UNESCO, 

2014).11 Teachers play an important role in transferring key messages and other empirically 

and theory-supported components to children, both before and after a disaster (Johnson & 

Ronan, 2014).  

After the 2011 Great East Japan Disaster, there have been a number of collaborative efforts 

undertaken by the Japanese government, a professional association (geography teachers), 

and academics to revise the policy and implementation of DRR education. These measures 

include the formation of an expert committee to revise disaster prevention education policy, 

presentations at conferences, publications, and development of new lesson plans (Shimura 

& Yamagata, 2015). 

The current results also demonstrate that school personnel favour the inclusion of 

innovative methods for delivering DRR education. Practitioners of CCDRR have developed 

several participatory tools for children -e.g. risk mapping, transect walks, participatory video, 

mind mapping- to identify and assess risks, communicate risks, and generate action to bring 

about changes in the communities (see Haynes & Tanner, 2015; Molina et al., 2009; Plan 

International, 2010a). Therefore, these tools should be considered for inclusion in the 

resource materials on DRR education in schools. 

Recommendation: An online knowledge hub where teachers can access educational 

resources would be useful.12 This hub could be a repository of various guidelines and 

teaching resources produced by various institutions13. In addition, the Ministry of Education 

should take the lead in developing and building partnership to provide a critical review of 

DRR education, including the development of standardised education materials, such as key 

                                                   
11 See also the review of the 2009 Australian ‘Black Saturday’ bushfire by Whittaker et al. (2013) 
12 Online resources for DRR education materials have been used in Australia, US, Japan, New Zealand, and 
Peru. 
13 Using online database is also align with the government program targeting 300,000 schools to be connected 
with internet access by 2015 (Ministry of Education of Indonesia, 2013) 
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messages for teaching DRR in schools and other research and theory-supported components 

and frameworks.  

Building partnership would likely yield benefits through inviting relevant institutions and 

subject matter experts such as the BNPB, the Ministry of Research and Technology, and also 

academia and practitioners, including principal and teacher “champions” 14.  

Since education frameworks and practices like key messages are intended for teachers to 

use for children, child education experts should also be involved to ensure the materials are 

appropriate for children. Keeping in mind that innovative methods that engage children to 

be proactive and promote positive behaviour related to DRR should be included in the DRR 

education resources.  

5.3. Teachers’ capacity 
A significant percentage of teachers (84%) describe a belief that training will help them 

facilitate the implementation of DRR education in their classroom or school. This percentage 

is much higher than for other facilitating factors. It received support from 30-60% of 

participants. Some teachers are confident in their abilities to involve children in the disaster 

preparedness process. However, almost half believe that involving children will put children 

at greater risk. In the aftermath of the 2011 Christchurch earthquake, some teachers also 

expressed fear that DRR education will scare children and were unsure of how to involve 

them without detrimental effects (Johnson & Ronan, 2014). 

Many evaluation studies related to DRR education suggest the need for training teachers in 

DRR, including the Johnson study. However, this poses a significant challenge for Indonesia 

with more than 17,000 islands and 269,000 schools (Ministry of Education and Culture, 

2012) spread in 34 provinces comprised of 413 districts and 98 cities.  

A cascading method has been used in Indonesia to roll out training for teachers, where 

Training of Trainers (ToT) is organized and the trainers that have been produced from this 

ToT continue to train other teachers (UNESCO & UNICEF, 2012). However, this option 

requires a significant number of master trainers and trainers for teachers. If the target is to 

train at least one teacher of each Indonesian school, almost 9,000 training sessions would be 

                                                   
14 At the national level, there is already a national secretariat for safe schools, led by the Ministry of Education 
and comprise of government and non-government agencies with the purpose to make schools safer from 
disasters. 
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needed (by estimating a maximum of 30 participants per training). This number excludes 

training for the trainers and associated monitoring components.  

Survey findings indicate that online learning or computer-based training were not the 

preferred options. This is unfortunate since in Turkey, e-learning was found to be effective in 

reaching a large number of participants over a short amount of time (Petal & Sanduvac, 

2012). Even though the use of e-learning and computer based trainings are still not a 

common practice in Indonesia, in the coming years, as Indonesians gain better access and 

become more familiar with the internet and computers, this option should be explored.  

Another way to improve teacher’s capacity is by integrating DRR education in higher 

education programs for teachers. UNISDR (2008) considers this the most effective, least 

expensive, long-term and sustainable approach. This way, every person who is going to be a 

teacher knows the basic knowledge and skills to teach DRR to children in schools. However, 

only a few areas have used this approach (UNESCO & UNICEF, 2012) and there is no research 

yet on its effectiveness. 

Recommendation: DRR education training should be integrated into higher education 

programs as part of teachers’ professional development. The Indonesian government has 

enacted the Teacher Law that provides a professional allowance for certified teachers. The 

eligibility conditions for certification are meant for all teachers to have a minimum level of 

competencies (Chang et al., 2013). Therefore, given Indonesia is a highly disaster prone 

country, basic knowledge of DRR should be part of teachers’ minimum competencies and 

DRR education should be part of the teachers’ training program.  

5.4. Platform for teachers  
As it stands currently, the quality of DRR education in schools depends on teacher’s 

willingness and their creativity to do it. This is reflected in the survey where personal 

motivation and promotion of education resources by other teachers are seen to be 

facilitating factors. Encouragingly, the survey results show that the majority of teachers 

believe children have an important role in disaster preparedness and that it will bring 

benefits to children.  

Johnson and Ronan (2014) revealed that peer-to-peer support amongst teachers could be an 

effective mechanism to help teachers implement DRR education. Having teachers that are 

more knowledgeable and regarded as “champions” on DRR education could inspire other 

teachers to follow in their footsteps.  
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One way to address this is by building both a live and online platform for discussion amongst 

teachers so that they can share information about their experiences, successes, and 

challenges, and also find solutions for addressing challenges based on the experience of 

others. In addition, there have been several experiments on the use of creative tools that 

should be shared within this type of platform. For example, the use of songs, short drama, 

and theatre performances with children to increase their awareness and to assess their 

knowledge and skills on disaster risk reduction might be considered (Back et al., 2009; Dicky 

et al., 2015; Mitchell, T. et al., 2009). Such a platform would have the potential to improve 

the capacity of teachers, address frequently encountered challenges and provide up-to-date 

knowledge. The contributing network of school personnel could provide suggestions and 

advice on policies and directions of DRR education to the Ministry of Education. A similar 

bottom-up platform exists called Disaster Resilient Australia New Zealand School Education 

(DRANZSEN) in the Australia-New Zealand territory (AEMI, 2014). This mechanism is 

intended as a policy-practice-research relationship and problem solving mechanism 

designed to promote developments in DRR education, including providing feedback and 

advice to the policy and political actors. 

The Indonesian government builds the national identity of young people in schools through 

various approaches. Every Monday morning, all school children have to perform a flag-

raising ceremony and sing the national anthem. Every Friday, all school children have to do 

morning aerobics together, with specific choreography that aims to build a citizenry ethos 

(Moser, 2015). These approaches, repetitive in nature, can also be replicated to instil 

preparedness and risk reduction knowledge. School principals can disseminate preparedness 

messages to educate students on the upcoming rainy season during the flag ceremony, as 

was done by SD Kembangan Selatan 01/02 Pagi, where the children’s survey took place 

(pers. comm. with school principal). 

Another way to reinforce this linkage is by organising a competition at the national level for 

the most disaster prepared schools. Several studies indicate that competition among schools 

improves the quality of teaching and school performance (Dee, 1998; Hanushek & Rivkin, 

2003; Hoxby, 2003; Wößmann, 2007). Similar competitions have been implemented by the 

health sector. The government-run “Healthy School” competition, held annually at the 

national level, identifies healthy schools based on cleanliness, sanitation and classroom 

facilities which includes provision of clean water, solid waste and waste water removal, and 
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also the provision of adequate school yards, gardens and fences (Direktorat Jendral 

Pendidikan Dasar, 2015).  

Recommendation: A live and online discussion platform should be established to connect 

teachers across Indonesia who have interest in DRR education. Infusion of DRR messages 

through the weekly flag ceremony and/ or weekly aerobics could be an option. A 

competition at the national level could also motivate teachers and schools and identify 

“champions” in DRR education. These initiatives should be led by the Ministry of Education, 

with the support from the BNPB. 

5.5. Partnerships between schools and other stakeholders 
According to the teachers’ survey, more than half of the participants think that a good 

partnership between the school and the council and the disaster management agency is a 

facilitating factor for them to implement DRR education in schools. However, a higher 

number of teachers still think the roles of the local council and disaster management agency 

are mainly for improved emergency response, when in fact they also have a role in building 

preparedness. 

Joint preparedness activities can be in the form of developing preparedness planning 

together, conducting joint simulations, and for school children to raise awareness in the 

surrounding school community. This could be useful to increase the effectiveness of 

preparedness measures in schools and the surrounding community. This is also reflected in a 

recent study by Towers et al. (2014), where the success of children’s engagement with DRR 

programs will likely be enhanced if there is a strong partnership between the schools and 

other relevant stakeholders. 

Another way to strengthen partnerships is through the local DRR forum -a multi-

stakeholders platform serving as a coordination mechanism to enhance multi-stakeholder 

collaboration and coordination. Based on personal communication with the Head of 

Executive Committee of Indonesia’s National Platform for DRR, there are DRR forums in 19 

provinces and 45 districts/ municipalities and also one national platform in Indonesia. 

Members of these forums could be relevant government agencies, disaster management 

authorities, scientific and academic institutions, NGOs, Red Cross, and private sectors 

(UNISDR, 2007). Schools that have DRR education programs should be part of any local DRR 

forum to enable dialogue and partnerships with other forum members.  
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Through this forum, schools can connect with members from the fire department agency, 

Search and Rescue, Red Cross, and many others who have specific skills and expertise 

related to DRR. These agencies can be invited to share their experiences and also train the 

students (or school personnel) on knowledge and skills on disaster preparedness.  

Recommendation: Schools should be part of a local DRR forum in relevant districts or 

municipalities. Joint activities to enhance preparedness should also be fostered particularly 

between schools and local councils and disaster management agencies.  

5.6. Dedicated personnel and budget 
One of the facilitating factors that was identified from the survey is having dedicated 

personnel and a budget to implement DRR education. However, since DRR is already 

integrated in the curriculum, there should be no reason for teachers not to implement DRR 

education in schools, especially if it is a matter of lack of funding.  

However, the views from the child-focused NGOs indicated that budget may not be a barrier 

to implement DRR education. Some agencies considered that funding is actually available in 

different government agencies. However, from this view, the issue is more related to a lack 

of understanding and technical capacity of the agency staff in implementing CCDRR (for 

example, engaging with children to conduct participatory risk mapping).  

On the other hand, lack of funding may influence DRR activities beyond simply teaching DRR 

to students, as suggested by the result from the child-focus NGOs. A comprehensive package 

of safe schools, as illustrated by GADRRRES and UNISDR (2014), would require additional 

funding. This includes other interventions such as retrofitting of school buildings, disaster 

simulations, teachers’ training, inviting experts to schools, and developing school disaster 

management plans.  

One solution that was suggested was allocating funding from the village development funds 

to support DRR programs in schools. Villages in Indonesia will receive significant funding for 

development activities because of the new Village Law (Tempo, 2015; The Jakarta Post, 

2014b). It was discussed by the child-focused NGOs that it was easier to influence people at 

the grass root level (i.e. village) compared to officials at higher levels, and this funding could 

support those efforts. 

Recommendations: Budget should not be an issue since DRR is already part of the national 

curriculum. However, to have more comprehensive DRR activity in schools (e.g. school 
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retrofitting, training for teachers, school drills), schools could obtain funding could from the 

village funds.  

5.7. Child Participation 
Students and/ or community interest were factors that had little influence on teachers’ 

views on the facilitating and deterrent factors in DRR education. This indicates that teachers 

seem to be indifferent to the interest (or lack of interest) from the students and/ or the 

community on DRR education. This perhaps illustrates a style of teaching which may be 

dominated by a “top down” approach, with little interest or understanding of the benefits in 

hearing the views from the community, including children. Some teachers (39%) also 

disagree with children being actively involved in preparedness planning.  

This view was verified by the child-focused NGOs where children are still seen as passive 

participants, as indicated in many preparedness activities with children such as disaster drills 

or simulations and also their engagement with the Ministry of Education and the National 

Disaster Management Agency.  

This is contradictory to the result from the children’s survey which demonstrated that the 

vast majority were interested in learning more about DRR and assisting to ensure their 

schools are safer from disasters. 

The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989), an international treaty that recognizes 

the rights of children, stipulates that all children have the right for their voices to be heard, 

especially in the areas that will affect their safety and wellbeing. This is also in line with the 

Indonesian Child Protection Law (2002) where the right for children to participate is 

protected and also in line with the Indonesian Disaster Management Law (2007) that 

recognizes the right of safety and protection for every person, especially vulnerable groups, 

which includes children. 

There are also many documented case studies and preliminary research findings which 

demonstrate that children’s active involvement brings added value including to the 

resilience of the community (for examples see Back et al., 2009; Haynes & Tanner, 2015; 

Ronan & Johnston, 2003; UNISDR & Plan International, 2012; Webb & Ronan, 2014). 

Many of the children living in Jakarta are prone to natural hazards. This is a risk to their 

safety and wellbeing as well as access to essential services such as health and education. 

Therefore, taking into account the views from the children, it is clear that DRR education in 

schools will enhance their rights to safety. Greater awareness is also needed among teachers 
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of the benefits if children actively participate in the efforts to reduce risk in their schools and 

homes.  

Recommendations: Advantages of children’s active participation in DRR should be promoted 

for school personnel and other education sector staff (including those in the emergency 

management sector). 
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Chapter 6 

Conclusion  
The information gathered from children shows us there is a strong desire for children to 

learn more on how to stay safe from disasters and also for them to assist their schools in 

becoming better prepared for disasters. However, there is still a need for children to learn 

more on DRR. 

This study identified seven key issues on the implementation of DRR education in Indonesian 

schools based on the perspectives of children, school personnel and child-focused NGOs. 

The key issues were further analysed with the inputs from the literature review and specific 

recommendations made to assist teachers to improve DRR education in Indonesia.  

The recommendations considered aspects of sustainability and scaling-up. Thus, a change of 

strategy and introduction of new measures are needed to improve the implementation of 

DRR education in Indonesia. These measures are: 

a) Collaboration with the right units within the Ministry of Education,  
b) Use of standardised and consistent key messages across all DRR education resources,  
c) DRR aspects to be integrated in the school’s monitoring system,  
d) Change of approach in teachers’ training on DRR by incorporating DRR in higher 

education programs,  
e) Establishment of a live and online knowledge hub and discussion platform,  
f) Establish a school competition at the national level,  
g) Strengthening partnerships between schools with local councils and disaster 

management agencies by conducting joint activities,  
h) The use of village funds to support a more comprehensive school-based DRR 

program, and 
i) Promote children’s active participation in DRR across sectors. 

While this study focuses specifically on Indonesia, particularly Jakarta, these key issues may 

well be apparent in many other developing and developed countries, and the suggested 

recommendations may be applicable beyond Indonesia.  

The tools and approaches that were used were derived from previous studies, which were 

predominantly based in developed countries. These were then modified to ensure that they 

were culturally appropriate and locally-specific for Indonesia. These tools and approaches 

might be replicated, extended and tailored for future research in other developing countries 

in order to produce a more comprehensive understanding on the barriers and challenges in 

the implementation of DRR education from the perspectives of various stakeholders.  
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6.1. Limitations of study 
The study provides recommendations based on data collected from relevant stakeholders: 

teachers, NGOs, and children. However, information collected from the teachers was from a 

specific urban area. Therefore, the results and recommendations should be used with 

caution if being applied to different locations, taking into account the different contexts 

between rural, semi-urban and urban areas.  Another limitation of survey research is that 

which is inherent to a self-report methodology, various biases that can include social 

desirability. Future research might include a combination of other methods within 

participant groups (e.g., use of both survey and focus groups within a particular stakeholder 

sample). On the other hand, while self-report is a limitation, a strength of this study was 

multi-source assessment, across the three stakeholder groups.  Due to time limitations, the 

views and opinions of parents/ caregivers and government stakeholders were not 

undertaken. These stakeholder groups will be involved in future research, as described in the 

next section.  

6.2. Areas for future research: Improving community and household 

preparedness through DRR education in school 
Results from the survey show that children’s source of DRR knowledge are from their 

teachers. This is in line with the findings from previous studies that illustrate teachers play 

an important role in DRR education (Buchanan et al., 2009; Johnson & Ronan, 2014; Shiwaku 

et al., 2006). However, an interesting result from the survey illustrates that the main source 

of knowledge of DRR is their father. Although, the main figure children discuss their daily 

activities with is their mother. This finding is in line with previous studies that illustrate the 

social construct in Indonesia where men often hold the responsibility in household 

preparedness; while women are often responsible for household chores and caring for and 

nurturing their children (Haynes et al., 2010). Furthermore, this finding strengthens the 

theory on the roles of families in DRR education (Ronan & Johnston, 2005; Shaw et al., 2004) 

and can be used to enhance the application of DRR education in general. 

To date there is some preliminary evidence of DRR education resulting in changes in 

preparedness at the household level (Ronan et al., 2010; Ronan & Johnston, 2001, 2003). 

However, this research indicates that in order to improve DRR preparedness, 

communication needs to be stimulated and enabled to both parents. Investigating how DRR 
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education in schools can best improve this link within a family, between both parents, and 

all children is an extremely exciting and important area of future research.  

In addition, this research suggests that there are no written preparedness plans, either at 

home or in schools. On the other hand, children think that they are well prepared for 

disasters, at home and in school. Based on the review of a bushfire disaster in 2009 in 

Victoria, Australia, Whittaker et al. (2013) identified that a written preparedness plan is 

extremely important even if family members have high awareness and knowledge of 

disaster risks.15 These findings align with those on children’s safety perceptions and the 

discrepancy between those perceptions and their actual level of knowledge (i.e., perceive 

they know what to do but only have knowledge on what to do in the low-medium range).  

This research also demonstrates that children want to have written preparedness plans and 

be involved in the process. This perspective is in line with the teachers’ perspectives as they 

consider children should be involved in developing preparedness plans for their homes and 

school. 

Previous studies suggest that children can actively participate in preparedness planning and 

successfully reduce risks at different levels: household, school, and their local community 

(Back et al., 2009; Haynes et al., 2010). However, the findings from the research presented 

here have generated several questions:  

 To what extent does DRR education impact on children’s perceptions and knowledge 
about risk and risk reduction behaviours? This also includes their perceived 
knowledge (what they think they know) as opposed to what they actually know. 

 Can DRR education promote children to become the driver in motivating people to 
have preparedness plans and practices at school, home, and their surrounding 
community?  

 Can these preparedness plans and practices strengthen one another and thus 
prevent or reduce disasters and save lives?  

These questions will be an area for future study in a PhD program to follow on once this 

Master of Research is completed. 

  

                                                   
15 The review found that around two-thirds of households had fire plans; around half of respondents rated their 
preparedness as high or very high, with around 20-25% having a written plan. However, interviews with the 
survivor revealed considerable variation in the quality of fire plans and their effectiveness when it happened 
and also three-quarters wanted to be more prepared, suggesting that self-assessed levels of awareness and 
preparedness may be somewhat inflated. 
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Appendix A 

Teacher and school principal questionnaire 

Participant information 

Your answers are anonymous and your name will not be identified with your responses. Your name 
here is for tracking purposes only. 

Full Name: Age:  

Gender: Male   /    Female Occupation: 

Name of school: School address: 

Number of teachers: Number of education personnel: 

Number of students:  

 

1. Please read each of the following statement and decide how much you agree with each 

I think …  

Strongly disagree 

M
oderately disagree 

Slightly disagree 

N
either agree nor 

disagree 

Slightly agree 

M
oderately agree 

Strongly agree 

Children have an important role in disaster 
preparedness ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Involving children in disaster preparedness will put 
them at greater risk  ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Involving children in disaster preparedness will 
provide benefits for the children ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Involving children in disaster preparedness will 
strengthen the preparedness plan ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

I am confident to involve children in the disaster 
preparedness process ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Children should be involved in disaster 
simulations and response exercises ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Children should be involved when developing 
preparedness planning at home ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Children should be involved when developing 
preparedness planning at school ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Children should be involved when developing 
preparedness planning at council level ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
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2. I think it would be useful for children to learn about (please tick all that apply): 

☐ Disaster prevention and preparedness 

☐ Problem-solving/decision-making tools related to life problems 

☐ How to be involved in the community to help prepare and to response when disasters strikes 

☐ Climate change 

☐ The environment and sustainability 

☐ None of the above 

☐ Other 

If other, please describe here:__________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3. I think the following institutions should be involved for children’s education on disaster risk 
reduction (please tick all that apply): 

☐ Their local school 

☐ District disaster management agency 

☐ District health office 

☐ Local council  

☐ Other 

If other, please describe here:__________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. My school has included the following subject(s) in the curriculum: (please tick all that apply): 

☐ Disaster prevention and preparedness 

☐ Problem-solving/decision-making tools related to life problems 

☐ How to be involved in the community to help prepare and to response when disasters strikes 

☐ Climate change 

☐ Environment and sustainability 

☐ Other 

If other, please describe here:__________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

  



77 
 

5. My school has conducted the following activities (please tick all that apply): 

☐ Table-top exercises 

☐ Emergency response exercises and training 

☐ Full disaster simulations  

6. If you ticked any of the activities in question 5, do you think they 
were useful to improve preparedness? 
 

☐  Yes ☐  No 
7. If you DID NOT tick any of the activities in question 5, do you 

think any of them would be useful to improve preparedness?   ☐  Yes ☐  No 
 

8. How would you rate your school’s coordination with the disaster management agency and local 
council, in relation to emergency management planning and preparedness? 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
No 

coordination 
Very low Low Medium High Very High I don’t know 

 

9. Do you expect to have changes to your school’s level of contact with other agencies in relation to 
emergency planning and preparedness? 

☐ ☐ 
Yes No 

If yes, please describe the changes that you expect to occur: 
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

  



78 
 

10. What would be the barriers or challenges that might deter you from doing disaster risk reduction 
education for children in your classroom? (please tick all that apply) 

☐ Lack of “ready to go” and “child-friendly” teaching resources 

☐ Lack of knowledge about disaster risk reduction  

☐ Lack of training in developing and/ or delivering programs of this sort 

☐ The topic is not relevant for the students  

☐ The topic is not a priority by the school management 

☐ Not compatible with my beliefs about what children should learn in school 

☐ Not enough space in the curriculum 

☐ Lack of interest from the community 

☐ Not enough budget, and personnel 

☐ Weak coordination between schools, disaster management agency, and local councils 

☐ No clear mandate and/ or policies to implement disaster risk reduction education for children 

☐ Other 

If other, please describe here:__________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

11. What factors might help you to do disaster risk reduction education for children in your 
classroom? (please tick all that apply) 

☐ Availability of useful “ready to go” and “child friendly” teaching resources 

☐ Promotion on the teaching resources by other teachers or education personnel 

☐ Training available on how to develop and/or deliver such programs for children 

☐ Innovative methods for curriculum inclusion (e.g., combining learning with school drills) 

☐ The topic becomes a priority by the school management 

☐ Topic is timely in relation to upcoming risk for local natural hazards (e.g., 
bushfire/fire/cyclone/flooding seasons) 

☐ Personal interest in the topic 

☐ Student interest in the topic 

☐ Clear policies for school to deliver disaster risk reduction education for children 

☐ Dedicated time, personnel, and budget made available 

☐ Good partnerships between schools, disaster management agency, and local councils 

☐ High demand from the local community/ students on disaster risk reduction education for children  

☐ Other 

If other, please describe here:__________________________________________________________ 
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12. Would you be interested in training if it was offered and didn’t impinge unduly on your time? 

☐ ☐ 
Yes No 

13. If yes, what type of training would you be interested in? (Please tick all that apply) 

☐ Classroom or Instructor-Led training 

☐ Experiential or Hands-on training 

☐ Computer-Based training 

☐ Online or E-learning 

☐ Blended or combination of the above 

☐ Others 

If you select “blended or combination of the above” or “other”, please explain briefly here: 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 

14. Please indicate how prepared your school currently is to respond to a hazard 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
1 - Not at all 2 3 4 - 

Moderately 
5 6 7 - Very well 

 

15. Below are the steps of contingency planning process. Please tick one option only under each of 
the 7 steps. 

Step 1: Conducting risk assessment and analysis 

☐ I think children should be involved in this process 

☐ I think children should only be informed on the results of this process 

☐ I don’t think children should be involved nor informed in this process 

☐ I am not sure 

☐ I have other views: (please describe) 

 
 
 
 

 

  



80 
 

Step 2: Developing disaster scenarios 

☐ I think children should be involved in this process 

☐ I think children should only be informed on the results of this process 

☐ I don’t think children should be involved nor informed in this process 

☐ I am not sure 

☐ I have other views: (please describe) 

 
 
 
 

Step 3: Analysis on the severity of disaster impacts 

☐ I think children should be involved in this process 

☐ I think children should only be informed on the results of this process 

☐ I don’t think children should be involved nor informed in this process 

☐ I am not sure 

☐ I have other views: (please describe) 

 
 
 
 

Step 4: Identify policies and strategies during emergencies 

☐ I think children should be involved in this process 

☐ I think children should only be informed on the results of this process 

☐ I don’t think children should be involved nor informed in this process 

☐ I am not sure 

☐ I have other views: (please describe) 

 
 
 
 

Step 5: Assessing projections of needs and the available resources (when disaster occurs) 

☐ I think children should be involved in this process 

☐ I think children should only be informed on the results of this process 

☐ I don’t think children should be involved nor informed in this process 

☐ I am not sure 

☐ I have other views: (please describe) 
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Step 6: Identifying a plan of action for building preparedness 

☐ I think children should be involved in this process 

☐ I think children should only be informed on the results of this process 

☐ I don’t think children should be involved nor informed in this process 

☐ I am not sure 

☐ I have other views: (please describe) 

 
 
 
 

Step 7: Testing the contingency plan through disaster simulation 

☐ I think children should be involved in this process 

☐ I think children should only be informed on the results of this process 

☐ I don’t think children should be involved nor informed in this process 

☐ I am not sure 

☐ I have other views: (please describe) 
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Appendix B 

Guiding questions for FGD with child-focus NGOs 
Session 1: Exploring understanding and experiences on CCDRR 

1) What do you think the results in using child-centred approach in emergency 
management planning? Does it work?  

2) Can it be sustained when you phased out from the community? 
3) What would be required for the program to sustain when you phased out?  
4) What preparations have you done to ensure that the program will be sustained?  
5) What would be the barriers and challenges?  
6) What would your expectation for the future of CCDRR programming? 
7) What is your strategy to scale-up?  

Session 2: Focusing on emergency management planning.  

8) What would be the role of children in the process?  
a. Should they have responsibility to do certain actions? Or  
b. Should they limited to be consulted in certain stages? Or 
c. Should they only be informed of the process and the results? 
d. Or perhaps you have other views? 

Remarks: 

- Government-standard emergency management planning process will be used  
- Participants will be around 6-8 people aiming from at least 5 agencies 
- Each agency may have their own interpretation of child-centeredness approach, 

therefore it would be useful to capture the discussions 
- The process will be video recorded 
- We are not using the Hart’s ladder to measure the level of participation of children as 

it is assumed that these child-focused NGOs will advocate for the highest level of 
participation of children. However, it would be useful to know from their 
perspectives, when (or at what stage) do the children should take Responsibility, or 
be Consulted, or just being Informed (using the RACI matrix16).  

- Duration of FGD could be up to half working day (3-4 hours) 
- Venue can use the UN meeting room (free of charge), lunch and snacks needs to be 

provided 
- Why only international agencies? Usually (though not all) community based DRR 

programming implemented by local NGOs are being financed by these international 
NGOs and the ways of working usually influenced by these international agencies 

  

                                                   
16 This is usually used as project management tool. RACI (less than 6 minutes): 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1U2gngDxFkc  
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Appendix C 

Children questionnaire 

Questionnaire on Disaster Preparedness 

For 4th and 5th Grade Students 

 

Full Name: Gender (Male/ Female): 

Age: School Name:  

 

Question related to your perspectives on hazards and disasters 

1. Which of the following hazards could affect you at school? (please tick all that apply)  

☐  Earthquake ☐  Tsunami ☐  Landslides 

☐  Volcano eruption ☐  Floods ☐  Strong winds/ typhoon 

☐  Droughts ☐  Forest/ bush fire ☐  Urban fire 

☐  Tidal wave ☐  Diseases/ Epidemics ☐  Riot, conflict or 

violence 

☐  Others. If you choose this, please describe below: 

 

 

 

 

2. Which of the following hazards could affect you at home? (please tick all that apply) 

☐  Earthquake ☐  Tsunami ☐  Landslides 

☐  Volcano eruption ☐  Floods ☐  Strong winds/ typhoon 

☐  Droughts ☐  Forest/ bush fire ☐  Urban fire 

☐  Tidal wave ☐  Diseases/ Epidemics ☐  Riot, conflict or 

violence 
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☐  Others. If you choose this, please describe below: 

 

 

 

 

3. Do you know how to be safe from disasters? 

☐  Yes ☐  No ☐  I am not sure 

4. If yes, where have you learned it from? (please tick all that apply) 

☐  Father ☐  Mother ☐  Grandparents 

☐  Brothers or sisters ☐  Friends ☐  Other relatives 

☐  Extra curricula (e.g. scouts) ☐  Teachers ☐  School books  

☐  Newspaper, magazines, or 

others  

☐  TV, radio, or others ☐  Internet 

☐  Others. If you choose this, please describe below: 

 

 

 
5. With whom do you share and discuss your daily activities? (please tick all that apply) 

☐  Father ☐  Mother ☐  Grandparents 

☐  Brothers or sisters ☐  Friends at school ☐  Other relatives 

☐  Friends at neighbourhood   

☐  Others. If you choose this, please describe below: 
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6. Would you like to know more about how to stay safe from disasters? 

☐  Yes ☐  No ☐  I am not sure 

Why? Please briefly explain your answer  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
7. Do you feel worried, scared, or upset when you think or talk about disasters, such as 

floods or fire?  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Not at all Yes, sometimes Yes, often Yes, always I am not sure 

 

8. I can make myself comfortable or  calm in an emergency  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Yes, I can Maybe No, I can not I am not sure 

 

9. I can help other children to feel comfortable or less upset in an emergency  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Yes, I can Maybe No, I can not I am not sure 

 
10. Have you ever done drills at home? 

☐ ☐ ☐ 

Yes No I am not sure 

 
  



86 
 

11. Have you ever done drills at your school? 

☐ ☐ ☐ 

Yes No I am not sure 

12. Does your house have preparedness plans (a document explaining what to do before and 
during disasters)? 

☐ ☐ ☐ 

Yes No I am not sure 

13. If not, do you want to have it in your house? 

☐ ☐ ☐ 

Yes No I am not sure 

 
14. Do you think you should be involved in developing the plan? 

☐ ☐ ☐ 

Yes No I am not sure 

15. Do you want your school to have disaster preparedness plans? 

☐ ☐ ☐ 

Yes No I am not sure 

16. Do you think you should be involved in developing the plan? 

☐ ☐ ☐ 

Yes No I am not sure 

17. What do you think on your school readiness to face disaster risks?  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Very not 

prepared 

Not prepared Prepared Very prepared I am not sure 
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18. What do you think on your home readiness to face disaster risks?  

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Very not 

prepared 

Not prepared Prepared Very prepared I am not sure 

19. Would you like to be involved in making 
your school to be more prepared for 
disasters?  

☐  Yes ☐  No ☐  I am not sure 

 

20. Would you like to be involved in making 
your home to be more prepared for 
disasters?  

☐  Yes ☐  No ☐  I am not sure 

Why? Please briefly explain your answer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Questions related to knowledge and skills on fire preparedness 

21. List five (5) things that you need to do to prevent fire in our home?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

22. If we hear danger signs (wailing siren, bamboo knocking, electric pole knocking, alarm 
bells, etc) what should you do? 

a. Ignore it and keep playing 
b. Run toward the sounds 
c. Stop, listen and do what you told 
d. I don’t know 
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23. If you are sitting in a class at school when a fire breaks out, which one of these is the 
correct procedure 

a. Everyone shout "Fire!" and run out 
b. Follow teachers' instructions. Don't talk. Don't run. Don't push. Don't go back 
c. Pick up all my belongings and look for a telephone 
d. I don’t know 

24. How do you put out fire from a burning stove?  
a. Throw cold water 
b. Throw warm water 
c. Cover it with a damp towel or blanket 
d. I don’t know 

25. If you are at home and there is a fire approaching, what should you do?  
a. Stay inside 
b. Go outside away from the fire 
c. Go outside to get a better view 
d. I don’t know 

Questions related to flood and tidal wave preparedness 

26. List five (5) things that we should do during floods or tidal wave in our home or 
surrounding environments:  

 

 

 

 

27. What should you be aware of when flood water has receded? 
a. People, pets, and bugs  
b. Nothing to worry about 
c. Stay away from electric poles, fallen trees, and wild animals such as snakes  
d. I don’t know 

28. If you are at home and flooding starts, what should you do? 
a. Go outside and play with water 
b. Turn off electronics and put things up high  
c. Watch TV or listen to the radio  
d. I don’t know 

29. What should you do when you hear or see signs of flooding? 
a. Go to a higher and safer place  
b. Go outside and play with water 
c. Nothing 
d. I don’t know 
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30. If you must enter flood waters, what should you wear on your feet? 
a. Boots or waterproof shoes 
b. Slippers 
c. Bare feet 
d. I don’t know 

31. If you must enter flood waters, what should you check? 
a. Temperature 
b. Depth 
c. Bugs 
d. I don’t know 

32. What should you use to check the flood waters? 
a. Stick 
b. Legs 
c. Eyes 
d. I don’t know 

33. If you must enter flood waters, what should you look out for? 
a. Boats 
b. Bugs 
c. Snakes or other wild animals 
d. I don’t know 

34. Should you go into water that is more than knee-deep? 
a. Yes, because I can swim 
b. No, because I cannot swim 
c. No, because it is dangerous 
d. I don’t know 

35. When you return to your house after flood waters recede, what do you do? 
a. Leave it 
b. Clean it as much as we can. Use protective clothing and be very careful 
c. Play inside 
d. I don’t know 

Questions related to hygiene practices 

36. Do you think it is safe to eat food that has been in contact with flood water? 
a. No, if it looks dirty 
b. No, throw it out 
c. Yes, if it looks okay 
d. I don’t know 

37. How do we make sure that the water we drink is safe after flooding? 
a. Drink boiled water or bottled water only  
b. Drink the water if it looks clean 
c. We should not drink for a while 
d. I don’t know 
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38. To kill germs, we should wash our hands using:  
a. Water 
b. Running water and soap  
c. Water, soap, and tissue 
d. I don’t know 

39. When do you wash your hands with soap? 
a. Before eating  
b. Before and after eating 
c. Before and after eating and also before and after peeing and defecate (poop) 
d. I don’t know 

40. If your house is flooded and you want to poop, what should you do?  
a. Poop anywhere since it is an emergency 
b. Poop at your neighbor house, shelter or other latrine that is not flooded 
c. We should wait to poop until the flood water going down 
d. I don’t know 

** FINISHED **  

Thank you very much for your thoughts and taking the time to complete this survey 
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Appendix D 

Documentation for human ethics requirement 

Approval Letter 
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Information and Consent Form for Parents/ Caregivers 

 
Department of Environment and Geography 

Faculty of Science 
MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY   NSW   2109 

 
Contact: Avianto Amri 

Phone: +61 (0)2 9850 9683 
Fax:  +61 (0)2 9850 9394 
Mobile (Australia): +61 (0)416 515 720 
Mobile (Indonesia): +62 (0)855 210 6610 
Email: Avianto.amri@students.mq.edu.au 

 Supervisors: 

Dr Katharine Haynes 

Professor Kevin Ronan 

 

 
Information and Consent Form 

 
Re: Your child’s participation in the project:  
Connecting communities: Integration of disaster preparedness measures at household, school, and 
community level, using a child-centred approach 

 
Your child is invited to participate in a study looking into policies and practices of disaster preparedness 
measures at the household, school, and community level in Jakarta. The purpose of the study is to improve 
measures of preparedness in a holistic and integrated way that aim to build resilient communities, with a 
child-centred approach as one of the centrepieces of those efforts.  
 
Your child has been selected because the school your child attends is located in a flood and/or fire prone 
area and your child has been participating in school based disaster risk reduction programming.  
 
By sharing their experiences and views, both in general and in relation to the development of contingency 
plans in the school area, your child will be making an important contribution that may facilitate the 
enhancement of community resilience. The case study areas for this study are: 1) Palmerah, 2) Tambora, 
3) Kembangan, and 4) Taman Sari sub-districts. All sub-districts are in West Jakarta administrative area in 
Jakarta province, Indonesia. 
 
The study will be conducted by Mr. Avianto Amri (email: Avianto.amri@students.mq.edu.au), to fulfil the 
requirements of a Master of Research degree at Macquarie University, Australia under the supervision of Dr 
Katharine Haynes (as the Principal Investigator, email: katharine.haynes@mq.edu.au) and Professor Kevin 
Ronan (as the Associate Supervisor, email: k.ronan@cqu.edu.au). The research is funded by the 
Department of Environment and Geography, Macquarie University and the Australian Bushfire and Natural 
Hazards Collective Research Centre (BNHCRC). 
 
If your child would like to volunteer for the study and you consent to his/ her participation, your child will be 
involved in a focus group discussion with his/ her peers facilitated by Mr. Avianto Amri. The focus groups 
will be scheduled in consultation with the teachers at your child’s school to ensure that it takes place at the 
most convenient and least disruptive time. The discussion is estimated to take approximately two hours, 
which can be adjusted to meet your child’s needs.  
 
The Education Office from Jakarta Province and your child’s school have agreed to participate in this study. 
However, your child is under no obligation to participate.  
 
The discussion will be video-recorded digitally to maintain the accuracy of the information provided, and this 
recording will only be available to the researchers listed above. By providing consent to participate in the 
study you will also be providing permission for your child to be video-recorded during the focus group 
discussion. 
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Your child’s participation in the study is voluntary. Your child is not obliged to participate and if you and your 
child do provide consent, your child is free to withdraw at any time without having to give a reason and 
without consequences.  
 
The results of the research will be used to produce a Masters level research thesis, a publication in a peer-
reviewed journal and a report for the BNHCRC. The non-identifiable information will also be used for future 
related research as required.  

 
Please note that no report or document produced from this study will contain any single person’s identifying 
information. Unless you state otherwise, no individual will be identified in any publication of results and your 
child’s responses will remain anonymous. On request, you will be offered a copy of any resulting 
publications either electronically or by mail upon completion of this research. 
 

 
 
 
 
I,          (parent’s name)                have read (or, where appropriate, have had read to me) and understand 
the information above and any questions I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction.  I agree for 
my child to participate in this research, knowing that I can withdraw his/her particpation in the research at 
any time without consequence.  I have been given a copy of this form to keep. 
 
 
Child’s Name:  

(Block letters) 
 
Parent’s Name:  

(Block letters) 
 
Parent’s Signature: ___________________________________ Date:  
 
Investigator’s Name:  

(Block letters) 
 
Investigator’s Signature: ___________________________  ___ Date:  
 
 
The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Macquarie University Human Research Ethics 
Committee.  If you have any complaints or reservations about any ethical aspect of your participation in this 
research, you may contact the Committee through the Director, Research Ethics (telephone +61 (0) 2 9850 
7854; email ethics@mq.edu.au).  Any complaint you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, 
and you will be informed of the outcome. 
 

(INVESTIGATOR'S [OR PARTICIPANT'S] COPY) 
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Information and Consent Form for Parents/ Caregivers (Bahasa) 

 
Department of Environment and Geography 

Faculty of Science 
MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY   NSW   2109 

 
Detail Kontak: Avianto Amri 
Telepon: +61 (0)2 9850 9683 
Fax:  +61 (0)2 9850 9394 
Handphone (Australia): +61 (0)416 515 720 
Handphone (Indonesia): +62 (0)855 210 6610 
Email: Avianto.amri@students.mq.edu.au 

 Pembimbing: 
Dr Katharine Haynes 
Professor Kevin Ronan 
 

 
Lembar informasi dan persetujuan 

 
Perihal: Partisipasi anak Anda dalam riset: 
Satu komunitas: Integrasi kegiatan kesiapsiagaan bencana di tingkat rumah, sekolah, dan kelurahan 
menggunakan pendekatan yang berpusat pada anak  

 
Anak Anda diundang untuk berpartisipasi dalam suatu kajian mengenai kebijakan dan pelaksanaan 
kegiatan kesiapsiagaan bencana di tingkat rumah, sekolah, dan kelurahan di Jakarta. Tujuan dari kajian ini 
adalah untuk memperkuat tingkat kesiapsiagaan bencana secara holistic dan terintegrasi dengan tujuan 
untuk menciptakan masyarakat yang tangguh, dengan menggunakan pendekatan yang berpusat pada 
anak yang menjadi inti dari kegiatan-kegiatan yang dilakukan.  
 
Anak Anda dipilih karena sekolah anak Anda berada di lokasi rawan banjir dan anak Anda telah terlibat di 
dalam kegiatan pengurangan risiko bencana di sekolahnya. 
 
Dengan menceritakan pengalaman dan pendapat anak Anda, secara umum dan juga mengenai kegiatan 
kesiapsiagaan bencana yang telah anak Anda lakukan, anak Anda akan berkontribusi pada peningkatan 
kesiapsiagaan di daerah Anda tinggal/ bekerja.  
 
Adapun wilayah studi ini adalah: 1) Palmerah, 2) Tambora, 3) Kembangan, and 4) Taman Sari sub-districts. 
Seluruh wilayah terletak di Jakarta Barat, DKI Jakarta, Indonesia.  
 
Studi ini akan dilaksanakan oleh  Avianto Amri (email: Avianto.amri@students.mq.edu.au), sebagai 
prasyarat untuk titel Master of Research di Macquarie University, Australia dibawah bimbingan Dr Katharine 
Haynes (sebagai Pembimbing Utama, email: katharine.haynes@mq.edu.au) dan Professor Kevin Ronan 
(sebagai Pembimbing Pendamping, email: k.ronan@cqu.edu.au). Studi ini didanai oleh Department of 
Environment and Geography, Macquarie University dan the Bushfire and Natural Hazards Collective 
Research Centre (BNHCRC). 
 
JIka anak Anda bersedia untuk ikut serta, anak Anda akan terlibat dalam diskusi kelompok yang difasilitasi 
oleh Avianto Amri. Diskusi kelompok ini akan dilaksanakan dengan konsultasi dahulu bersama pihak 
sekolah agar tidak mengganggu proses belajar mengajar.  
 
Riset ini sudah mendapatkan ijin dari Dinas Pendidikan Provinsi Jakarta dan pihak sekolah sudah pula 
memberikan ijin untuk melakukan riset ini. Namun, partisipasi anak Anda adalah tidak wajib. 
 
Diskusi kelompok ini akan direkam melalui video kamera agar memudahkan pencatatan segala informasi 
yang muncul disaat diskusi. Adapun rekaman ini hanya dapat diakses oleh orang-orang yang disebut diatas. 
Dengan memberikan ijin agar anak Anda terlibat dalam studi ini, maka Anda pula memberikan ijin untuk kami 
merekam proses diskusi menggunakan video kamera. 
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Karena ini bersifat sukarela, anak Anda tidak diwajibkan untuk ikut serta dan apabila anak Anda ikut serta, 
anak Anda dapat bebas untuk mengakhiri partisipasi kapan pun tanpa perlu memberikan penjelasan dan 
tanpa konsekuensi apapun.  
 
Hasil dari survey ini akan digunakan untuk menyusun tesis yang akan dipublikasi di jurnal yang dikaji oleh 
kolega lainnya dan juga menjadi laporan untuk BNHCRC. Informasi yang didapat juga akan digunakan untuk 
kepentingan riset dikemudian hari apabila dibutuhkan.  

 
Laporan atau dokumen yang dihasilkan dari studi ini tidak akan mencantumkan nama responden secara 
spesifik. Kecuali atas keinginan Anda, nama anak Anda tidak akan dikaitkan dalam hasil spesifik daam 
studi ini dan masukan anak Anda akan tetap tanpa nama. Hasil dari studi ini dapat Anda dapatkan secara 
elektronik atau dalam bentuk cetak, apabila Anda menginginkannya.  
 

 
 
 
 
Saya,          (nama peserta)                telah membaca (atau telah dibacakan kepada saya) dan mengerti 
mengenai informasi diatas dan semua pertanyaan yang saya tanyakan telah dijawab sesuai dengan 
harapan saya. Saya setuju untuk anak saya ikut serta dalam studi ini, dan memahami bahwa saya bisa 
mengakhiri keikutsertaan anak saya kapanpun tanpa konsekuensi apapun. Saya mendapatkan salinan 
formulir ini untuk dokumentasi saya.  
 
 
Nama Lengkap anak:  

(Huruf kapital) 
 
Nama Lengkap orang tua:  

(Huruf kapital) 
 
Tanda tangan orang tua: ______________________________ Tanggal:  
 
Nama Pewawancara:  

(Huruf kapital) 
 
Tanda tangan Pewawancara: _______________________  ___ Tanggal:  
 
 
Komponen etik dari studi ini sudah disetujui oleh Macquarie University Human Research Ethics Committee.  
Apabila Anda memiliki keluhan atau keberatan mengenai keikutsertaan Anda dalam studi ini, Anda dapat 
menghubungi Ethics Committee ditujukan kepada Director, Research Ethics (Telepon +61 (0) 2 9850 7854; 
email ethics@mq.edu.au).  Segala keluhan yang Anda ajukan akan diperlakukan secara rahasia dan 
ditelusuri, dan Anda akan diinformasikan mengenai hasil penelusuran kami.  
 

(SALINAN UNTUK PEWAWANCARA/ RESPONDEN) 
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Information and Consent Form for School Personnel 

 
Department of Environment and Geography 

Faculty of Science 
MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY   NSW   2109 

 
Contact: Avianto Amri 
Phone: +61 (0)2 9850 9683 
Fax:  +61 (0)2 9850 9394 
Mobile (Australia): +61 (0)416 515 720 
Mobile (Indonesia): +62 (0)855 210 6610 
Email: Avianto.amri@students.mq.edu.au 

 Supervisors: 
Dr Katharine Haynes 
Professor Kevin Ronan 
 

 
Information and Consent Form 

 
Re: Your participation in the project:  
Connecting communities: Integration of disaster preparedness measures at household, school, and 
community level, using a child-centred approach 

 
You are invited to participate in a study looking into policies and practices of disaster preparedness 
measures at the household, school, and community level in Jakarta. The purpose of the study is to improve 
measures of preparedness in a holistic and integrated way that aim to build resilient communities, with a 
child-centred approach as one of the centrepieces of those efforts. By telling us about your knowledge and 
experiences, both in general and in relation to the development of contingency plans in your area, you will 
be making an important contribution that may facilitate the enhancement of community resilience. The case 
study areas for this study are: 1) Palmerah, 2) Tambora, 3) Kembangan, and 4) Taman Sari sub-districts. 
All sub-districts are in West Jakarta administrative area in Jakarta province, Indonesia. 
 
The study will be conducted by Mr. Avianto Amri (email: Avianto.amri@students.mq.edu.au), to fulfil the 
requirements of a Master of Research degree at Macquarie University, Australia under the supervision of Dr 
Katharine Haynes (as the Principal Investigator, email: katharine.haynes@mq.edu.au) and Professor Kevin 
Ronan (as the Associate Supervisor, email: k.ronan@cqu.edu.au). The research is funded by the 
Department of Environment and Geography, Macquarie University and the Bushfire and Natural Hazards 
Collective Research Centre (BNHCRC). 
 
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete an interview with Mr. Avianto Amri. The interview 
will be either semi-structured or in the form of a questionnaire. The interview will be held at a time and place 
convenient to you and arranged in advance. Your participation is completely voluntary with an estimated 
duration of approximately one hour, which can be adjusted to meet your convenience. The discussion will 
be audio-recorded digitally to maintain the accuracy of the provided information, and this recording will only 
be available to the researchers listed above. 
 
Since this is voluntary, you are not obliged to participate and if you do decide to participate, you are free to 
withdraw at any time without having to give a reason and without consequences.  
 
The results of the survey will be used to produce a thesis publication in a peer-reviewed journal and reports 
for the BNHCRC. The non-identifiable information will also be used for future related research as required.  

 
Please note that no report or document produced from this study will contain any single person’s identifying 
information. Unless you state otherwise, no individual will be identified in any publication of results and your 
responses will remain anonymous. On request, you will be offered a copy of any resulting publications 
either electronically or by mail upon completion of this research. 
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I,          (participant’s name)                have read (or, where appropriate, have had read to me) and 
understand the information above and any questions I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction.  
I agree to participate in this research, knowing that I can withdraw from further participation in the research 
at any time without consequence.  I have been given a copy of this form to keep. 
 
 
Participant’s Name:  

(Block letters) 
 
Participant’s Signature: ________________________________ Date:  
 
Investigator’s Name:  

(Block letters) 
 
Investigator’s Signature: ___________________________  ___ Date:  
 
 
The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Macquarie University Human Research Ethics 
Committee.  If you have any complaints or reservations about any ethical aspect of your participation in this 
research, you may contact the Committee through the Director, Research Ethics (telephone +61 (0) 2 9850 
7854; email ethics@mq.edu.au).  Any complaint you make will be treated in confidence and investigated, 
and you will be informed of the outcome. 
 

(INVESTIGATOR'S [OR PARTICIPANT'S] COPY) 
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Information and Consent Form for School Personnel (Bahasa) 

 
Department of Environment and Geography 

Faculty of Science 
MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY   NSW   2109 

 
Detail Kontak: Avianto Amri 
Telepon: +61 (0)2 9850 9683 
Fax:  +61 (0)2 9850 9394 
Handphone (Australia): +61 (0)416 515 720 
Handphone (Indonesia): +62 (0)855 210 6610 
Email: Avianto.amri@students.mq.edu.au 

 Pembimbing: 
Dr Katharine Haynes 
Professor Kevin Ronan 
 

 
Lembar informasi dan persetujuan 

 
Perihal: Partisipasi anda dalam riset  
Satu komunitas: Integrasi kegiatan kesiapsiagaan bencana di tingkat rumah, sekolah, dan kelurahan 
menggunakan pendekatan yang berpusat pada anak  

 
Anda diundang untuk berpartisipasi dalam suatu kajian mengenai kebijakan dan pelaksanaan kegiatan 
kesiapsiagaan bencana di tingkat rumah, sekolah, dan kelurahan di Jakarta. Tujuan dari kajian ini adalah 
untuk memperkuat tingkat kesiapsiagaan bencana secara holistic dan terintegrasi dengan tujuan untuk 
menciptakan masyarakat yang tangguh, dengan menggunakan pendekatan yang berpusat pada anak yang 
menjadi inti dari kegiatan-kegiatan yang dilakukan.  
 
Dengan menceritakan pengalaman dan pemahaman Anda, secara umum dan juga mengenai kegiatan 
kesiapsiagaan bencana yang telah Anda lakukan, Anda akan berkontribusi pada peningkatan 
kesiapsiagaan di daerah Anda tinggal/ bekerja.  
 
Adapun wilayah studi ini adalah: 1) Palmerah, 2) Tambora, 3) Kembangan, and 4) Taman Sari sub-districts. 
Seluruh wilayah terletak di Jakarta Barat, DKI Jakarta, Indonesia.  
 
Studi ini akan dilaksanakan oleh  Avianto Amri (email: Avianto.amri@students.mq.edu.au), sebagai 
prasyarat untuk titel Master of Research di Macquarie University, Australia dibawah bimbingan Dr Katharine 
Haynes (sebagai Pembimbing Utama, email: katharine.haynes@mq.edu.au) dan Professor Kevin Ronan 
(sebagai Pembimbing Pendamping, email: k.ronan@cqu.edu.au). Studi ini didanai oleh Department of 
Environment and Geography, Macquarie University dan the Bushfire and Natural Hazards Collective 
Research Centre (BNHCRC). 
 
JIka Anda bersedia untuk ikut serta, Anda akan diwawancara oleh Avianto Amri. Wawancara ini akan 
dilakukan dengan semi-terstruktur atau menggunakan kuesioner. Wawancara ini akan dilakukan pada saat 
dan di tempat yang Anda setujui. Partisipasi Anda adalah secara sukarela dengan perkiraan waktu yang 
dibutuhkan sekitar satu jam, yang dapat diseusaikan dengan waktu Anda. Diskusi Anda akan direkam agar 
apa yang Anda jelaskan tidak akan terlewat, dan rekaman ini hanya dapat diakses oleh pewawancara dan 
pembimbing yang dijelaskan sebelumnya.  
 
Karena ini bersifat sukarela, Anda tidak diwajibkan untuk ikut serta dan apabila Anda ikut serta, Anda dapat 
bebas untuk mengakhiri partisipasi Anda kapan pun tanpa perlu memberikan penjelasan dan tanpa 
konsekuensi apapun.  
 
Hasil dari survey ini akan digunakan untuk menyusun tesis yang akan dipublikasi di jurnal yang dikaji oleh 
kolega lainnya dan juga menjadi laporan untuk BNHCRC. Informasi yang didapat juga akan digunakan untuk 
kepentingan riset dikemudian hari apabila dibutuhkan.  

 
Laporan atau dokumen yang dihasilkan dari studi ini tidak akan mencantumkan nama responden secara 
spesifik. Kecuali atas keinginan Anda, nama Anda tidak akan dikaitkan dalam hasil spesifik daam studi ini 
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dan masukan Anda akan tetap tanpa nama. Hasil dari studi ini dapat Anda dapatkan secara elektronik atau 
dalam bentuk cetak, apabila Anda menginginkannya.  
 

 
 
 
 
Saya,          (nama peserta)                telah membaca (atau telah dibacakan kepada saya) dan mengerti 
mengenai informasi diatas dan semua pertanyaan yang saya tanyakan telah dijawab sesuai dengan 
harapan saya. Saya setuju untuk ikut serta dalam studi ini, dan memahami bahwa saya bisa mengakhiri 
keikutsertaan saya kapanpun tanpa konsekuensi apapun. Saya mendapatkan salinan formulir ini untuk 
dokumentasi saya.  
 
 
Nama Lengkap responden:  

(Huruf kapital) 
 
Tanda tangan responden: _____________________________ Tanggal:  
 
Nama Pewawancara:  

(Huruf kapital) 
 
Tanda tangan Pewawancara: _______________________  ___ Tanggal:  
 
 
Komponen etik dari studi ini sudah disetujui oleh Macquarie University Human Research Ethics Committee.  
Apabila Anda memiliki keluhan atau keberatan mengenai keikutsertaan Anda dalam studi ini, Anda dapat 
menghubungi Ethics Committee ditujukan kepada Director, Research Ethics (Telepon +61 (0) 2 9850 7854; 
email ethics@mq.edu.au).  Segala keluhan yang Anda ajukan akan diperlakukan secara rahasia dan 
ditelusuri, dan Anda akan diinformasikan mengenai hasil penelusuran kami.  
 

(SALINAN UNTUK PEWAWANCARA/ RESPONDEN) 
 


