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About the Youth Endowment Fund  

The Youth Endowment Fund (YEF) is a charity with a mission that matters. We exist to prevent children and 
young people from becoming involved in violence. We do this by finding out what works and building a 
movement to put this knowledge into practice.  

Children and young people at risk of becoming involved in violence deserve services that give them the 
̖̤̥̓ ̙̟̖̔̒̔ ̠̗ ̒ ̡̧̠̤̥̖̚̚ ̗̦̥̦̣̖˟ ̠̅ ̞̜̖̒ ̤̦̣̖ ̥̙̥̒ ̡̡̙̖̟̤̒˝ ̨̖Я̝̝ ̗̦̟̕ ̡̣̠̞̤̟̘̚̚ ̡̛̣̠̖̥̤̔ ̟̒̕ ̥̙̖̟ ̦̤̖ 
the very best evaluation to find out what works. Just as we benefit from robust trials in medicine, young 
̡̡̖̠̝̖ ̧̖̤̖̣̖̕ ̡̡̤̦̠̣̥ ̘̣̠̦̟̖̕̕ ̟̚ ̥̙̖ ̧̖̖̟̖̔̚̕˟ ̖̈Я̝̝ ̦̝̓̚̕ ̥̙̥̒ ̨̜̟̠̝̖̘̖̕ ̥̙̣̠̦̘̙ ̠̦̣ ̧̣̠̦̤̒̚ ̘̣̟̥̒ 
rounds and funding activit ies .  

And just as important , ̤̚ ̦̟̖̣̤̥̟̟̘̒̕̕̚ ̙̝̣̖̟̔̚̕ ̟̒̕ ̪̠̦̟̘ ̡̡̖̠̝̖Я̤ ̧̝̖̤̚˟ ̙̣̠̦̘̙̅ ̠̦̣ ̠̦̥̙̊ ˲̧̤̠̣̪̕̚ 
˳̠̣̒̕ ̟̒̕ ̟̥̠̟̝̒̒̚ ̨̟̖̥̠̣̜ ̠̗ ̡̖̖̣ ̣̖̤̖̣̙̖̣̤̒̔˝ ̨̖Я̝̝ ̖̟̤̦̣̖ ̥̙̖̪ ̟̗̝̦̖̟̖̔̚ ̠̦̣ ̨̠̣̜ ̟̒̕ that we 
understand and are addressing their needs. But none of this will make a difference if all we do is produce 
reports that stay on a shelf.  

Together , we need to look at the evidence and agree what works, then build a movement to make sure 
̥̙̥̒ ̪̠̦̟̘ ̡̡̖̠̝̖ ̘̖̥ ̥̙̖ ̧̖̣̪ ̖̤̥̓ ̡̡̤̦̠̣̥ ̡̠̤̤̝̖̓̚˟ ̦̣̀ ̤̥̣̥̖̘̪̒ ̤̖̥̤ ̠̦̥ ̨̙̠ ̨̖Я̝̝ ̠̕ ̥̚˟ ˲̥ ̥̤̚ ̙̖̣̥̒, it 
says that we Яll fund good work, find what works and work for change. You can read it here . 

 

For more information about the YEF or this report , please contact:  

Youth Endowment Fund  
C/O Impetus  
10 Queen Street Place  
London  
EC4R 1AG 

 
www.youthendowmentfund.org.uk  
 
hello@youthendowmentfund.org.uk  

 
Registered Charity Number: 1185413  

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.youthendowmentfund.org.uk/
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About the Bridges Impact Foundation  

Bridges Impact Foundation was set up to achieve tangible, positive impact through catalytic funding 
and strategic support for projects that deliver better outcomes for underserved people and the planet. 
We were established in 2009 by Bridges Fund Managemen t as an independent charity, funding projects 
̥̙̥̒ ̗̝̝̒ ̠̦̥̤̖̚̕ ̠̗ ̥̙̖ ̡̤̠̖̔ ̠̗ ˳̣̘̖̤̚̕Я ̧̟̖̤̥̞̖̟̥̚ ̧̥̥̪̒̔̚̚˟ 
  
Our work spans diverse communities and issues: improving youth mental health, addressing gender -
based violence, tackling child poverty and building sustainable impact investing and outcomes 
markets. We are amplifying charitable efforts through strategic pa rtnerships and collaborations.  
  
˲̥ ̥̙̖ ̙̖̣̥̒ ̠̗ ̧̖̖̣̪̥̙̟̘̚ ̨̖ ̠̕ ̤̚ ̒ ̠̞̞̥̞̖̟̥̔̚ ̥̠ ̦̟̝̠̜̔ ̡̞̥̒̔̚ ̨̙̖̣̖ ̥̚Я̤ ̟̖̖̖̕̕ ̞̠̤̥ ̟̒̕ ̡̙̖̝ 
scale solutions that work. This is why we supported the THINK AGAIN pilot trial, funding its optimisation 
and delivery to help test and refine an approach that could transform how schools prevent dating and 
relationship violence and gender - based violence. We need to understand what works in prevention Ь 
and the pilot trial is the first critical step towards building an evidence base and testing a low - cost, 
scal able prevention programme for schools.  
  
For more information about Bridges Impact Foundation or this report , please contact:  
Bridges Impact Foundation  
38 Seymour Street  
London  
W1H 7BP 
  
bridgesimpactfoundation.org  
Info@bridgesimpactfoundation.org  
  
Registered Company No. 06864617  
Registered Charity No. 1129756  
  

https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.bridgesfundmanagement.com%2Fabout-us%2Fbridges-impact-foundation%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cjoe.collin%40youthendowmentfund.org.uk%7C0aed56ba8bf84b3a332608de3745ac34%7C33f58d38d5bf45e0936e9a4b1be6c3c6%7C0%7C0%7C639008969570247656%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=pXyVIv2EL5%2Bl3IQxw6GSx1tqYcyRa%2BX0qwJluTjo9S4%3D&reserved=0
mailto:Info@bridgesimpactfoundation.org
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About the evaluator  
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Tom McBridge was the EẎ˽Я̤ ̘̣̟̥̒ ̞̟̘̖̣̒̒˟ 
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Executive Summary  

The project  

THINK AGAIN is a school - based intervention designed to prevent dating and relationship violence (DRV) and 
gender - based violence (GBV) among children aged 13 Ь14 (Year 9). Delivered by the Sex Education Forum (SEF), 
the programme aims to promote positive relationships, challenge harmful norms and support schools to 
develop a whole - school approach to preventing DRV and GBV. THINK AGAIN is designed around three co re 
components: an initial assessment of school needs, staff Ьstudent Action Aware Groups (AAGs), and nine 45 Ь
60 - minute THINK AGAIN lessons. The initial assessment uses surveys with children and interviews with school 
leaders to understand the school sЯ ̟̖̖̤̕˟ The SEF then trains and supports school staff to fa cilitate AAGs in 
schools . AAGs are student and staff representation groups that bring together at least two members of staff 
and at least six children to discuss and devise a strategy to prevent GBV and DBV. This strategy features whole -
school strategies (such as amendments to school policies and raising awareness). Classroom lessons are then 
delivered on topics including gender, boundaries, sexual objectification, sexual harassment and stalking. 
Lessons focus on practi sing positive skills and aim to denormalise violence. Lessons are delivered by teachers, 
who receive three  hours of training from the SEF.  

The Youth Endowment Fund ( YEF) , the Bridges Impact Foundation, and the Ending Youth Violence Lab funded 
this feasibility study to determine whether THINK AGAIN could progress to an efficacy trial. The study aimed to 
assess whether THINK AGAIN was acceptable to school staff and children, explore whether the proposed 
secondary outcomes were reliable and feasible, establish what refinements may be required to improve 
delivery of the programme and a future evaluation, and ascertain whether an econ omic evaluation is feasible. 
The evaluator e stablished a single - group pre Ьpost design across four state - funded, mixed - sex secondary 
schools. 734 children were identified to take part. 503 took part in baseline data collection in July 2024 , and 556 
participated in endline collection in July 2025.  Data was collected on a range of measures , including the 
frequency of DRV and GBV victimisation or perpetration, school belonging and commitment, quality of life, 
mental well - being, perceptions of the acceptability of violence, and perceptions of socially app ropriate 
behaviour. The evaluator also conducted eight focus groups with a total of 40 children, 16 interviews with staff, 
seven observations of THINK AGAIN relationships and sex education ( RSE)  lessons, a staff survey with 10 
responses  and  a parent/carer survey with 55 responses , and it analysed economic and delivery data. Of 503 
children who took part in baseline data collection, 43% came from a White ethnic background, 32% from an 
Asian ethnic background, 12% from a Black ethnic background and 8% from a Mixed ethnic background.  

Key conclusions  
Broadly, the intervention was feasible and acceptable. All schools reported delivering at least six THINK AGAIN 
lessons from the menu of nine provided, and two schools reported delivering all nin e. However, only two schools 
implemented the AAGs as intended.  
Most outcome measures were reliable. However, the evaluator recommends identifying a better measure of 
̙̝̣̖̟̔̚̕Я̤ ̡̡̖̣̖̥̠̟̤̔̚ ̠̗ ̤̠̝̝̪̔̒̚ ̡̡̡̣̠̣̥̖̒̒̚ ̧̖̙̠̦̣̓̒̚˟ ˵̦̖ ̥̠ ̦̟̣̖̝̝̥̪̒̓̚̚̚˝ ̥̙̖ ̡̧̣̠̥̖̥̖̔̚ ̤̥̣̥̖̘̖̤̒̚ ̤̝̖̔̒ ̤̙̠̦̝̕ 
not be used. This is a new outcome  piloted in this evaluation that aimed to measure how children protect 
themselves when dating (e.g . telling a friend where you are on a date). Data collection methods need to be refined 
to improve completeness by using school email addresses and isolating children during survey completion.  
Overall, schools would benefit from earlier training in the Summer Term, clearer leadership for AAGs and stronger 
emphasis on the necessary preparation for topics. Some i ntervention materials should be updated to ensure they 
are relevant for children today.  
The economic evaluation data collection rate was limited , and current methods are insufficient for a full cost 
evaluation. Future evaluations should focus on data already held by schools, such as staff time or attendance , and 
involve stakeholder consultation to agree on feasible data - collection strategies.  



 

8 

While it would be a challenging evaluation to undertake, progression to a  randomised controlled trial (RCT)  is 
justified. A range of improvements (particularly to data collection processes) would be required to deliver a robust 
evaluation.  

Interpretation  
Broadly, the intervention was feasible and acceptable to staff and children. All schools reported delivering at 
least six THINK AGAIN lessons from the menu of nine provided, and two schools reported delivering all nine. 
Training was well attended in all sc hools, with one school receiving top - up online training. Two schools also 
took up supportive lesson observation feedback. In interviews, teachers agreed that they generally valued the 
new and interactive approach of THINK AGAIN and had posit ive experiences integrating THINK AGAIN with the 
existing RSE curriculum. Across focus groups, most children said they enjoyed the interactive style of THINK 
AGAIN lessons and felt these were mostly relevant to their near future s. Only two schools implemented the AAGs 
as intended (holding multiple meetings and implementing at least one whole - school action). Schools that 
successfully ran the AAG s tended to have pre - existing structures for involving children in decision - making 
(such as school councils, anti - bullying ambassadors and prefects). In contrast, timetabling pressures, 
competing demands on staff and leadership capacity were seen as key barriers in delivering AAGs.  

The majority of primary and secondary outcome measures were reliable and feasible. However, the evaluator 
̣̖̠̞̞̖̟̤̔̕ ̖̟̥̗̪̟̘̚̕̚̚ ̒ ̖̥̥̖̣̓ ̞̖̤̦̣̖̒ ̠̗ ̙̝̣̖̟̔̚̕Я̤ ̡̡̖̣̖̥̠̟̤̔̚ ̠̗ ̤̠̝̝̪̔̒̚ ̡̡̡̣̠̣̥̖̒̒̚ ̧̖̙̠̦̣̓̒̚ 
(injunctive social norms). Due to unreliability, t he protective strategies scale should not be used. This is a new 
outcome piloted in this evaluation that aimed to measure whether children protect themselves when dating 
(e.g . telling a friend where you are on a date). B etween 22% and 30% of collected data could not be matched 
at endline due to incomplete information being provided by the children. Data collection methods need to be 
refined to improve this completeness by using school email addresses and isolating childre n during survey 
completion. School email addresses would allow for easier matching of survey responses to specific children, 
while isolating children would support efforts to ensure that they take the survey seriously.  

Overall, schools would benefit from earlier training in the Summer Term, clearer leadership for AAGs and a 
stronger emphasis on the sensitivity of and necessary preparation for topics. Staff indicated that THINK AGAIN 
would be easier to deliver if training were provided in the Summer Term before implementation, giving them 
more time to prepare for lessons invol ving sensitive material and to establish the AAG s. Findings suggest that 
providing enough protected time for staff training and ensuring the interven tion fits within existing school roles 
and timelines are important for easing THINK AGAIN implementation. The evaluation also highlighted that some 
lesson materials would benefit from updating, including using  shorter videos and more contemporary 
language for children and simplified lesson plans and resources for teachers.  

The economic evaluation data collection rate was limited, and current methods are insufficient for a full 
economic evaluation . Parents and carers  were invited to complete the resource use survey at baseline and 
endline. However, parent/carer engagement was low, with only 2.2% of parent/carer responses linked to 
children at baseline and 4.7% at endline. The return rate from schools detailing the time  it took staff to plan and 
deliver THINK AGAIN materials was also inadequate. Consequently, the evaluator high lights that f uture 
evaluations should focus  on data already held by schools, such as staff time or attendance .  

YEF is not proceeding with further evaluation of T HINK AGAIN at this stage. Progression to an  RCT is justified 
pending further improvements to the intervention and data - collection processes . Recruitment for this study 
was achieved within four weeks, no schools withdrew and large numbers of children participated in both the 
baseline and endline surveys. To measure longer - term impacts, the evaluator recommends that a definitive 
trial span 24 months and include co - primary outcomes of DRV and GBV victimisation and perpetration.  

YEF continues to be very interested in interventions that prevent dating  and relationship violence and gender -
based violence .  
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Introduction 

Background  

Dating and relationship violence (DRV) refers to physical, sexual and emotional violence that occurs in the 

context of a relationship. Gender-Based Violence (GBV) is physical, sexual or emotional violence rooted in 

gender and sexuality inequality. Both DRV and GBV are highly prevalent in UK schools, with multiple health 

consequences (Department for Education, 2025). In a recent report, Ofsted (2021) reported that nearly 90% 

of girls and nearly 50% of boys said that being sent explicit pictures or videos of things they did not want to 

see happens a lot or sometimes to them or their peers and that 92% of girls and 74% of boys said that sexist 

name-calling happens a lot or sometimes to them or their peers. DRV and GBV are classed under the Youth 

Endowment FundΩǎ ό¸9CΩǎύ outcomes framework as priority outcomes under sexually violent crime and 

criminal victimisation (Gaffney et al., 2022).   

Adolescent perpetrators and victims also report increased risky sexual behaviour, substance use and 

depressive symptoms (Barter & Stanley, 2016; Fellmeth et al., 2013; Johns et al., 2018; Shorey et al., 2015), 

and DRV and GBV are predictive of adult experiences of domestic violence (Costa et al., 2015; Vivolo-Kantor 

et al., 2016). DRV and GBV exacerbate gendered health inequalities (Reidy et al., 2016); impacts are 

disproportionately experienced by girls (Ofsted, 2021; Young et al., 2021)Σ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŜƴΣ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ 

experiences of earlier onset of intimate partner violence are linked to greater impacts on mental and 

physical health in adulthood (Loxton et al., 2017). In addition, there are strong intersections with other 

inequalities, such as race/ethnicity and sexuality. Specifically, adolescents of non-White ethnicities 

consistently report higher rates of DRV victimisation and perpetration (Young et al., 2021) generating 

additional inequities with long-term consequences. Associations between DRV/GBV and both substance 

misuse and suicidal ideation are stronger in sexual and gender minority young people (Johns et al., 2018; 

Mueller et al., 2015). Annual costs for DRV and GBV within the UK have been estimated at £66 billion and 

£32.56 billion, respectively, with the majority of costs caused by the physical and mental health 

consequences for victims (Oliver et al., 2019). This means that school-based interventions must be designed 

with an equity lens, ensuring interventions are relevant to all students and effective in a wide range of 

schools. 

DRV and GBV interventions are ideally placed in school settings since the majority of young people attend 

education settings outside the home, and the ̧ 9CΩǎ ǘƻƻƭƪƛǘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƭƻǿ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ 

relationship violence prevention lessons (Gaffney et al., 2022). This toolkit was informed by previous 

research, including a systematic review and meta-analysis (Farmer et al., 2023; Melendez-Torres et al., 

2024), which identified promising models of effective interventions. Very little of this evaluative evidence 

came from a UK context and did not respond to the shift to statutory relationships, sex and health education 

(RSHE). In addition, existing interventions relied heavily on US-centric materials, thus lacking a UK-specific 

feel and relevance to the young people we would seek to engage. This review identified that more extensive 

interventions targeting a broader range of system levels, stakeholders and change mechanisms were not 

necessarily more effective than single-component (and frequently shorter technologically mediated) 

interventions. Farmer et al. (2023) argue that a possible reason for this relates to school capacity to 

implement complex interventions, such that the effectiveness of single-component interventions may be 

related to the relative ease of rigorous implementation. The review also recommended that future research 

should compare outcomes beyond individual behaviours, knowledge or attitudes and include measures of 

broader system and community effects of an intervention. It was also noted that evidence was stronger 

overall for effects on DRV, with significant longer-term impacts on both DRV victimisation and perpetration. 
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Any effect on knowledge and attitudes was relatively short-term, and future research should include follow-

ups that are longer than one school year, as it is hypothesised that impacts may take time to become 

evident.   

Because DRV and GBV are highly prevalent across many different socio-demographic subgroups (Young et 

al., 2021), universal approaches are more appropriate than targeted interventions due to the increased 

range of reach, reduction in stigma and normalisation of help-seeking behaviour. DRV and GBV strongly co-

occur and have shared aetiological mechanisms in harmful gender norms and widespread acceptability; 

thus, addressing them jointly is key. Despite urgent policy needs in England and Wales, little UK evidence on 

effective interventions exists. Department for Education statutory guidance requires all schools in England 

to deliver relationships education in primary schools and RSHE in secondary schools. Research into schools 

adopting the RSHE curriculum before it became mandatory in summer 2021 reflects challenges in 

developing and delivering it (Department for Education, 2021). Both the recent Ofsted review of sexual 

abuse in schools in England (Ofsted, 2021) and the Estyn-led review in Wales (Estyn, 2021) noted that 

children disliked RSHE lessons; most felt RSHE did not provide the information and advice they needed. 

These reviews also highlighted the normalisation of GBV for children, including online sexual abuse, and 

recommended a whole-school approach. In light of this, and to fulfil statutory duties in relation to RSHE, 

schools need to develop and implement programmes for DRV and GBV prevention. Following a 

comprehensive qualitative comparative analysis (Melendez-Torres et al., 2024) and experience from three 

existing research projects (Bonell et al., 2018; Farmer et al., 2023; Meiksin et al., 2020), the THINK AGAIN 

intervention, which is described fully below, was developed, and the aim of this research project was to 

establish whether it is feasible to test the efficacy of THINK AGAIN in a definitive randomised controlled trial 

(RCT).  

Development of the THINK AGAIN Intervention  

THINK AGAIN is a manualised intervention with a theory of change (ToC; Figure 1) informed by the theory 

of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) (which also informed the development of Shifting Boundaries (Taylor et 

al., 2013) and social cognitive theory (which describe the importance of environmental influences, of 

modelling behaviours and of skill practice to achieve mastery). It is also led by the theory of human 

functioning and school organisation (Markham & Aveyard, 2003), which informed Learning Together (Bonell 

et al., 2018) and which emphasises the need for pupil involvement to increase commitment to school and 

adherence to prosocial norms and behaviours.  

THINK AGAIN includes defined components drawn from the Shifting Boundaries and Learning Together 

interventions for the prevention of DRV and GBV in schools, optimised for use in the UK context. The key 

rationale for combining these two interventions relates to the specific amenability of the Shifting Boundaries 

classroom programme, together with the requirement to deliver a structural intervention that meets the 

needs of UK schools, as well as recent learning about how to deliver such structural interventions via 

studentςstaff action groups from Learning Together. 

The development and optimisation of THINK AGAIN has been informed by three separate research projects, 

as detailed below, as well as a comprehensive QCA (Melendez-Torres et al., 2024) We describe the three 

preceding research projects in detail below. QCA is a method of evidence synthesis that focuses on 

configurational causation, i.e. the ways in which intervention aspects combine to form pathways to 

effectiveness. This is useful because one ingredient alone rarely makes an intervention effective; instead, a 

combination of ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎΣ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǳŀƭ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ŀ ΨŎŀǳǎŀƭ ǊŜŎƛǇŜΩ ŦƻǊ 

effectiveness. The QCA, which was part of the broader STOP-DRV-GBV systematic review, demonstrated 
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stronger evidence of intervention effectiveness in reducing DRV than in reducing GBV, with significant long-

term impacts on DRV victimisation and perpetration. Impacts on knowledge and attitudes were primarily 

short-term, and there was no evidence of the superiority of any one intervention. Moderation evidence 

suggested interventions reduced DRV perpetration in boys more than girls but reduced GBV perpetration 

more in girls. Meta-regression by intervention component did not explain heterogeneity in effectiveness, 

but QCA suggested that reducing perpetration was important for reducing victimisation and that 

perpetration could be reduced by focusing on interpersonal skills, guided practice and (for GBV) the 

implementation of social structural components. 

 

FIGURE 1: THEORY OF CHANGE OF THE THINK AGAIN INTERVENTION 

Research project 1 ς systematic review 

The STOP-DRV-GBV systematic review (Farmer et al., 2023) was the largest, most comprehensive 

international synthesis of evidence on school-based interventions for DRV and GBV. Meta-analyses 

indicated:  

 Stronger evidence for the prevention of DRV than of GBV 

 Almost no evidence for the prevention of homophobic GBV 

 The importance of follow-up beyond 12 months post-baseline to capture any effects that persist 

beyond one academic school year 

 The value of focused, short and readily implementable classroom interventions 

 The role of interpersonal (providing opportunities for peers to interact) and guided practice 

(providing opportunities for pupils to practice new skills and knowledge) components 

 The value of components targeting school-level culture and norms (especially for GBV prevention) 

Meta-analyses also highlighted the lack of evaluations of interventions incorporating the explicit assessment 

of school capacity to implement or of studentςstaff action groups to plan locally relevant intervention 
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strategies. However, syntheses identified Shifting Boundaries (Taylor et al., 2013), originally trialled in the 

US, as a promising approach with evidence of effectiveness. 

Shifting Boundaries includes both classroom and structural components, and it was trialled in an RCT in New 

York City, where the combined classroom and structural intervention reduced GBV and DRV victimisation at 

six-month follow-up. The classroom component includes lessons on DRV and GBV, including some bystander 

skills, but this component was not found to be effective when delivered in isolation without any school-wide 

component; in addition, intervention materials require updating since they were developed over 20 years 

ago, and they need to be made relevant to a UK RSHE context.  

Research project 2 ς Learning Together trial 

Second, the definitive trial of Learning Together (Bonell et al., 2018) demonstrated that a school-wide 

approach incorporating restorative practices and studentςstaff action groups had meaningful long-term 

effects on pupil mental health, bullying victimisation, substance use outcomes and police contact (and 

increased educational attainment) in UK contexts. The THINK AGAIN intervention does not include 

restorative practice elements since these are inappropriate for DRV/GBV. However, we include learning 

relating to action groups in the process evaluation data (Warren et al., 2020), revealing that these were 

central to making the intervention relevant and engaging for pupils. This learning directly informed THINK 

!D!LbΩǎ !!D ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǳǎŜǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ǇǳǇƛƭǎ ŀ ǾƻƛŎŜΣ ǎƘŀǇŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ-level activities and 

increase buy-in and impact. 

Research project 3 ς Project Respect trial 

Third, the pilot cluster RCT of Project Respect (Meiksin et al., 2020) evaluated an intervention for DRV and 

GBV prevention in UK schools. This pilot trial did not meet progression criteria for a phase III RCT, primarily 

due to challenges relating to intervention fidelity. These findings have informed the delivery of THINK AGAIN 

in UK secondary schools in several ways. First, they highlight the importance of assessing ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΩ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘies 

to implement interventions. Second, these findings have also confirmed that the Short Conflict in Adolescent 

Dating Relationships Inventory (S-CADRI; Fernández-González et al., 2012) is the optimal measure for DRV. 

Third, findings from Project Respect underscored that an environmental intervention component (in this 

case, building patrols or hot-spot monitoring) was unlikely to be feasible, and thus other methods of 

addressing structural and environmental determinants of DRV and GBV were needed. Fourth, they improved 

the efficiency of the current study by confirming the feasibility of randomisation; thus, the current trial 

focused more specifically on intervention feasibility. 

Intervention optimisation  

The THINK AGAIN intervention underwent a period of optimisation between January 2024 and July 2024. It 

was an iterative process during which existing intervention materials were elaborated on and tested in two 

optimisation schools to ensure their fit with the contemporary UK secondary school context. To maintain 

conciseness, we do not present the complete details of optimisation in this report; instead, a summary of 

this process is presented below, and a paper is being prepared that explores this fully.  

As a starting point, the team drew on fully elaborated classroom lessons from Shifting Boundaries, needs 

assessments and pupilςstaff action group manuals from Learning Together, and templates for action group 

strategies (e.g. school policy review, awareness raising) from Learning Together. These interventions, as 

they existed at the time, offered a range of useful insights, but they were either a) not focused on DRV/GBV 

prevention (Learning Together) or b) designed for different educational system contexts and over 20 years 

old (Shifting Boundaries). 
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The primary frameworks that guided the optimisation included Normalisation Process Theory to support 

acceptability, uptake and implementation of the intervention; and the 2021 Medication Research Council 

guidance for complex interventions (Skivington et al., 2021), which focused on resolving key uncertainties 

and ensuring stakeholder perspectives were represented. 

The initial review of materials identified points requiring updating (e.g. content on gender, transphobic or 

homophobic bullying), integrating (e.g. converting action group strategies to be relevant for DRV and GBV) 

or generating (i.e. new content). An initial updating process produced draft materials suitable for 

engagement with staff and pupils. 

Following this, stakeholders, pupils and staff were engaged, and the materials were refined during 

concurrent involvement in two secondary schools. We convened a number of young peopleΩǎ ŀŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ 

groups to ensure that THINK AGAIN materials would be as meaningful for pupils as possible. We spoke to 

two different groups about the language young people use to talk about relationships. Young people were 

ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ άƴƻ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǿƻǊŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǾŜǊǎ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎέ; they stressed how language is dynamic, and it is 

harder to define the kinds of relationships young people are having. Young people were clear that how you 

talk about a relationship depends on the context. They recommended that intervention materials fully 

explain the meanings of terms and not make assumptions that all young people are going to understand the 

same thing from a word like dating. They also explained that many young people are not dating in Years 9 

and 10, and often these types of relationships are more like friendships than romantic involvement.  

We also carefully considered the best approach to ensure THINK AGAIN content does not feel alienating to 

certain groups, for example, boys. We interviewed a number of young men to understand what factors could 

support the inclusion of boys. Their suggestions were to ensure the information is relevant to what is 

happening for the pupils right now, as well as ensuring that pupils are given time to talk with a trusted staff 

member or role model about any issues that arise. There was a strong sense that the material should avoid 

unintentionally alienating boys, and it was suggested that the use of male role models was important. It was 

highlighted that some boys can feel at fault just for being male if teaching is focused on trying to make sure 

young boys do not do bad things.  

Intervention 

The finalised THINK AGAIN intervention is a manualised, multi-component, school-based universal 

prevention intervention that consists of three main activities, as detailed in Table 1. The intervention's ToC 

is presented in Figure 1.  

TABLE 1: THE THINK  AGAIN INTERVENTION TEMPLATE FOR INTERVENTION DESCRIPTION AND REPLICATION CHECKLIST 

(HOFFMANN ET AL., 2014) 

Item No Item  

1. Brief  name THINK AGAIN 

2. Why THINK AGAIN is a manualised intervention with a theory of change (Figure 1) 

informed by the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) (which also informed 

the development of Shifting Boundaries) and social cognitive theory (which 

describes the importance of environmental influences, of modelling behaviours 

and of skill practice to achieve mastery). It is also guided by the theory of human 
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functioning and school organisation (Markham & Aveyard, 2003), which informed 

Learning Together, and which emphasises the need for pupil  involvement to 

increase commitment to school and adherence to prosocial norms and behaviours. 

THINK AGAIN aims to reduce the incidence of future dating and relationship 

violence (DRV) and gender-based violence (GBV), increase help-seeking and 

increase bystander proactive behaviour. 

3. What  ɀ 

Materials  

Schools were provided with various resources. Schools received a manual to guide 

the delivery of the intervention, and school staff were offered training (see below) 

and guidance on delivering in-school staff training. Schools were provided with 

written lesson plans and slides to guide the delivery of the assessment of school 

capacity and needs, the Action Aware Groups and the classroom-level programme 

activities.  

4. What  ɀ 

Procedures/ 

Activities  

Assessment of school capacity and needs: the THINK AGAIN intervention is 

designed to allow flexibility in its delivery, thus enabling schools to choose the 

most appropriate content for their pupils, considering their existing relationships, 

sex and health education (RSHE) curriculum. The ease with which the intervention 

can be modified depending on the local context is important since this has been 

shown to affect how successfully schools implement a new DRV or GBV prevention 

program (Melendez-Torres, et al., 2024). The intervention draws on baseline 

surveys, including questions about pupilÓȭ needs for information and resources, an 

examination of the current RSHE provision and informational interviews with 

school leaders to assess local school capacity and need. Each school will receive a 

Pupil Experience and Engagement Report (PEER) that summarises the key insights 

from the pupil baseline survey and is intended to support discussion about which 

components of THINK AGAIN are most relevant for each school. 

Action Aware Group (AAG). Materials for THINK AGAIN draw on our successful 

experience of studentɀstaff action groups in Learning Together. Using a manual 

and facilitated by an intervention training lead (Sex Education Forum [SEF]), the 

AAGs draw on the assessment of school capacity and needs to implement a school-

level strategy for the prevention of DRV and GBV, including a school policy review 

and awareness raising that is staff-led (e.g. in-service) or pupil -led (e.g. posters). 

The AAG will also draw from a menu of classroom-level activities (see below) to 

create a classroom-level programme. 

Classroom-level programme : drawing on a menu of intervention activities 

developed in Shifting Boundaries and incorporating knowledge gained from 

specialist RSHE teachers, nine 45-minute THINK AGAIN lessons have been 

developed that cover the following topics: 

¶ Gender 

¶ Boundaries 

¶ Sexual objectification 

¶ Sexual harassment and stalking 

¶ Understanding consent 
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¶ Bystander intervention for GBV 

¶ Healthy vs unhealthy relationships 

¶ Supporting a friend (DRV) 

¶ Advice columnist (consolidating learning on all the previous topics) 

Whilst lesson plans are designed to fit into a 45-minute session if pacing is well 

managed, extension material is provided for a 60-minute lesson time. 

Lessons focus on guided practice of positive skills and interpersonal components 

designed to denormalise DRV and GBV behaviours and promote prosocial 

relationship behaviours. Activities avoid any aspects that our meta-analyses found 

were likely to be harmful (e.g. the use of survivor stories); are explicit in their 

consideration of gender as it relates to DRV and GBV, including content on 

homophobic GBV; reflect UK-relevant terms and concepts; and, informed by 

Learning Together, include more explicit content on promoting prosocial 

behaviours and commitment to positive school norms.  

5. Who ɀ 

provider  

School staff implemented the intervention with support and training from the SEF 

training lead. The SEF training lead worked with senior leaders from the school to 

enable them to plan and deliver the intervention in their schools and review school 

rules and policies to help prevent and respond to DRV and GBV. The SEF training 

lead supported the setup of the AAGs and provided facilitation at several points 

during the study. Teachers who delivered the intervention lessons were offered a 

minimum of three hours of training  specific to the lesson content.  

6. How All intervention components were delivered face-to-face to groups of pupils, either 

as whole-school assemblies, Year 9 classes or small groups of members of the 

AAGs. 

7. Where  All components were delivered on school premises. 

8. When and 

how much 

Considering local need, their existing RSHE curriculum and the discussions held by 

the AAGs, schools were supported in teaching a minimum of five lessons; however, 

schools could teach all nine lessons if they wished to. The SEF training lead worked 

with schools to ensure that they covered all relevant content for their contexts. 

The intervention curriculum was delivered to pupils in Year 9. 

9. Tailoring  4ÈÅ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÉÎÔÅÎÄÅÄ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÆÌÅØÉÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÄÉÖÉÄÕÁÌ ÓÃÈÏÏÌȭÓ ÎÅÅÄÓȢ  

Research objectives 

This was a single-arm, preςpost intervention study with four schools to evaluate the feasibility of the 

optimised intervention, with data collection completed via mobile phone or web-based surveys over one 

year of follow-up. 
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Research questions 

1. Is progression to a definitive RCT justified? 

2. Is the THINK AGAIN intervention implementable in secondary schools, and is it acceptable to school 

staff and pupils? 

3. What refinements to the intervention, programme theory and implementation plan are suggested 

by the process evaluation? 

4. Are the proposed secondary outcome measures (e.g. violence acceptance, school climate) reliable, 

and what refinements are suggested? 

5. Is an economic evaluation in a definitive trial feasible? 

The full protocol is available on the YEFΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΦ  

Success targets 

Our research questions were designed to support our decision-making about whether a phase III trial of 

THINK AGAIN was feasible. The criteria are presented in Table 2 below and were designed to answer the 

above research questions. When we wrote the protocol, we only considered green and red ratings. 

TABLE 2: PROGRESSION CRITERIA 

Criteria Green (Go) Red 

Feasibility of the research 

School study retention җ о ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ remain at 

follow-up 

< 3 schools remain at 

follow-up 

Survey completion baseline: percentage of 

pupils invited to take the survey at baseline 

who completed it 

җ ул҈ ƛƴ җ о ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ < 80% in < 3 schools 

Survey completion follow-up: percentage of 

pupils invited to take the survey at follow-

up who completed it 

җ ул҈ ƛƴ җ о ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ < 80% in < 3 schools 

Feasibility of the intervention 

School intervention retention All schools deliver some 

components of the 

intervention. 

One or more schools 

deliver no components of 

the intervention. 

Intervention fidelity: how faithfully was the 

intervention delivered in the schools? 

All three components of the 

intervention are 

ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ җо ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ. 

The intervention is 

implemented with fidelity 

in < 3 schools. 

https://youthendowmentfund.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/Think-Again-Feasibility-Study-Protocol.pdf
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Intervention acceptability: how acceptable 

was the intervention to Year 9 pupils? 

The process evaluation 

indicates the intervention is 

ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ җ тл҈ ƻŦ Year 

9 pupils, as measured 

through qualitative 

methods. 

The process evaluation 

indicates the intervention 

is acceptable to <70% of 

Year 9 pupils. 

Intervention acceptability: how acceptable 

was the intervention to school staff? 

The process evaluation 

indicates that the 

intervention is acceptable 

ǘƻ җ тл҈ ƻŦ school staff, as 

measured through both 

qualitative and quantitative 

means. 

The process evaluation 

indicates that the 

intervention is acceptable 

to <70% of school staff. 

Ethical review 

Ethical approval for all aspects of the study was obtained from the Faculty for Health and Life Sciences, 

University ƻŦ 9ȄŜǘŜǊ aŜŘƛŎŀƭ {ŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ 9ǘƘƛŎǎ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ (reference number: 5690846). The London School 

of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine Research (LSHTM) Ethics Committee (reference: 31187) provided approval 

for the implementation and process evaluation, including interviews, focus groups, lesson observation and 

fidelity checklists.  

Schools that expressed an interest in the study were provided with an information leaflet that detailed what 

their involvement would entail, including the time commitment for both the intervention and the data 

collection; any associated costs; benefits; and information on pupil privacy and safety. Schools were only 

enrolled in the study once the head teacher had agreed to the terms stipulated in a memorandum of 

understanding and provided their written consent (Appendix A, Appendix B). 

Permission for pupils to take part in the THINK AGAIN intervention was provided by the head teacher in line 

ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ǳǎǳŀƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎΦ Pupils and their parents were provided with 

an information sheet that contained sufficient age-appropriate information to help them make an informed 

choice about whether to participate in the research, including what is involved in data collection, why they 

are being approached for participation, how data will be managed and used, how their confidentiality and 

anonymity will be protected and the situations in which anonymity will be removed (e.g. in response to 

safeguarding concerns), and any benefits and risks. The information sheet detailed that pupils and parents 

had the right to withdraw at any time, and they were reminded of their option not to take part before 

recruitment and before each assessment point. It has recently become accepted that most secondary school 

students are competent enough to provide their own consent to take part in a research study (Bonell et al., 

2023), and we adopted this approach to ensure we respected the rights of adolescents to have autonomy 

to consent for their own involvement, rather than requiring consent from parents or carers. However, given 

the sensitivity of the questions asked, parents/carers were also given the opportunity to withdraw their 

child from the research before data collection began. This approach gave proper primacy to student 

autonomy whilst also respecting parent/carer autonomy. Written consent was collected prior to the data 

collection via an online or paper consent form (Appendix C, Appendix D, Appendix E, Appendix F, Appendix 

G, Appendix H, Appendix I, Appendix J and Appendix K).  
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Data protection 

The processing of personal data for this study was conducted under Article 6(1)(e) of the UK General Data 

Protection Regulation (UK GDPR), which provides a lawful basis where processing is necessary for the 

performance of a task carried out in the public interest or in the exercise of official authority vested in the 

controller. 

The University of Exeter, as the data controller, carried out this research in accordance with its public task 

as a higher education institution engaged in scientific and social research. The processing was necessary to 

fulfil objectives that serve the public interest, including the development and evaluation of interventions 

aimed at improving pupil wellbeing and safety in UK secondary schools. 

All data processing activities were proportionate, targeted and aligned with the principles of data 

minimisation and necessity. The research team documented this legal basis and ensured that all processing 

was compliant with the UK GDPR and relevant ethical standards. 

Research data was stored on a secure data research hub hosted by the University of Exeter. Access to the 

data was restricted to the research team. Research survey data collected from pupils and school staff was 

gathered online using the Qualtrics platform. Each study participant was assigned a unique identifier (UID), 

and research data was saved under this number only. A linking Excel file was created to associate each UID 

ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ƴŀƳŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŦƛƭŜ ǿŀǎ ŜƴŎǊȅǇǘŜŘΣ ǇŀǎǎǿƻǊŘ-protected and saved in the study-specific 

secure data research hub. Only research team members responsible for distributing follow-up surveys were 

granted access to the linking file. The linking document was double-deleted six months after the study 

ended, at which point all other personal data was confidentially destroyed. 

The following special category and personal data was collected and stored on the University ƻŦ 9ȄŜǘŜǊΩǎ 

secure data research hub, which offers NHS Digital (DSPT) and ISO27001 security standards: 

Special category data: 

¶ Racial or ethnic origin: to ensure that our sample is representative 

¶ Sexual orientation: to ensure that our sample is representative, which is particularly important 
since the subject of this research is experiences of and attitudes towards violence experienced due 
to gender or within relationships 

¶ Gender orientation: to ensure that our sample is representative, which is particularly important 
since the subject of this research is experiences of and attitudes towards violence experienced due 
to gender or within relationships 

Other personal data: 

¶ Participant name, date of birth and school email address: to enable us to link baseline and follow-
up data 

Contact and banking details for schools were collected electronically; copies were deleted six months after 

study completion. 

Process evaluation 

Qualitative and quantitative data were stored securely on password-protected drives and files that were 

only accessible by researchers directly involved in the project at LSHTM. Focus groups and interviews were 

audio-recorded using a password-encrypted voice recorder and the encrypted Microsoft Teams recording 

feature, respectively. These were subsequently transcribed and anonymised using an external transcription 

company, which then deleted the original files. Materials containing any personal data, such as teachersΩ 



 

19 

logbooks and consent forms, were stored securely on password-protected drives and files accessible only 

to researchers directly involved in the project at LSHTM.  

Project team/stakeholders 

Study management group 

The study management group, which met monthly via teleconference, is shown in Table 3. 

TABLE 3: MEMBERS OF THE STUDY MANAGEMENT GROUP 

Name Role Institution 

Vashti Berry Supporting optimisation of the intervention University of Exeter 

Chris Bonell Lead for process evaluation London School of Hygiene & 

Tropical Medicine 

Lucy Emmerson Lead for intervention delivery Sex Education Forum 

Rachel Hayes Research Manager University of Exeter 

Claire Hulme Lead analysis of cost and resource use data University of Exeter 

Tom McBride Lead for research funding Ending Youth Violence Lab 

G.J. Melendez-

Torres 

Chief Investigator University of Exeter 

Emma Rigby Coordinate public involvement Association for Young People's 

Health 

Barbara Storch Lead for intervention funding Bridges Impact Foundation 

Vicky Stubbs Intervention Delivery and Training Lead Sex Education Forum 

Honor Young Supporting optimisation of the intervention Cardiff University 

Fran Hearing Supporting process evaluation London School of Hygiene & 

Tropical Medicine 

Study Steering Committee 

An independent Steering Committee was chaired by Esther van Sluijs, ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ was to 

provide critical scrutiny of the conduct of the research. They meet three times during the course of the 
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study, once during optimisation (spring 2024), again at the start of the feasibility study (autumn 2024) and 

finally when reporting results (summer 2025). Members of the Study Steering Committee:  

¶ Esther van Sluijs (Chair) 

¶ Lynne Callaghan  

¶ Tasha Mansley 

¶ Matilda Lawrence-Jubb 

¶ Amy Saunders  

¶ G.J. Melendez-Torres (study representative) 

¶ Emma Rigby (study representative) 

¶ Rachel Hayes (study representative) 

¶ Tom McBride (funder representative) 

¶ Barbara Storch (funder representative) 
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Methods 

Participant selection 

Identification of schools 

The study recruited secondary, state-funded, mixed-sex schools in England with at least 100 Year 8 pupils. 

Although this was a feasibility study, we aimed for a diverse school sample by initially contacting secondary 

schools located in high-violence areas or with above-average free school meal eligibility (23.8% in 2023; 

(Department for Education, 2023)). Whilst we were not restricting the inclusion of schools geographically, 

we did prioritise the inclusion of schools within a two-hour travel radius of Guildford to ensure it was feasible 

for the SEF training lead to visit the schools. Schools were contacted through conferences, newsletters and 

direct communication. Interested schools received detailed information and provided written consent via a 

memorandum of understanding. Schools were excluded from the study if they delivered education in a 

language other than English or catered exclusively to pupils with special educational needs (i.e. special 

schools). Participating schools received a £1,000 incentive to support retention. 

Pupil recruitment 

Pupils in Year 8 (ages 12ς13) were eligible to participate if they possessed sufficient English proficiency to 

understand the recruitment materials and complete outcome measures. Head teachers granted permission 

for pupils to participate in the THINK AGAIN intervention, while pupils themselves provided consent for the 

research study after their parents had been given the option to opt them out. Schools distributed pupil 

information sheets via their usual communication methods and ensured withdrawn pupils were not present 

during data collection.  

Parent/carer recruitment  

Information leaflets were distributed to parents/carers of all pupils in Year 8, explaining ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜΣ 

data handling, confidentiality and withdrawal rights. Eligibility required only that their child was participating 

in the study; there were no exclusion criteria. Parent/carers were sent a link to an online survey, which 

began with an explanation and asked for written consent to continue.  

Process Evaluation recruitment 

Qualitative data were collected through focus groups with pupils and interviews with staff. Focus group 

discussions (FGDs) aimed to involve four to eight Year 9 pupils per school, purposively sampled by 

involvement in the intervention and gender. While it was not possible to purposively sample participants by 

sexual orientation or socio-economic status, we sought to be inclusive by consulting with school leads. To 

be eligible for FGDs, pupils had to be judged by their teachers as sufficiently competent to consent to 

participate. The researcher shared these requirements with the school lead, who selected participants. All 

FGDs were conducted in person with one study researcher on school premises during the school day. FGDs 

lasted between 30 minutes and one hour. Teachers were not present during FGDs, apart from one FGD in 

school 102, which took place in a classroom that was also being used to support pupils with SEND. For all 

FGDs, a member of staff was asked to be in a nearby room in case safeguarding or pastoral needs arose. 

School staff who were invited to participate in an online interview were sent an information sheet at least 

two weeks before the interview and were asked to sign an online consent form on the day of the interview. 

The interviews were conducted online via MS Teams or by phone and usually lasted between 20 and 40 

minutes. 
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Data collection 

Research survey data were collected from pupils, parents/carers and school staff online using the Qualtrics 

platform. Each participant in the study was given a UID, and research data was saved using this number only.  

Pupil data collection 

Researchers visited the schools in person to facilitate pupil data collection. Pupils entered questionnaire 

data directly into a Qualtrics database, either using school computers, trial-owned electronic tablets or their 

personal devices, such as mobile phones. A researcher reminded pupils of the aims of the study, what would 

happen to their data and their right not to take part or to withdraw consent at any point up until data 

analysis. The researcher emphasised to the pupils that the questions were about a serious topic and that 

they were being trusted to provide mature and factually correct answers. Pupils were reassured that they 

did not have to take part and could stop at any point without giving a reason. Pupils were instructed to 

complete the questionnaires silently and under exam conditions, meaning they should not consult with 

ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ƻǊ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎΦ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŜŘ with pupils during data collection to ensure 

confidentiality and answer any queries.  

Parent/carer data collection 

Both the initial outline letter and the full information sheet that parents/carers received contained a direct 

web link to the parent/carer Qualtrics survey. In this way, parents/carers accessed the questionnaires 

directly without researcher involvement.  

Process Evaluation data collection 

Through the qualitative elements of the process evaluation, we aimed to assess the feasibility and 

acceptability of the intervention, explore the mechanisms underlying it and consider the contextual factors 

affecting both implementation and mechanisms. Qualitative data were collected in four schools through 

eight FGDs with 40 pupils and 16 interviews with staff.  

Both FGDs and interviews were semi-structured, using topic guides (Appendix L, Appendix M and Appendix 

N) that reflected our research questions, facilitated by one study researcher and audio-recorded. These 

were transcribed, anonymised and stored securely on password-protected drives and files.  

To refine our intervention theory, we asked participants about the potential mechanisms involved in the 

ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΦ ²Ŝ ǘƻƻƪ ŀ ǊŜŀƭƛǎǘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ ŀ ǇǊƛƻǊƛ ǘƘŜƻǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 

own theories about context-mechanism-outcome configurations (CMOCs), i.e. how mechanisms triggered 

by intervention implementation interacted with context to generate outcomes. In interviews with school 

staff, we explained the a priori CMOCs behind the THINK AGAIN intervention theory and invited participants 

to share their perspectives on these. We also asked them to share their own thoughts on how mechanisms 

triggered by the intervention activities ƳƛƎƘǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΦ Lƴ 

FGDs, researchers asked pupils to describe narratives of their own involvement in the programme to explore 

how they perceived their actions and the contexts and consequences of these. 

Through the quantitative elements of the process evaluation, we aimed to examine the fidelity, reach and 

acceptability of the intervention. We collected data on intervention fidelity via logbooks, which were 

distributed to the staff members teaching the curriculum, the staff member coordinating the curriculum and 

the AAG chair. Staff could choose whether to complete the logbooks via an online link, over email or on 

paper. To verify logbook data, we conducted structured observations of randomly selected sessions, 

including two curriculum lessons per school and one AAG meeting per school. We collected quantitative 
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data to examine the acceptability of the intervention among staff via a survey, which was distributed to all 

school staff involved in the intervention at the end of the year. The survey was designed and distributed via 

Jisc Online Surveys. We also collected quantitative data to examine the reach and acceptability of the 

intervention among pupils via the pupil survey post-intervention. 

Outcomes collected 

The outcomes for this study included the feasibility of recruitment and the intervention and the acceptability 

of the chosen outcome measures, which are collected at baseline (T0) before the schools have begun to 

implement THINK AGAIN, when participants are at the end of year 8, and again 12 months later (T1) after 

THINK AGAIN has been in use for an academic year and participants are at the end of Year 9. To reach the 

final selection of outcome assessments included in this study, the researchers first searched the literature 

for previous trials of DRV and GBV interventions delivered in secondary schools to identify relevant 

constructs and potential questionnaires.  

Since the aim of the THINK AGAIN intervention was to reduce both DRV and GBV, it was necessary to ask 

participants to report how often they encountered these types of violence. This necessitated questions that 

asked specifically about being in an abusive relationship. We were also interested in understanding how 

often participants had been violent or abusive to their partners. We therefore had to very carefully consider 

how to ask these questions sensitively without causing undue distress to the participants. Given that all 

participants were under the age of 18, we also had to carefully consider how to ensure that participants 

were appropriately safeguarded and, where appropriate, were provided with signpost information about 

where they could seek support should they need it.  

The research team had a duty to ensure that any known safeguarding concerns were reported promptly to 

ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ǎŀŦŜƎǳŀǊŘƛƴƎ ƭŜŀŘ and that students understood that if they reported certain things, for 

example, ōŜƛƴƎ ŦƻǊŎŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǎŜȄ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘŜŀƳ ǿƻǳƭŘ 

ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ǎŀŦŜƎǳŀǊŘƛƴƎ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘƛǎΦ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘŜŀƳ, we had 

concerns that this might lead to underreporting for any questions that raised a self-guarding concern, 

particularly when the questions related to perpetration as opposed to victimisation. Previous research 

(Meiksin et al., 2020) overcame this concern by only reporting school-level impacts and not recording any 

information that could link data back to respondents. However, this would restrict the form of analysis that 

was possible. This led us to consider the best way to balance data accuracy and integrity whilst ensuring that 

participants were adequately safeguarded. The research team are experienced researchers in this field, and 

we consulted additional experts, including members of our advisory group and involvement and 

engagement panels.  

We reviewed the most widely used measures of DRV and GBV and considered both how common certain 

behaviours were and how appropriate the wording of the questions was for Year 8 pupils. We made the 

decision that since intimate sexual encounters are less common in Year 8 pupils, it would be more 

appropriate to remove some items from established measures and still maintain the ability to individually 

link baseline and follow-up data at the pupil level. We also ensured that we signposted participants to 

relevant support and offered the research team the opportunity to directly contact pupils should they wish 

to have a further conversation.  

In respect of health and social care use, we adapted a questionnaire that was developed for an economic 

evaluation alongside an RCT of a school-based mindfulness intervention (Kuyken et al., 2022). It was also 
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adapted for use in an RCT of the psychological therapy intervention for children with epilepsy (Bennett et 

al., 2024). 

Table 4 summarises the chosen outcomes, and the complete case report form can be found in Appendix O 

and Appendix P. We also used this feasibility study as a chance to validate the adapted measures.  

TABLE 4:METHODS AND OUTCOMES OVERVIEW 

Research methods Data collection methods Participants/data 

sources 

Data analysis 

method 

Research 

questions 

addressed 

Implementation/ 

logic model 

relevance 

Recruitment Number of schools that consent Schools Descriptive 
statistics 

Is the research 
acceptable to 
participants? 

Feasibility of the 
research 
Acceptability of 
the intervention 

Number of schools that 
withdraw consent 
Number of pupils opted out by 
parents 

Pupils 

Number of pupils who consent 
Number of pupils at follow-up 
Number of pupils who withdraw 
consent 

T0 survey 
(quantitative) 

Background questionnaire 
Pupils were asked to self-report 
their age, gender to which they 
identify, sexuality and ethnicity. 
We asked six questions from the 
Family Affluence Survey (Currie 
et al., 1997; Torsheim et al., 
2016) as used in the Positive 
Choices Pilot (Ponsford et al., 
2021) ǘƻ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ 
socio-economic status.  

Pupils Descriptive 
statistics 

Background 
questionnaire 

Understanding 
the sample 

T0 and T1 surveys 
(quantitative) 

Adapted Conflict and Adolescent 
Dating Relationships Inventory 
Short Version (Fernández-
González et al., 2012)*  

Pupils Descriptive 
statistics 

Frequency of DRV 
victimisation and 
perpetration 

Acceptability and 
validation of the 
adapted variable 

T0 and T1 surveys 
(quantitative) 

Adapted Hostile Hallways 
(Bryant, 1993)*  

Pupils Descriptive 
statistics 

Frequency of GBV 
victimisation and 
perpetration 

Acceptability and 
validation of the 
adapted variable 

T0 and T1 surveys 
(quantitative) 

SWEMWBS (Ng Fat et al., 2017) Pupils Descriptive 
statistics 

Mental wellbeing Acceptability of 
the variable 

T0 and T1 surveys 
(quantitative) 

CHU-9D (Stevens, 2009) Pupils Descriptive 
statistics 

Quality of life Acceptability of 
the variable 

T0 and T1 surveys 
(quantitative) 

Beyondblue School Climate 
Questionnaire (Sawyer et al., 
2010) 

Pupils Descriptive 
statistics 

School belonging 
and commitment 

Acceptability of 
the variable 

T0 and T1 surveys 
(quantitative) 

Adapted version of LOVEBiTEs 
measure (Flood & Kendrick, 
2012)*  

Pupils Descriptive 
statistics 

Violence 
acceptance 

Acceptability and 
validation of the 
adapted variable 

T0 and T1 surveys 
(quantitative) 

Adapted version of the Foshee 
measure (Foshee et al., 2001)*  

Pupils Descriptive 
statistics 

Injunctive social 
norms 

Acceptability and 
validation of the 
adapted variable 

T0 and T1 surveys 
(quantitative) 

Bespoke measure informed by 
the SANDI measure (Peterson et 
al., 2024)*  

Pupils Descriptive 
statistics 

Protective 
behavioural 
strategies for 
DRV/GBV 

Acceptability and 
validation of the 
bespoke variable 

T0 and T1 surveys 
(quantitative) 

Bespoke measure informed by 
the Shifting Boundaries project 
(Taylor et al., 2011)* 

Pupils Descriptive 
statistics 

Self-efficacy for 
bystander actions 

Acceptability and 
validation of the 
bespoke variable 

T0 and T1 surveys 
(quantitative) 

Pupil-level academic 

commitment subscale of the 

Beyond Clue School Climate 

Questionnaire 

Pupils Descriptive 
statistics 

Academic 
engagement 

Acceptability of 
the variable 

 Attendance School office Percentage 
completed 

Academic engagement 
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Research methods Data collection methods Participants/data 

sources 

Data analysis 

method 

Research 

questions 

addressed 

Implementation/ 

logic model 

relevance 

T0 and T1 surveys 
(quantitative) 

Hospital and community health 
and social care services, 
including medication used by the 
pupil 

Parents/carers Percentage 
completed 

Resource use 

Process evaluation 
(qualitative) 
 
 

Interviews 
 

School staff  Thematic 
analysis (using 
the general 
theory of 
implementation) 
and dimensional 
analysis using 
grounded 
theory 

Is the THINK AGAIN 
intervention 
acceptable to 
school staff and 
pupils? 
 
What refinements 
to the 
intervention, 
programme theory 
and 
implementation 
plan are suggested 
by the process 
evaluation? 

Informed 
refinements to 
the intervention 
and programme 
theory and 
assessed the 
acceptability of 
the intervention  

Focus groups Year-9 pupils 

 
Process evaluation 
(quantitative) 
 

Logbooks RSHE teachers; 
AAG chair; 
RSHE curriculum 
lead  

Descriptive 
statistical 
analysis 

Fidelity  Assessment of 
the fidelity of the 
implementation 

Observations of randomly 
selected sessions  

RSHE teachers 
 
AAG participants  

Survey Staff and  
pupils  

Statistical 
analysis 

Acceptability Assessment of 
the reach and 
acceptability of 
the intervention  

T0: baseline; pupil participants are at the end of year 8 

T1: 12 months after T0; pupil participants are at the end of year 9 

CHU-9D: Child Health Utility 9 Dimensions; DRV: dating and relationship violence; GBV: gender-based violence; SWEMWBS: 

Short Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale; SANDI: Sexual and Negative Dating Inventory; RSHE: relationships, sex and 

health education; AAG: action aware group 
* Adaptations have been made to measures to make them developmental and culturally appropriate for the age of respondents.  

Background/Demographics 

In order to describe our sample, students were asked to self-report their age, the gender with which they 

identify, their sexuality and their ethnicity. We also asked six questions from the Family Affluence Survey 

(Currie et al., 1997; Torsheim et al., 2016) as used in the Positive Choices Pilot (Ponsford et al., 2021) to 

ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǎƻŎƛƻŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǎǘŀǘǳǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŎƻǊŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƛǎ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ƛǘŜƳ 

responses numerically, with the least affluent options being scored 0 and the item scores being summed to 

give a total scale score. 

Frequency of DRV Victimisation and Perpetration 

The frequency of DRV from both a victimisation and perpetration point of view was measured by an adapted 

version of the Conflict and Adolescent Dating Relationships Inventory Short Version (S-CADRI (Fernández-

González et al., 2012). The S-CADRI contains 10 questions that relate to victimisation (e.g. behaviours that a 

partner has exhibited to the respondent: Ψ¢ƘŜȅ ƪƛŎƪŜŘΣ Ƙƛǘ ƻǊ ǇǳƴŎƘŜŘ ƳŜΩύ ŀƴŘ мл ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ 

perpetration (e.g. I threatened to hurt my partner). Respondents are asked to endorse how frequently 

certain behaviours have occurred during the last 12 months, with options of Never (1), Rarely (2), Sometimes 

(3) and Often (4). Total scores for victimisation and perpetration are generated by summing each item in 
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the subscale, with a minimum score of 10 and a maximum score of 40 for each subscale; higher scores 

indicate greater exposure to DRV. This measure has been validated for use in older adolescents in the US. 

Following stakeholder involvement and in order to make it suitable for a UK study with younger children, 

we have made the following adaptations to the measure: 

1. Altered some language to make it culturally more appropriate 

a. hǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ƛǘŜƳΥ ΨL ƛƴǎǳƭǘŜŘ Ƴȅ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ Ǉǳǘ-ŘƻǿƴǎΩ 

b. !ŘŀǇǘŜŘ ƛǘŜƳΥ ΨL ǎŀƛŘ ƛƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳΩ 

2. Removed two items asking about sexual violence 

a. wŜƳƻǾŜŘ ƛǘŜƳΥ Ψ¢ƘŜȅ ǘƻǳŎƘŜŘ ƳŜ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻΩ  

b. wŜƳƻǾŜŘ ƛǘŜƳΥ Ψ¢ƘŜȅ ŦƻǊŎŜŘ ƳŜ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǎŜȄ ǿƘŜƴ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻΩ 

At baseline, we only asked the questions in the adapted S-CADRI to pupils who responded affirmatively to 

ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ΨIŀǾŜ ȅƻǳ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴ ŀ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ƻǊ Ŏŀǎǳŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ōƻȅŦǊƛŜƴŘΣ ƎƛǊƭŦǊƛŜƴŘ ƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

ƭŀǎǘ мн ƳƻƴǘƘǎΚΩ Following involvement and engagement with young people and other experts, we realised 

that many young people may have had the kind of romantic or sexual experiences that the research was 

seeking to understand, but that pupils would not have personally labelled them as a relationship. We 

therefore pivoted at follow-up and asked all pupils the adapted S-CADRI questions. 

Changes to measures were also supported by evidence that the inclusion of very low prevalence items in 

questionnaires relating to adolescent violence victimisation and perpetration exacerbates measurement 

error (Reichenheim, Souza Marques, & Leite de Moraes, 2022). The validation analyses presented below 

provide reassurance that these changes did not lead to underperforming scales. 

Frequency of GBV Victimisation and Perpetration 

The frequency of GBV was measured using the Hostile Hallways questionnaire (Bryant, 1993), with the 

addition of some items used in a recent study of sexual harassment in Scottish secondary schools (Sweeting 

et al., 2022) ǘƘŀǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ όŜΦƎΦ ΨCƻǊǿŀǊŘŜŘ ŀ ƴŀƪŜŘ ƻǊ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ȅƻǳ 

ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ȅƻǳǊ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘΩύΦ CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ttL9 ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ ¦Y 

study with younger children, we removed the following items from the questionnaire: 

1. Made you do something sexual, other than kissing (like touching their private parts) 

2. Pulled off or down your clothing 

Participants are asked to indicate how often ς Never (1), Rarely (2), Sometimes (3), Often (4) ς behaviours 

occurred with someone from school over the last three months, with 15 questions asking about victimisation 

(happened to the participant), range 15ς60, with higher scores indicating more exposure to GBV, and 15 

asking about perpetration (participant has done something to someone else), range 15ς60, with higher 

scores indicating more perpetration of GBV. 

As above, changes to measures were supported by relevant evidence relating to low-prevalence items and 

were subsequently validated below. 

Mental Wellbeing 

Mental wellbeing was measured using the Short Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale (SWEMWBS; 

Ng Fat et al., 2017), which contains seven statements that are positively worded, with five response 

categories from None of the time to All of the time. The SWEMWBS has been validated for populations of 

young people aged 15ς21 (McKay & Andretta, 2017; Ringdal et al., 2018) and the general population (Ng 
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Fat et al., 2017). The SWEMWBS is scored by first summing the scores for each of the seven items, which 

are scored from 1 to 5. The total raw scores are then transformed into metric scores using the SWEMWBS 

conversion table (Short Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale (SWEMWS), n.d.), with higher scores 

indicating higher levels of mental wellbeing. Benchmarked against other validated measures of depression 

and anxiety in a clinical population, SWEMWBS scores of between 18 and 20 on SWEMWBS correspond to 

possible depression or anxiety, scores of 18 or less correspond to probable depression or anxiety and scores 

above 20 correspond to scores in well groups (Shah et al., 2018; 2021).  

Quality of Life 

The CHU9D is a preference-based measure of health-related quality of life designed for use with 7- to 17-

year-olds (Stevens, 2009). The questionnaire has nine questions with five response levels per question and 

is designed to be self-completed by the child. The use of preference weights for valuing health states within 

the CHU9D facilitates the direct estimation of quality-adjusted life years (QALYs) directly for use in economic 

evaluation, specifically cost utility analysis (Stevens, 2012).  

School Belonging and Commitment 

School belonging and commitment are being measured using the Beyondblue School Climate Questionnaire 

(BBSCQ), ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŀŘƻƭŜǎŎŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ the school climate during an RCT of the 

Beyondblue school programme (Sawyer et al., 2010). The BBSCQ was developed by combining the most 

appropriate measures from other established outcome measures (Arthur et al., 2002; Bond et al., 2004; Earl 

et al., 2003; Epstein & Mcpartland, 1976; Goodenow, 1993; Roeser et al., 1996); it has been extensively 

piloted and used in many other studies (Bonell et al., 2018; Sawyer et al., 2010; Shinde et al., 2018). BBSCQ 

contains 28 items which assess the extent to which adolescents perceive teacher relationships to be 

supportive, their sense of school belonging, their level of participation in school activities and their academic 

commitment. Items are scored on a 4-point Likert scale (4: yes, totally agree; 3: yes, I agree a bit; 2: no, I 

ŘƻƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜΤ мΥ no, totally disagree), and scores are summed to generate a total school experience, 

with higher scores indicating a more positive experience of the school climate.  

Violence Acceptance 

Violence acceptance was measured using four items that have been slightly adapted from a longer survey 

used in the LOVEBiTEs evaluation (Flood & Kendrick, 2012). Participants were given four statements that 

describe a violent act, and participants were asked to report their agreement with each statement. For 

example, ΨLŦ ŀ ōƻȅ Ƙƛǘǎ ŀ ƎƛǊƭ ƘŜ ƭƻǾŜǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƘŜ ƛǎ ƧŜŀƭƻǳǎΣ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ ƘŜ ŦŜŜƭǎ ŦƻǊ ƘŜǊΩ, with possible 

responses: I definitely agree (4), I generally agree (3), I generally disagree (2) and I definitely disagree (1), 

range 4ς16, with higher scores indicating greater acceptance of violence. 

Injunctive Social Norms 

In order to understand what pupils perceive as socially appropriate behaviour, or injunctive social norms, 

we used an adapted version of a measure developed by Foshee to measure perceived dating violence norms 

(Foshee et al., 2001). In order to explore injunctive social norms, this measure was adapted in the Project 

Respect RCT (Meiksin et al., 2020) to ask participants to indicate how strongly they felt that their peers 

would endorse the social norms. Participants are shown five statements (e.g. It is OK for a boy to hit a girl if 

she hit him first) and asked to report whether their friends would Agree (3), Neither agree nor disagree (2) 

or Disagree (1), followed by a final question that asks participants to indicate how likely they feel a negative 

ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ΨLŦ L Ƙƛǘ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōǊŜŀƪ ǳǇ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŜΩΦ Two items (If someone hits their 
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partner, their partner should break up with them and If I hit a partner, they would break up with me) were 

reverse-scored, and a total score was generated by summing the responses, range 5ς15, with higher scores 

indicating the view that violence is more socially acceptable.  

Protective behavioural strategies for DRV/GBV 

Given the age of the participants in this study, there are no existing validated measures to assess protective 

factors that participants may use when engaging in dating. Whilst acknowledging that many 12- and 13-

year-olds are not meeting up with a partner to go to a restaurant or cinema alone, we still felt it was 

important to find some way to capture the importance participants place on considering ways to keep 

themselves safe from DRV and GBV. Therefore, we created a bespoke measure that was informed by the 

Sexual and Negative Dating Inventory (SANDI) measure (Peterson et al., 2024) that has been successfully 

used with older college students. This bespoke measure focuses on attitudes to certain behaviours, rather 

than asking how often the participant acts in a certain way, for example: 

a) {!b5L ƛǘŜƳΥ ΨL ǎƘŀǊŜ Ƴȅ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ όŜΦƎΦΣ ¦ōŜǊΣ ǘǊŀƛƴǎΣ ǎǳōǿŀȅύ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŦǊƛŜƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ 

ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŀ ŘŀǘŜΩ 

b) .ŜǎǇƻƪŜ ƛǘŜƳΥ ΨLǘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘŜƭƭ ŀ ŦǊƛŜƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ȅƻǳ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƛƳŜǎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ȅƻǳ go on a 

ŦƛǊǎǘ ŘŀǘŜΩ 

c) {!b5L ƛǘŜƳΥ ΨL Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƪƛǎǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŘŀǘŜΩ  

d) .ŜǎǇƻƪŜ ƛǘŜƳΥ ΨL ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ hY ǘƻ ƪƛǎǎ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ƻƴƭȅ Ƨǳǎǘ ƳŜǘΩ 

We created a short nine-item measure to assess the importance participants place on protective behaviours; 

each item is phrased as a statement, and participants are asked to say how strongly they agree with each 

statement ς Strongly agree (4), Agree (3), Disagree (2), Strongly disagree (1). CƻǳǊ ƛǘŜƳǎ όLǘΩǎ hY ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ȅƻǳǊ 

ǊŜŀƭ ƴŀƳŜ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ŦƭƛǊǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǊ ΨǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ǘƻΩ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜΤ IǘΩǎ hY ǘƻ ǘŜƭƭ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ȅƻǳ ƭƛǾŜ 

ŀƴŘ Ǝƻ ǘƻ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ŦƭƛǊǘƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǊ ΨǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ǘƻΩ ǘƘŜƳ ƻƴƭƛƴŜΤ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ hY ǘƻ ƪƛǎǎ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ 

ƻƴƭȅ Ƨǳǎǘ ƳŜǘΤ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ hY ǘƻ ǎŜƴŘ ƴǳŘŜǎ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ΨǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ǘƻΩκŘŀǘƛƴƎ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ƴƻǘ ƳŜǘ ƛƴ 

person) were reverse-scored, and a total score was generated by summing responses, range 9ς36, with 

higher scores indicating a positive endorsement of protective behaviour strategies for DRV and GBV.  

Self-efficacy for Bystander Actions 

Self-efficacy for bystander actions was measured with 11 bespoke questions that ask participants to 

consider how likely they are to act in certain situations involving a form of DRV or GBV; these questions were 

informed by considering similar items asked during the Shifting Boundaries project (Taylor et al., 2011). For 

example, participants were asked: 

How strongly do you agree or disagree with these statements? Strongly agree (4), Agree (3), Disagree (2) or 

Strongly disagree (1): 

¶ ΨI would tell my friends to stop using homophobic or anti-LGBTQ language if I heard them use itΩ 

¶ ΨI would not feel confident to stop a boy I didn't know very well from hitting a girl he is datingΩ 

Three items (ΨI would feel confident to stop a boy I didn't know very well from hitting a girl he is datingΩΣ ΨIf 

there was a group of boys I didn't know very well harassing a girl at school, I wouldn't try to stop themΩ and 

ΨI would not feel confident enough to tell a group of students at my school to stop picking on someone 

because of their sexual identityΩ) were reverse scored, and a total score was generated by summing 

responses, range 11ς44, with higher scores indicating more perceived self-efficacy to step forward and act 

as a bystander.  
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Routine data collected by the schools 

We requested that the schools provide attendance records for the year group.  

Analysis 

The primary purpose of this study was to explore the key areas of uncertainty listed below. 

Feasibility of recruitment to a research tr ial 

To establish the feasibility of recruiting schools, we reported the number of schools contacted about the 

study, the number that responded, the number that showed initial interest and the number that consented 

to take part. We reported how many pupils were withdrawn from the study by their parents/carers and how 

many chose not to consent. We also reported the percentage of schools that remained in the study, noting 

any reasons for withdrawal. At follow-up, we reported the percentage of recruited pupils still on roll at the 

school and the percentage for whom outcome data was collected. 

Feasibility of data collection 

We assessed the feasibility of data collection via mobile phone or web-based surveys over one year of 

follow-up by examining the following data: 

¶ At baseline and follow-up: 

o Percentage of eligible pupils who started the survey 

o Percentage of eligible pupils who completed the survey 

o Percentage of eligible pupils who reported problems accessing the survey 

o Percentage of eligible pupils who reported having completed the survey but for whom the 

data was missing from the Qualtrics database 

²Ŝ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǊŜƳƻǘŜ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƻƴƛŎ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŦŜŀǎƛōƭŜ ƛŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ җ ул҈ 

ƛƴ җthree schools at both baseline and follow-up. We also scrutinised item-level missingness to identify 

scales where missingness was likely to threaten the validity of inference, by comparing the number of 

complete case surveys to the total number of surveys for each scale. 

The study enabled us to test whether the outcomes were sensitive enough to assess change in the context 

of the intervention and to explore the potential for floor/ceiling effects. To test this, we summarised the 

data descriptively, focusing on how well the measures were able to capture change over time. We explored 

pre- and post-intervention differences descriptively, using confidence intervals but not p-values. This data 

can be used to inform future power calculations and confirm the appropriate primary outcome for 

subsequent studies. Because of differences in the samples between pre-test and post-test, we present pre-

test and post-test mean estimates overall across schools, as well as estimates for paired t-tests for pupils 

where we were able to link data. Finally, we validated measures with confirmatory factor analyses. We 

ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛǎŜŘ ǎŎŀƭŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ /ǊƻƴōŀŎƘΩǎ ŀƭǇƘŀ (levels of 0.7 are preferred), Confirmatory Fit Index 

(CFI) and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) ς levels of 0.9 are preferred for both ς and Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA; levels of 0.8 are preferred, and levels of 0.5 are considered excellent). We 

undertook validation preferably with baseline data, using follow-up data where necessary for specific scales. 

We piloted methods for micro-costing the intervention and measuring resource use, adopting a broad 

perspective that included the third sector and educational sector. Delivery staff recorded the time it took to 

implement THINK AGAIN, including AAGs, activity time, attendance at training and expenses.  
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Feasibility of the intervention 

Our monitoring and success criteria for assessing the acceptability of the intervention are as follows: 

¶ All schools continue in the study. 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŦƛŘŜƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ җо ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ. 

¶ Process evaluation indicates that the ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ җ тл҈ ƻŦ Year 9 pupils, as 

measured through qualitative methods. 

¶ Process evaluation indicates that the ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ җ тл҈ ƻŦ ǎǘŀŦŦ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ 

implementation. 

Qualitative data (interview and focus group transcripts) were first subject to thematic analysis using Nvivo 

software. Researchers developed a draft coding framework based on the theory guiding the intervention, 

as described above, as well as the general theory of implementation (GTI) (May, 2013). This sociological 

framework theorises that complex health interventions are enacted through four interdependent processes: 

sense-making (understanding the intervention), cognitive participation (committing to its delivery), 

collective action (dividing up and doing the work of delivery) and reflexive monitoring (considering formally 

or informally how delivery went and how to modify this, if at all). GTI suggests that these processes can be 

influenced by various factors, including the intervention capability (whether the intervention can be made 

to work and be integrated within the local system), the capacity of the local system to support 

implementation (in terms of the available material and cognitive resources, available social roles and 

influential social norms) and the potential of intervention providers to enact the intervention (through both 

individual intentions and collective commitments). Using this framework, the analysis aimed to examine 

implementation, feasibility and acceptability and to consider how contextual factors might influence 

implementation. We conducted an initial wave of both deductive coding, according to the pre-existing 

codes, and in vivo inductive coding, to refine and subcategorise our coding framework to reflect the data. 

Axial coding then identified higher-order linkages between initial codes. Coding used constant comparison 

and identified deviant cases in order to deepen and elaborate the analysis and explore how implementation 

was affected by context (Green & Thorogood, 2004). 

Secondly, to explore the mechanisms underlying the intervention, we continued to analyse qualitative data 

using in vivo codes and dimensional analysis. Dimensional analysis is a type of grounded theory analysis 

which can be used to understand a phenomenon in terms of its conditions, processes and consequences. 

We adapted it to explore intervention mechanisms (akin to processes in dimensional analysis) and how 

these interacted with context (akin to processes) to generate outcomes (akin to consequences). 

Subsequently, we conducted axial coding to identify relationships between initial in vivo codes within and 

across interviews and FGDs, aiming to generate cross-cutting and high-order constructs to provide a richer 

analysis of accounts of how different mechanisms were interacting with their contexts to generate 

outcomes. Applying dimensional analysis, we employed relevant techniques, including deviant case analysis, 

to consider the necessary conditions for a component to trigger a mechanism and constant comparison 

between data points to understand how the mechanisms triggered by a component might interact 

differently with different school contexts to generate different outcomes (Charmaz, 2014; Glaser & Strauss, 

1967). Qualitative analyses were conducted by one researcher and reviewed by a second researcher. 

Quantitative data (logbooks, observations and staff surveys) were analysed using Excel and Stata to generate 

descriptive statistics on the fidelity of implementation and the reach and acceptability of the intervention 

among staff.  
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Timeline 

TABLE 5: TIMELINE 

Date Activity  

FebruaryɀJuly  2024  Intervention optimisation  
MayɀJune 2024 Pilot school recruitment 
July 2024 Whole-year group baseline data collection 
September 2024ɀMarch 2025  Intervention training provided to trial schools. 
October 2024ɀMay 2025 Schools delivered the intervention. 
November 2024ɀJuly 2025  Logbook data collection 
November 2024ɀMarch 2025  Structured observations of lessons 
JanuaryɀJune 2025  Focus groups with pupils, including the recruitment period  
FebruaryɀJuly 2025  Interviews with school staff, including the recruitment period  
February 2025  Structured observations of AAG meetings 
JuneɀJuly 2025 Whole-year group follow-up data collection 
July 2025 Analysis of whole-year group data 

 

  



 

32 

Findings 

Participants 

School recruitment 

A total of 298 secondary schools were invited to take part across the phases of recruitment. Phase one 

invited the 30 schools in the target geographical area with a free school meals status of greater than 23.8% 

(the national average in 2023/2024 (Department for Education, 2023)) and were located within a Violence 

Reduction Unit (VRU) that included school activity. Two weeks later, Phase two extended the invite to 91 

additional schools that were in VRUs without specific school activity. Two weeks after this, Phase three 

invited all the remaining schools in the target area. No schools were recruited from Phase one, although two 

schools did request further information; two schools were recruited during Phase two; and the final two 

schools were recruited during Phase three, with an additional school requesting further information. We did 

not seek to follow up with any of the schools that did not respond to the invitation email, so we are unaware 

of why they were not interested in the study. Those schools that requested further information but were 

not recruited were not recruited because we had reached our maximum sample of four schools. Therefore, 

in total, 298 secondary schools were invited to take part; seven schools were interested in taking part, with 

the maximum number of four schools ultimately being recruited. Whilst only seven schools responded to 

the invitation email, we do not feel this represents a lack of interest from schools in research exploring RSHE 

teaching, rather the opposite. School research usually involves repeated contact with schools over a period 

of months due to the very busy nature of school staff, particularly senior leaders. With just one invitation 

letter, we were able to recruit the target number of schools within one month, and this suggests that there 

is a strong interest in research studies of this nature. 

Pupil recruitment 

A total of 734 pupils were in Year 8 from the four schools; parents of five pupils (0.7%) requested that their 

children were not asked to participate, and a total of 86 pupils (15.5%) were absent from school during the 

baseline visits, which occurred between 2 and 15 July 2024. There were, therefore, 643 pupils present in 

school who were asked to consent to take part in the research. Of these 643 pupils, 503 (78.2%) consented 

to take part in baseline data collection, 56 (8.7%) actively refused consent by selecting ΨNoΩ on survey and 

84 (13%) pupils either passively refused consent by not engaging with the survey at all or were otherwise 

occupied during the data collection time period (Table 6). The pupils who ŀǊŜ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ ŀǎ ΨtŀǎǎƛǾŜ 

²ƛǘƘƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ /ƻƴǎŜƴǘΩ ŀǊŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǇǳǇƛƭǎ for whom we do not have any information since they did not 

actively say no to the study, nor did they complete any information, and we knew they were in school on 

that day. Whilst we asked all pupils to respond yes or no to our consent question, it is clear that many (13%) 

ŘƛŘƴΩǘ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎ; what is less clear is why this was. We also know that some of these pupils may have been 

elsewhere in the school, for example, in a behaviour support unit, at band practice or with another teacher 

for some reason. However, we do not know how many pupils were present in the room and chose not to 

answer our consent question and how many were elsewhere in the school. Table 7 details the characteristics 

of the pupil sample at baseline.  
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TABLE 6: SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS AND PUPIL ENGAGEMENT WITH DATA COLLECTION  

 Total sample Sample 

school 102 

Sample 

school 103 

Sample 

school 104 

Sample 

school 105 

Free School Meals % (national average 23.8%)1 37.7% 12.1% 38.1% 22.4% 

Number of pupils 734 179 205 194 156 

Parent opted out 5 (0.7%) 1 (0.6%) 0 4 (2.1%) 0 

Baseline data collection 

Absent from school ς baseline 86 (15.5%) 16 (8.9%) 16 (7.8%) 19 (9.8%) 35 (22.4%) 

Present in school baseline  643 162 189 171 121 

Consented 503 (78.2%) 121 (74.7%) 147 (77.8%) 145 (84.8%) 90 (74.4%) 

Withheld consent 56 (8.7%) 25 (15.4%) 15 (7.9%) 7 (4.1%) 9 (7.4%) 

Passive withholding of consent or 

occupied elsewhere 

84 (13.1%) 16 (9.9%) 27 (14.3%) 19 (11.1%) 22 (18.2%) 

Follow-Up Data Collection 

Absent from school ς follow-up  71 (12.8%) 15 (8.4%) 18 (8.8%) 17 (8.8%) 21 (13.5%) 

Present in school ς follow-up 658 163 187 173 135 

Consented 556 (84.5%) 137 (84%) 154 (82.4%) 164 (94.8%) 101 

(74.8%) 

Withheld consent 37 (5.6%) 11 (6.7%) 9 (4.8%) 7 (4%) 10 (7.4%) 

Passive withholding of consent or 

occupied elsewhere 

65 (9.9%) 15 (9.2%) 24 (12.8%) 2 (1.2%) 24 (17.8%) 

1 (Department for Education, 2023)  
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TABLE 7: BASELINE DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FOR CONSENTED PUPILS 

Characteristic  Total 
sample 
N (%) 

School 
102 

N (%) 

School 
103 

N (%) 

School 
104 

N (%) 

School 
105 

N (%) 

Sample size 503 121 147 145 90 

Age 

 12 years old 93 (18.5) 17 (14) 30 (20.4) 31 (21.4) 15 (16.7) 

 13 years old 406 (81) 102 (84.3) 116 (78.9) 113 (77.9) 75 (83.3) 

 Missing 4 (0.8) 2 (1.7) 1 (0.7) 1 (0.7) 0 (0) 

Sex (birth) 

 Male 251 (49.9) 65 (53.7) 73 (49.7) 66 (45.5) 47 (52.2) 

 Female 250 (49.7) 55 (45.5) 73 (49.7) 79 (54.5) 43 (47.8) 

 Missing 2 (0.4) 1 (0.8) 1 (0.7) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Current gender 

 Boy 246 (48.9) 62 (51.2) 74 (50.3) 63 (43.4) 47 (52.2) 

 Girl 241 (47.9) 51 (42.1) 69 (46.9) 79 (54.5) 42 (46.7) 

 Trans boy 1 (0.2) 0 (0) 1 (0.7) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

 Trans girl 1 (0.2) 1 (0.8) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

 Non-binary 2 (0.4) 0 (0) 1 (0.7) 1 (0.7) 0 (0) 

 Other 8 (1.6) 5 (4.1) 2 (1.4) 1 (0.7) 0 (0) 

 Missing 4 (0.8) 2 (1.7) 0 (0) 1 (0.7) 1 (1.1) 

Sexuality 

 Heterosexual 437 (87) 107 (88.4) 128 (87.1) 123 (84.8) 79 (87.8) 

 Gay or lesbian 6 (1.2) 2 (1.7) 1 (0.7) 3 (2.1) 0 (0) 

 Bisexual 17 (3.4) 4 (3.3) 6 (4.1) 3 (2.1) 4 (4.4) 

 Asexual 5 (1) 0 (0) 2 (1.4) 2 (1.4) 1 (1.1) 

 Unsure 19 (3.8) 1 (0.8) 7 (4.8) 7 (4.8) 4 (4.4) 

 Other 6 (1.2) 3 (2.5) 1 (0.7) 2 (1.4) 0 (0) 

 Missing 13 (2.6) 4 (3.3) 2 (1.4) 5 (3.4) 2 (2.2) 

Ethnicity 

 White 217 (43.1) 28 (23.1) 94 (63.9) 21 (14.5) 74 (82.2) 

 Mixed 41 (8.2) 11 (9.1) 11 (7.5) 13 (9) 6 (6.7) 

 Asian 159 (31.6) 50 (41.3) 29 (19.7) 76 (52.4) 4 (4.4) 

 Black 58 (11.5) 22 (18.2) 6 (4.1) 28 (19.3) 2 (2.2) 

 Other 20 (4) 8 (6.6) 3 (2) 6 (4.1) 3 (3.3) 

 Missing 8 (1.6) 2 (1.7) 4 (2.7) 1 (0.7) 1 (1.1) 

Family affluence scale1 Total 
sample 

School 
102 

School 
103 

School 
104 

School 
105 

 Mean 7.8 7.4 8.4 7.4 8.2 

 Standard deviation 2.09 2.1 2.1 2 2 

 Minςmax values 2ς12 2ς12 3ς12 2ς12 2ς12 

 Missing N 19 3 4 9 3 
1 Scores range from 0 to 13, with higher scores indicating higher economic status.  

School and pupil retention 

None of the schools withdrew from the study. A total of 71 pupils (12.8%) were absent from school during 

the follow-up visits, which occurred between 4 June and 9 July 2025. There were, therefore, 658 pupils 

present in school at follow-up. Of these 658 pupils, 556 (84.5%) consented to take part in follow-up data 

collection, 37 (5.6҈ύ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǊŜŦǳǎŜŘ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘ ōȅ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ΨbƻΩ ƻƴ the survey and 65 (9.9%) pupils either 
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passively refused consent by not engaging with the survey at all or were otherwise occupied during the data 

collection time period (Table 6).  

Survey completion 

Among pupils who started the baseline survey, all completed it. At follow-up, three pupils stopped partway 

through. However, if we look at the percentage of missing data per pupil, it is clear that some pupils did not 

engage with the survey, ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŎƘƻƻǎŜ ǘƻ actively stop the survey. Considering the baseline 

survey, the percentage of missing data per pupil ranged from 0% to 68.4%, with a mean of 3.5% (standard 

deviation [sd] 8.9%). The majority of this missingness was due to one or two items not being answered; 

however, 19 pupils (3.8%) completed less than 25% of the items. The last outcome presented to pupils had 

the highest number of missing responses, which at baseline was the bespoke self-efficacy for bystander 

actions measure. We see a similar pattern of responses, with slightly more missingness, at follow-up, with 

the percentage of missing data per pupil ranging from 0% to 95.7%, with a mean of 5.1% (sd 13.9%), and 27 

pupils (4.9%) completed less than 25% of the items. Similarly to baseline, the outcomes at the end of the 

survey had the highest amount of missingness, which at follow-up was the questions asking about the reach 

of the intervention.  

Pupils reporting technical issues 

A handful of pupils in each school reported technical issues with the electronic tablets, which were all 

resolved by replacing the tablets. Since the only list of consented pupils we had was provided by the pupils 

themselves, it was not possible for us to identify any pupils who had provided responses that did not upload 

correctly onto the Qualtrics server. 

Matching data from baseline to follow-up 

After consenting, pupils were asked to provide their name, school email address and date of birth; these 

variables were intended to be used to match responses from baseline to follow-up. In total, 391 pupils were 

successfully matched using a combination of these variables, which represents 77.7% of the baseline 

sample. Therefore, 112 pupils provided data at baseline that could not be matched to any data provided at 

follow-up; this could be because those 112 pupils had left the school or were absent from school on the 

date of follow-up, but it may also be because we asked pupils to enter these identifying variables. At 

baseline, whilst we had data for 503 pupils, they did not always provide complete answers to the identifying 

variables; for example, 89 left their email address blank, many only put their first name and not their 

surnaƳŜΣ ǎƻƳŜ ǿǊƻǘŜ ΨLΩƳ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎΩ, some dates of births could not have been correct due 

to the age of the pupils and some pupils wrote responses that were clearly not accurate, for example Ψ{ƪƛbidi 

ǘƻƛƭŜǘΩΦ At follow-up, 557 pupils provided data, but a similar pattern was found, with 166 (29.8%) not being 

matched to baseline data due to missing emails, missing dates of birth or incomplete or inaccurate names 

όŜΦƎΦ ΨbƻΩ ƻǊ Ψ{Ƙǳǘ ǳǇΩύ. Since we appropriately did not collect any information from pupils who did not 

consent, it is possible that some of the pupils who did not provide data at baseline may have decided to 

provide data at follow-up and vice versa. Since we did not repeat the demographic questions at follow-up, 

we do not have any background information about the 166 pupils who only provided data at follow-up. 

Attendance data 

All four schools provided ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŀƴŎŜ ŀǘ ōƻǘƘ ōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ-up. However, because 

many pupils did not provide enough information for us to accurately identify them, we did not request that 

the school provide pupil-level attendance data.  
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Can the THINK AGAIN intervention be delivered in secondary schools? 

Below, we examine the feasibility of the intervention in the context of the fidelity, reach and acceptability 

of implementation. We also explore the processes involved in implementation and consider contextual 

factors that may influence these.  

TABLE 8: OVERVIEW OF THE THINK  AGAIN FEASIBILITY, REACH AND ACCEPTABILITY DATA COLLECTION 

Data collection activity  School 102 School 103 School 104 School 105 

Interviews 
(staff)  

n (% target) 3 (75%) 4 (100%) 5 (125%) 4 (100%) 
Participant 
characteristics (gender) 

1 male staff 
2 female staff 

2 female staff 
2 male staff 

2 female staff 
3 male staff 

2 female staff 
2 male staff 

Focus group 
discussions 
(pupil s)  

n (% target) 2 (100%) 2 (100%) 2 (100%) 2 (100%)  
No. participants  8 11 7 14 
Participant 
characteristics (gender) 

5 female pupils 
3 male pupils 

5 female pupils 
5 male pupils 
1 non-binary pupil  

3 female pupils 
4 male pupils 

8 female pupils 
6 male pupils 

Observation 
(lessons)  

n (% target) 0/2 (0%)  2/2 (100%)  2/2 (100%)  3/2 (150%)  

Observation 
(AAG) 

n (% target) 0/1 (0%)  0/1 (0%)  0/1 (0%)  1/1 (100%)  

Curriculum 
logbook 
(teachers)  

n (% response rate) 0/5 (0%)  0/8 (0%)  6/8 (75%)  0/7 (0%)  

Curriculum 
logbook 
(curriculum 
lead)  

n (% response rate) 1/1 (100%)  1/1 (100%)  1/1 (100%)  1/1 (100%)  

AAG logbook 
(AAG chair)  

n (% response rate) 1/1 (100%)  1/1 (100%)  1/1 (100%)  1/1 (100%)  

Survey (staff)  n (% response rate) 1/5 (20%)  1/8 (13%)  5/8 (63%)  3/7 (43%)  
Follow -up 
survey ( pupil s) 

n (% response rate) 137/163 (84%)  154/187 (82%)  164/173 (95%)  101/135 
(75%) 

AAG: action aware group 

Quantitative findings on fidelity  

TABLE 9: SCHOOL SUMMARY OF HOW THE THINK AGAIN INTERVENTION WAS DELIVERED 

THINK AGAIN 

component 

School 102 School 103 School 104 School 105 

Training provided by 

the training lead 

2.25 hours in-person 
teacher training for 
RSHE teachers 
 
1 hour online AAG 
training 
 
1.5 hours online 
support meetings 
 
1 hour in-person lesson 
observation and 
support 

2.75 hours in-person 
teacher training for 
RSHE teachers 
 
1 hour online teacher 
training for those who 
missed the initial 
training 
 
1 hour online AAG 
training  
 
0.5 hours online 
support meetings 

5 hours in-person 
teacher training for 
RSHE teachers, spread 
over two training 
sessions 
 
0.75 hours online AAG 
training  
 
0.5 hours online 
support meetings 
 
1.5 hours in-person 
AAG observation and 
support 

3 hours in-person 
teacher training for 
RSHE teachers 
 
1.5 hours online 
teacher training for 
teachers new to the 
programme 
 
1.75 hours online 
action group training 
and support 
 
1 hour in-person AAG 
observation and 
support 
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No. of lessons taught 

during THINK AGAIN 

(min. 5) 

8 9 6 9 

Lessons taught 1. Gender 
2. Boundaries 
3. Sexual 

objectification 
4. Sexual harassment 

and stalking 
5. Understanding 

consent 
6. Bystander 

intervention for 
GBV 

7. Healthy vs 
unhealthy 
relationships 

8. Supporting a friend 
(DRV) 

1. Gender 
2. Boundaries 
3. Sexual 

objectification 
4. Sexual harassment 

and stalking 
5. Understanding 

consent 
6. Bystander 

intervention for 
GBV 

7. Healthy vs 
unhealthy 
relationships 

8. Supporting a friend 
(DRV) 

9. Advice column 

1. Gender 
2. Boundaries 
3. Sexual 

objectification 
4. Sexual harassment 

and stalking 
5. Understanding 

consent 
6. Bystander 

intervention for 
GBV 

 

1. Gender 
2. Boundaries 
3. Sexual 

objectification 
4. Sexual harassment 

and stalking 
5. Understanding 

consent 
6. Bystander 

intervention for 
GBV 

7. Healthy vs 
unhealthy 
relationships 

8. Supporting a friend 
(DRV) 

9. Advice column 

No. teachers 

delivering the lessons  

5 8 8 7* 

Lesson delivery reported by teachers n/N (%)**  

1. Gender perspectives 0/1 (0%) 4/4 (100%) 5/5 (100%) 1/1 (100%) 

2. Boundaries 1/1 (100% 4/4 (100%) 5/5 (100%) 1/1 (100%) 

3. Sexual objectification 1/1 (100%) 4/4 (100%) 4/5 (80%) 1/1 (100%) 

4. Sexual harassment 
and stalking 

1/1 (100%) 4/4 (100%) 3/5 (60%) 1/1 (100%) 

5. Understanding 
consent 

1/1 (100%) 4/4 (100%) 4/5 (80%) 1/1 (100%) 

6. Bystander 
intervention for GBV 

1/1 (100%) 4/4 (100%)  4/5 (80%) 1/1 (100%) 

7. Healthy vs unhealthy 
relationships 

1/1 (100%) 4/4 (100%) Not selected for 
teaching 

1/1 (100%) 

8. Supporting a friend 
(DRV) 

1/1 (100%) 4/4 (100%) Not selected for 
teaching 

1/1 (100%) 

9. Advice column Not selected for 
teaching 

3/4 (75%) Not selected for 
teaching 

1/1 (100%) 

Allocated timetable 

slot 

RHSE RSHE Tutor group/ 
registration period 

RSHE 

Staff delivering the 

curriculum  

Subject teachers Form tutors 
Subject teachers 

Form tutors 
Subject teachers 
Head of year  

RSHE teachers 

Number of AAG 

meetings recorded 

0 1 3 6 

*Teachers delivering changed halfway through the programme 
** The denominator reports the number of teachers who were interviewed about lesson delivery or who 
completed logbooks, not the number of teachers who actually taught the lessons 
GBV: gender-based violence; DRV: dating and relationship violence; AAG: action aware group; RSHE: 
relationship, sex and health education; 
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Needs reports 

tǳǇƛƭǎΩ Experiences and Engagement were summarised in a Report (PEER) and shared with each of the four 

schools in October and November 2024.  

Fidelity of implementation: training 

SEF delivered RSHE curriculum training in person during a three-hour session with all schools, most of which 

were observed by a researcher. SEF-delivered curriculum training sessions were generally well-attended in 

three schools. A total of 25 teachers attended in-person curriculum training between October 2024 and 

January 2025. A further seven teachers attended online curriculum training at school 103 because of a lack 

ƻŦ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŀƴŎŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ƛƴ-person training. Supportive lesson observation with feedback was offered 

to all schools and was taken up by two of the schools. SEF also delivered online training for staff leading 

ŜŀŎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ !!DΣ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ όǎŎƘƻƻƭ 103) was observed by a researcher. AAG training sessions took 

place in all four schools and were all well attended. 

Fidelity of implementation: lesson delivery 

We received limited logbook data from schools 102, 103 and 105 (Table 10). This may be the result of 

teachers facing a general shortage of time and inability to take on new responsibilities, which was commonly 

reported in interviews and observations across schools. To supplement this lack of data, we assessed the 

implementation of the curriculum using a combination of teacher logbooks and supplementary data 

collected through interviews with staff, as well as curriculum-lead logbooks from the other schools (Table 

9). All schools reported delivering at least six THINK AGAIN lessons from the menu of nine provided, and two 

schools (103 and 105) reported delivering all nine. Data available from the logbooks returned by school 104 

(the only school returning any teacher logbooks) suggested high coverage of essential lesson components, 

between 87% and 97% (Table 10). 

TABLE 10: COVERAGE OF LESSON PLANS (TEACHER LOGBOOKS) 

THINK AGAIN lesson 

Number of logbooks 

returned (from n 

schools)  

Average % coverage of lesson plan 

(essential components)  

1. Gender perspectives 5 (1) 87% 

2. Sexual objectification 5 (1) 93% 

3. Boundaries 4 (1) 97% 

4. Sexual harassment and stalking 3 (1) 94% 

5. Understanding consent 4 (1) 93% 

6. Bystander intervention for GBV 4 (1) 91% 

7. Healthy vs unhealthy relationships 0 (0) N/A  

8. Supporting a friend (DRV) 0 (0) N/A  

9. Advice column 0 (0) N/A  
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Researchers conducted six structured observations of THINK AGAIN RSHE lessons across three schools using 

a standardised checklist to indicate whether each element of the lesson had been delivered. For example, 

during the Bystander Intervention for GBV lesson, ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ψ.ƭŀƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŎǘƛƳΩ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǎǎƻƴ 

plan delivered, yes or no? We were unable to conduct lesson observations at school 102. The school lead 

was not the head of RSHE and, as a result, had challenges communicating with the head of RSHE, which 

prevented them from scheduling lesson observations for researchers.  

Overall, coverage of THINK AGAIN lesson plans was high. Where possible, we compared researcher-

observed lessons with teacher-logged coverage of specific topics in the lesson plan. In one school, (104) one 

teacher logbook and one researcher observation were both completed for the same lesson (Boundaries) 

with 100% agreement, although caution should be used when interpreting this level of agreement due to 

only one lesson with logbook data being observed. 

Fidelity of implementation: AAG  

Three schools reported organising at least one AAG meeting. School 103 reported one meeting, school 104 

reported three meetings and school 105 reported six meetings. No logbook was returned from school 102Ωǎ 

AAG chair, where school leads reported feeling overwhelmed by the amount of research involved in the 

project. However, data from interviews suggested that no meetings took place. Where possible, we 

compared fidelity data from researcher observations of AAG meetings with coverage of AAG meetings 

logged by chairs. One logbook and one researcher observation were completed for the same meeting in 

only one school. For this meeting, 100% of logged components were also observed. 

In the three schools where AAG logbook data and/or minutes were returned, all schools reported at least 

two members of staff and at least six pupils in attendance at one meeting. Staff from each school where 

AAG meetings were recorded reported to our researcher that their AAG pupil membership was diverse by 

gender, ethnicity and academic attainment. In schools 104 and 105, at least one action was discussed and 

subsequently implemented by the AAG. Schools 103 and 102 reported no actions arising from their AAGs. 

As these analyses show, the training and curriculum were implemented with fidelity in all schools, reaching 

ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ƻŦ җоΦ However, the AAG was only implemented with fidelity ς defined as having multiple 

meetings per school, culminating in at least one implemented whole-school action ς  in two schools. This 

ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŀŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ƻŦ җ3. 

Quantitative findings on reach and acceptability   

Pupils 

In order to establish the acceptability of THINK AGAIN, we surveyed both staff and pupils in the four schools 

(Table 8). 

The number of pupils at follow-up who endorsed how well each key THINK AGAIN concept was covered is 

shown in Table 11. We have also presented heatmaps in Figure 2 and Figure 3 that graphically present pupilǎΩ 

perceptions of how well each concept was covered in their lessons: the darker blue the square, the more 

frequently endorsed that rating was. !ǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴΣ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ Ψ¢Ƙŀǘ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘ ŀǇǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŀƴȅ 

ǘƻǳŎƘ ǿƛǘƘ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƛƴǘŜƴǘΩΣ Ψ²Ƙŀǘ ŀ ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎƘƛǇ ƻǊ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ŦŜŜƭǎ ƭƛƪŜΩ ŀƴŘ ΨwŜǎǇŜŎǘŦǳƭ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ 

unacceptable behaviour, ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƘŀǊŀǎǎƳŜƴǘΩ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎΣ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǎŜ 

topics were effectively communicated across most schools. However, some concepts, such as Ψ²Ƙŀǘ ǎǘŀƭƪƛng 

ƛǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨIƻǿ ǇƻǊƴ Ŏŀƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǎƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǾƛŜǿ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŀǎ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎΩ, show more variability, 

with a notable proportion of pupils indicating they either did not remember these being covered or feeling 
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they were not covered well. There is some variation between schools, but the general pattern suggests that 

the more sensitive or complex topics were less reliably addressed.  

TABLE 11: PUPILSȭ PERCEPTIONS ABOUT HOW WELL EACH OF THE FOLLOWING THINK AGAIN CONCEPTS WAS COVERED 

Concept 

Don't 

rememb

er it 

being 

covered  

Not 

covered 

very well 

at all  

Not 

covered 

well  

Covered 

OK 

Covered 

well  

Covered 

very 

well  

Where our idea s about 

gender might come from  
77 (15%) 35 (7%) 42 (8%) 208 (41%) 103 (20%) 41 (8%) 

Respectful versus 

unacceptable behaviour , 

including sexual harassment  

39 (8%) 17 (3%) 37 (8%) 145 (29%) 181 (37%) 74 (15%) 

That sexual consent applies 

to any touch with sexual 

intent  

40 (8%) 11 (2%) 33 (7%) 111 (23%) 185 (38%) 109 (22%) 

That sexual consent requires 

ongoing communication 

(words or body language)  

42 (9%) 11 (2%) 36 (7%) 157 (33%) 164 (34%) 73 (15%) 

What a healthy friendship or 

relationship feels like  
31 (6%) 12 (2%) 24 (5%) 143 (30%) 166 (34%) 107 (22%) 

Understanding other people's 

personal boundaries  
30 (6%) 14 (3%) 25 (5%) 143 (30%) 169 (35%) 101 (21%) 

How to be an active 

bystander to challenge 

disrespect  

40 (8%) 13 (3%) 54 (11%) 177 (37%) 117 (24%) 77 (16%) 

How to spot controlling 

behaviour  
57 (12%) 10 (2%) 56 (12%) 161 (34%) 129 (27%) 65 (14%) 

How porn can change the way 

some people view others as 

sexual objects  

90 (19%) 21 (4%) 51 (11%) 133 (28%) 105 (22%) 74 (16%) 

What stalking is  74 (16%) 23 (5%) 46 (10%) 138 (29%) 113 (24%) 82 (17%) 

Where to go for help for 

sexual harassment, abuse or 

an unhealthy relationship  

47 (10%) 20 (4%) 31 (7%) 148 (31%) 134 (28%) 94 (20%) 
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Concept Key: Gender = Where our idea about gender might come from; Respect = Respectful versus unacceptable behaviour, including sexual harassment; Consent 

= That sexual consent applies to any touch with sexual intent; Consent-OC = That sexual consent requires ongoing communication (words or body language); Health 

Rel = What a healthy friendship or relationship feels like; Boundaries = Understanding other people's personal boundaries; BS-Disrespect = How to be an active 

bystander to challenge disrespect; Controlling = How to spot controlling behaviour; Porn = How porn can change the way some people view others as sexual 

objects; Stalking = What stalking is; Help-seeking = Where to go for help for sexual harassment, abuse or an unhealthy relationship 

FIGURE 2: PUPILSȭ PERCEPTIONS ABOUT HOW WELL THE THINK AGAIN CONCEPTS WERE COVERED ɀ SUMMARY FROM 

ALL SCHOOLS 
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Concept Key: Gender = Where our idea about gender might come from; Respect = Respectful versus unacceptable behaviour, including sexual harassment; Consent = That sexual consent applies to any touch with sexual intent; Consent-OC 

= That sexual consent requires ongoing communication (words or body language); Health Rel = What a healthy friendship or relationship feels like; Boundaries = Understanding other people's personal boundaries; BS-Disrespect = How to be 
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an active bystander to challenge disrespect; Controlling = How to spot controlling behaviour; Porn = How porn can change the way some people view others as sexual objects; Stalking = What stalking is; Help-seeking = Where to go for help 

for sexual harassment, abuse or an unhealthy relationship 

FIGURE 3: PUPILSȭ PERCEPTIONS ABOUT HOW WELL THE THINK AGAIN CONCEPTS WERE COVERED ɀ PRESENTED SEPARATELY BY SCHOOL 
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TABLE 12: PUPIL AWARENESS OF THINK  AGAINɀRELATED ACTIVITIES IN SCHOOL 

Were you aware of the 

following activities  in your 

school? 

Whole 

Sample 

School 102 School 103 School 104 School 105 

An assembly  345 (62%) 93 (68%) 92 (60%) 104 (63%) 56 (55%) 

A survey  189 (34%) 27 (20%) 66 (43%) 49 (30%) 47 (47%) 

A school policy change  56 (10%) 8 (6%) 17 (11%) 16 (10%) 15 (15%) 

New posters in school  122 (22%) 20 (15%) 27 (18%) 44 (27%) 31 (31%) 

Something else 91 (16%) 16 (12%) 25 (16%) 29 (18%) 21 (21%) 

None at all  91 (16%) 26 (19%) 26 (17%) 20 (12%) 19 (19%) 

Aware of the AAG 320 (58%) 87 (64%) 91 (59%) 97 (59%) 45 (45%) 

Pupil  is an AAG member 156 (28%) 40 (29%) 38 (25%) 39 (24%) 39 (39%) 

Pupil  has a friend who is in the AAG  105 (19%) 25 (18%) 33 (21%) 24 (15%) 23 (23%) 

 

Table 12 presents pupil responses regarding their awareness of activities associated with THINK AGAIN 

across each school and for the whole sample. The activities include assemblies, surveys, policy changes, 

visual materials and indicators of direct or indirect involvement with the AAG. The data provides insight into 

the visibility and reach of the initiative within different school contexts. Assemblies were the most widely 

recognised activity, with 62% of pupils across the sample reporting awareness. This suggests that assemblies 

are a consistently effective method for promoting THINK AGAIN messaging. Awareness of school policy 

changes was low overall (10%), suggesting limited pupil involvement or visibility of these changes across all 

schools. New posters were noticed by 22% of pupils, with higher recognition in School 104 (27%) and School 

105 (31%), which may reflect differences in poster placement, design or campaign visibility. 

Just over half of the pupils were aware of the existence of the AAG, and 28% reported being part of this 

group. As discussed later in this report, it is interesting to note that school 102 reported that they did not 

convene any AAG meetings; however, 64% of their pupils reported being aware of the AAG, with 29% saying 

they were part of it and 18% knowing someone who was a member of it. We are not able to determine 

whether this discrepancy was due to misreporting by the school or the pupils, whether the pupils did not 

understand the question or whether they believed that the AAG was something else.  
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Staff 

We received a very low response rate to the staff survey, with only 10 members of staff across the four 

schools responding. Most respondents (60%) were teachers with management responsibilities, although no 

members of the senior leadershtip team responded to the survey. Most respondents (80%) said they were 

involved in THINK AGAIN through teaching the RSHE classroom curriculum (89%), while a third said they had 

participated in the AAG.  

All respondents felt that THINK AGAIN was an acceptable way to teach teenagers about building healthy 

relationships. Over half of the respondents strongly agreed that it felt feasible to deliver the THINK AGAIN 

intervention in their school.  

TABLE 13: ACCEPTABILITY AMONG STAFF DELIVERING THE INTERVENTION 

Staff survey  School 

102 

School 

103 

School 

104  

School 

105  

Total  

Reported feeling that 

THINK AGAIN is an 

acceptable way to teach 

teenagers about building 

healthy relationships 

Yes 1/1 (100%)  1/1 (100%)  5/5 (100%)  3/3 (100%)  10/10 (100%)  

No 0/1 (0%)  0/1 (0%)  0/5 (0%)  0/3 (0%)  0/10 (0%)  

ȬIt felt feasible to deliver 

the THINK AGAIN 

activities in our schoolȭȢ 

Strongly 

agree  

0/1 (0%)  0/1 (0%)  2/5 (40%)  3/3 (100%)  5/10 (50%)  

Agree 1/1 (100%)  1/1 (100%)  3/5 (60%)  0/3 (0%)  5/10 (50%)  

Disagree 0/1 (0%)  0/1 (0%)  0/5 (0%)  0/3 (0%)  0/10 (0%)  

Strongly 

disagree 

0/1 (0%)  0/1 (0%)  0/5 (0%)  0/3 (0%)  0/10 (0%)  

These survey analyses, combined with the qualitative findings presented below, suggest that the 

intervention was found to be acceptable to the majority of Year 9 pupils and staff involved in 

implementation. However, it should be noted that the staff surveys and interviews and the pupil focus 

groups involved only a small number of participants, and it is quite plausible that staff and pupils who agreed 

to take part in the qualitative elements were those who thought more favourably of THINK AGAIN.  
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Qualitative findings on the feasibility of implementation 

Teacher training 

Curriculum training sessions delivered by SEF (Table 9) were generally well attended and valued by school 

staff. These sessions seemed especially helpful in supporting teachers to understand and Ψbuy inΩ to the 

intervention. 

ά¢ƘŜ ǿŀȅ ώǘƘŜ {9C ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƭŜŀŘϐ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ƛǘΣ ƛǘΩǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ [a] discussion between the students 

Χ ¢ƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ, ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ Χ ¢Ƙŀǘ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ 

ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǎǘǳŎƪ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŜέ. (Teacher, I04_03) 

One school scheduled the training on a teacher training day, which ensured teacher attendance. In other 

schools, the enrolment of senior teachers who prioritised RSHE also ensured teacher attendance. However, 

in one school, less than half of the RSHE teaching staff who had been enrolled to teach THINK AGAIN lessons 

attended the main training session because lesson cover was not arranged. SEF delivered an additional 

training session for the remaining teachers at this school, which took place online after school. Teachers who 

received only the shorter online training described feeling under-prepared for the session, and there was 

some indication that the online training was perceived as less effective by other teachers.  

ά{ǇŜŀƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ώŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊ ǿƘƻ ŘƛŘ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎϐΣ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΦ L 

ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜȅΩǾŜ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƻ ƎǊŀǎǇ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǾŜǊȅ ƳǳŎƘ ƎƻƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ 

they would teach it Χ ώLƴ-person] training feels a bit more personable rather than over Teams [where] 

ȅƻǳϥǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘƛǎǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴέ. (Teacher, I01_05) 

This suggests that an important contextual factor in easing implementation is whether participating schools 

are able to prioritise and allocate a substantial amount of fully protected time to enable in-person teacher 

training ahead of delivery.    

Short training sessions for AAG chairs were delivered by SEF. These were all delivered online for one hour, 

usually after school. The intended participants were the AAG chair and any staff who would be supporting 

this role. In most schools, these sessions were also well attended and again appeared to support staff in 

understanding and buying in to the AAG component and their role within it. Although most participants 

found the AAG training valuable, one teacher felt it could have included more information about how to 

build motivation among pupils.  

άIƻǿ ǿŜ ƎŜǘ ώpupils] to properly buy in [to the AAG] might be a useful thing to make sure is more 

heavily emphasised Χ Iƻǿ ȅƻǳϥǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ Χ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘǳǊƴ ǳǇ ŀƴŘ Řƻ ƛǘΣ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ 

ŀŦǘŜǊ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴέ. (School lead/AAG chair, I01_01) 

In schools where teachers found it more challenging to understand and commit to the AAG, this, in turn, 

prevented them from effectively implementing the AAG training. For example, in school 104, no one had 

taken on the role of AAG chair by the autumn term, which meant that all teachers involved in THINK AGAIN 

attended the AAG training. Alongside technical issues, this led to confusion and a lack of focus during the 

ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ƘƛƴŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !!DΦ {ŎƘƻƻƭ млпΩǎ ƭŜŀŘ ŜȄǇƭŀƛned that part 
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of the challenge in getting teachers to commit to the AAG role was that they felt unwilling to take on 

substantial new responsibilities once the academic year had started. This school lead felt that earlier 

communication, ideally in the summer term before delivery, about this specific responsibility was needed.  

Int: άWas it clear from the start of this year which staff would be leading the Action Group?έ 

άNo, not from the beginning. We had the [AAG training] Χ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ {ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ 

[SEF] was explaining things for us as a group. But then I spoke to some people; ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ώǘƘŜ 

role] Χ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜέ. (School lead, 

I02_07) 

This suggests that an important factor in supporting THINK AGAIN implementation is whether schools are 

able to allocate intervention responsibilities in a way that aligns with school responsibilities; this could be 

achieved more readily if schools were recruited to the study with enough time to conduct initial meetings, 

allocate staff and prepare before the summer holidays. 

RSHE lessons 

In a national context that requires statutory RSHE provision in secondary education, the curriculum lessons 

were highly prioritised and implemented with fidelity by all schools (Table 9). The intervention required that 

a member of staff in each school be designated the school lead for THINK AGAIN. The school lead was 

primarily responsible for understanding the intervention and communicating this to the staff members 

involved in collectively implementing it. All school leads recognised and were able to implement the 

intervention requirement to integrate at least five of the nine lessons into their broader RSHE curriculum. 

RSHE teachers generally valued the interactive nature and pedagogical approaches of the THINK AGAIN 

lessons. In particular, many teachers referred to THINK AGAIN lessons as a new or different way of teaching 

RSHE ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΩ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎΦ 

άYƛŘǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜ ǘƻ ǎƛǘ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŀƴŘ ƭƛǎǘŜƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ώTHINK AGAIN] lessons are delivered 

involves them so much more than the way we were delivering [RSHEϐ ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎ ōŜŦƻǊŜέ. (Teacher, 

I04_03) 

Almost all teachers described positive experiences of adapting the curriculum, for example, by including 

current events or real-life anecdotes. This suggests that the extent to which the intervention materials can 

be easily adapted is an important factor in easing implementation.  

άhƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ L ŘƛŘ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ǿŀǎ Χ ŘǊŀǿƛƴƎ ƻƴ ώǎǘƻǊƛŜǎϐΣ ƴƻǘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǘƻ ƳȅǎŜƭŦ, but people 

that I know of [who] have gone through the kind of stuff that we were talking about. And that kind 

of engaged [the pupils] a little bit more Χ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ŦŜŜƭǎ ŀ ōƛǘ ŎƭƻǎŜǊ ǘƻ ƘƻƳŜέ. (Teacher, 

I01_05) 

In schools that had previously decided to use specific pedagogical approaches across subjects, some teachers 

felt that it would have eased implementation further if the curriculum could have been implemented in a 

way that was flexible to such school-specific pedagogies.  
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άIŜǊŜΣ ǿŜ Řƻ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƭƭ ŀŘŀǇǘƛǾŜ ŀƎƛƭŜ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ; ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŜǇƛǎƻŘŜ; ƛǘΩǎ 

not just trying to cram everything into one lesson Χ ¢ƘŜ ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘŦǳƭ; I think it's just 

ƴŀǾƛƎŀǘƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ ǿƻǊƪǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǿŀȅέ. (Teacher, I01_05) 

Given the context across schools in which teachers usually had insufficient time to prepare lessons, the 

comprehensive provision of information via lesson plans was an important enabling factor of the 

implementation of the curriculum. 

άI think the lesson plans helped a lot with ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ understanding Χ ¢here were a lot of positive 

comments on the existence Χ of the plansέ. (Teacher, I01_01) 

One teacher felt the lesson plans were particularly important in easing delivery for teachers with less RSHE 

experience.  

άώ¢ƘŜ ƭŜǎǎƻƴ Ǉƭŀƴϐ ŘƛŘ ƎƛǾŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƘŀŘ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ Χ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 

ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘΣ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƛƴŀǘŜ ƻƴ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜƴǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǎǎƻƴέ. (Teacher, I03_04) 

However, several teachers reported that although the lesson plans were useful, they found them too lengthy 

and detailed to use in the context of their high workloads. This was particularly a challenge for teachers who 

had more demanding responsibilities in their schools, such as SLTs, heads of years or cover managers. One 

school lead felt that this high level of expected preparation had the unproductive effect of over-burdening 

the participating teachers. 

άhǳǊ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ five to 10 minutes looking at what they need to look at, perhaps 

adapting anything for their class. Whereas the [THINK AGAIN] lesson plans were really detailed Χ 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜΦ {ƻƳŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛǘ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ōƛǘ ƻǾŜǊǿƘŜƭƳƛƴƎέ. (School lead, I04_05)  

Some teachers felt that simplifying lesson resources could ease implementation, for example, by shortening 

the accompanying notes or integrating them into the PowerPoint to prevent teachers from having to consult 

a separate document during the lesson. Therefore, although the lesson notes emerged as an important 

resource for many teachers, the lack of preparation time described by several interviewees suggests that the 

intervention materials could be adapted to ensure that teachers with less capacity can still be supported in 

delivering the lessons effectively.  

In schools where lesson periods were 50 minutes or less, most teachers felt they were not able to cover all 

elements of the lesson; for example, in school 104, which had 50-minute lesson periods and returned teacher 

logbooks, lesson coverage ranged from 87% to 97% of essential topics. Some teachers thought that the 

lesson plans would be more feasible to implement if more time were allocated for behaviour management.  

άL ŘƛŘ ƘŀǾŜ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǘŜƭƭ ƳŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎ ƛƴ ŀ 

ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘέ. (School lead, I01_01) 
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Action Aware Group (AAG)  

The feasibility of implementation of AAGs was variable (Table 9). Three schools reported organising at least 

one AAG meeting. School 103 reported one meeting, school 104 reported three meetings and school 105 

reported six meetings. This may have been a result of the limited workability of the AAG, in combination 

with challenging contextual factors in some schools. In all three schools where at least one AAG meeting was 

held, pupil membership was reported as being diverse by gender, ethnicity and academic attainment. In two 

schools, the AAG chair reported that at least one action had been discussed and implemented by the AAG, 

and the box below presents a case study of such an action.  

Case study: sŎƘƻƻƭ млрΩǎ AAG 

LƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ PEER data, pupils worked with staff to design actions to build better staffς

pupil relationships:  

1. To delve into themes they noticed in their PEER data, pupils designed, distributed and analysed a 

whole-school survey to explore trust between pupils and staff and fair responses to pupil 

behaviour. They shared the findings with staff and pupils during assemblies. 

2. Pupils created a Teacher Brilliant Basics guide, which was approved by the SLT and added to the 

staff operating procedures, and it will be displayed in staff areas from September 2025. 

3. They launched a Summer of Respect, with AAG members sharing their views and ideas in 

assemblies. 

4. Pupils designed a RESPECT reminder poster. 

They plan to continue the AAG next year, with new pupils joining. 

Several contextual and intervention factors made AAG implementation more straightforward in school 105. 

First, teachers and pupils described a number of pre-existing structures for involving pupils in decision-

making, particularly for health and wellbeing, such as a school council, anti-bullying ambassadors and 

prefects. Alongside the AAG training, these factors meant that pupils and staff in this school seemed to 

readily understand the purpose and structure of the AAG.  

άώ¢ƘŜ !!D ŎƘŀƛǊϐ ƘŀŘ ŀ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŎƭŜŀǊ ƛŘŜŀ Χ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ŀƭƭ ƳŜŀƴǘΣ ǎƻ ǎƘŜ ǿŀǎ 

ǘƘŜƴ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅέ. (Teacher, I04_03) 

!ƭǎƻΣ ǘƘŜ !!DΩǎ ŎƘŀƛǊ ǿŀǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎƪƛƭƭŜŘ ƛƴ pupil participation and, as head of RSHE, had frequent 

contact with the SLT. The presence of a motivated and knowledgeable AAG chair enabled teachers to attend 

the AAG flexibly, as a more workable form of collective action. 

άL ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ Ƴƛǎǎ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ мр ƻǊ ƭŀǎǘ мр ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎ ƻŦ ƛǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘǳǘƛŜǎΣ ōǳǘ ȅŜŀƘΣ LϥǾŜ ōŜŜƴ 

ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ώǘƘŜ !!D ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎϐέ. (Teacher, I04_03) 
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In other schools, however, staff faced a number of challenges in implementing the AAG, partly due to issues 

with how the intervention worked, particularly in the context of school processes and timelines.  

First, although the SEF lead held initial meetings with all school leads in the summer term before delivery, 

some members of staff felt that the lead-in time was still too short. This resulted in some school leads feeling 

confused about the expectations for the AAG, which in turn prevented them from allocating responsibilities 

by the start of the autumn term. This uncertainty seemed greater in schools where a meeting like the AAG 

was a relatively unfamiliar structure, such as those with no pre-existing structures promoting pupil 

participation in decision-making. Moreover, each school had a different timeline for the allocation of school-

related responsibilities for the next academic year, which could clash with the intervention timeline. For 

example, in school 104, staff were generally reluctant to sign up for new responsibilities, such as being the 

AAG chair, once the academic year had started, which impeded their progress in delivering the AAG as 

planned. 

In most schools where the AAG was unsuccessfully implemented, a lunchtime slot was chosen for the AAG 

meetings, which staff felt could make it more difficult for pupils to attend. One school lead felt this was a 

particular barrier to recruiting a diverse pupil membership.  

ά²Ŝ ǿŜǊŜ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƭƻƻǎŜƭȅ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿŜ ŦŜƭǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǿŜƭƭΣ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƘŀǾŜ 

diverse ideas about staff and Χ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎΦ .ǳǘ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ 

them [was difficult] because theyΩre not the demographic that would normally give up their 

ƭǳƴŎƘǘƛƳŜǎέ. (School lead, I03_02) 

In contrast, in school 105, the AAG chair was able to run meetings during RSHE lesson slots in the timetable, 

which, combined with the provision of snacks, encouraged pupils to attend consistently. However, this relied 

on support from senior leadership to enable pupil AAG members to come out of RSHE lessons. In schools 

where this was not made possible by senior leadership, lunchtime AAG meetings could have been eased by 

earlier training and greater forward planning among AAG chairs.  

Likewise, across all schools, the timeline for the intervention did not provide enough time to set up the AAG 

in the autumn term and then use this forum to plan their THINK AGAIN curriculum lessons informed by the 

PEER data. As a result, this decision was usually taken individually by the THINK AGAIN school lead and/or 

RSHE lead. 

Due to limited delivery of the AAG in schools 102, 103 and 104, wider staff in these schools showed much 

lower awareness of the AAG component than of the curriculum component, and, in particular, staff who had 

not been involved in the AAG were usually unaware of the intervention provision of the PEER data. For 

teachers who had been either running or involved in the AAG, the feasibility of implementing the PEER 

appeared to vary depending upon the extent to which the AAG was delivered in the first place.  

Despite the challenges it presented, when researchers described the concept of the AAG in interviews, most 

teachers generally supported the idea as a means of benefiting the pupils who would participate. 

ά/ŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ώǘƘŜ !!Dϐ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƻǇŜƴ 

ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǎŜŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜϥǎ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǿŀȅǎέ. (School lead, I03_02) 
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Teachers also reported high levels of initial interest in the AAG among the pupils invited to take part, even if 

they then disengaged from the meetings.  

ά! ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ώǘƘŜ pupils] said yes, but then when it come to it, they were either committed to other 

ƭǳƴŎƘǘƛƳŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƻǊ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜƴϥǘ ƛƴ ώǎŎƘƻƻƭϐέ. (School lead, I03_02) 

This suggests that teachers and pupils could be motivated to take part in the AAG if this component were 

modified to adapt to the timeline needs, the different levels of experience and availability of staff and pupils. 

It is interesting to note that whilst one school reported not convening any AAG meetings, 64% of their pupils 

reported being aware of the AAG, with 29% saying they were part of it and 18% knowing someone who was 

a member of it (Table 12). Since the pupil follow-up survey was completed after the pupil focus groups were 

completed, it was not possible to ask pupils clarifying questions about this; therefore, we do not know 

whether these responses are inaccurate or whether the pupils still identified as being part of the AAG even 

if they did not formally meet.  

Additional factors affecting implementation 

The social role and responsibilities of the school lead for THINK AGAIN were critical in determining the overall 

feasibility of implementation in their school. In cases where the school lead had oversight of their RSHE 

curriculum and delivery, as well as existing relationships with the SLT, this supported them in implementing 

both components of the intervention. School leads who did not have oversight of RSHE in their schools faced 

additional organising and communication challenges when attempting to ensure collective action to 

implement the programme. It may therefore ease implementation if the intervention required that the 

school lead role be held by the RSHE department head or equivalent.  

Most RSHE teachers tended to refer to the intervention as a set of lessons and seemed to understand it as a 

curriculum intervention as opposed to a whole-school intervention comprising both lessons and AAG. This 

may be due to the limited implementation of the AAG and the short one-year timespan of this pilot 

intervention, but it could also reflect broader awareness of RSHE as a re-prioritised and now statutory 

subject. A more integrated approach that brings together the AAG and lessons may be one way to ease the 

implementation of the whole-school component of this intervention. In turn, this could strengthen the 

ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǎǘŀŦŦΩǎ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !!D ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜōȅ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ōǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ THINK 

AGAIN teaching.  

Although staff generally made sense of the lesson curriculum and described positive teaching experiences in 

ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŘ {9CΩǎ ƛƴ-person training. Contextual 

barriers to staff attending training included a lack of resources to arrange teaching cover to enable teachers 

to miss lessons, as well as changes in RSHE teaching roles during the intervention.  

άDŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŎƻǾŜǊ Χ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ǘƘƛǎ ȅŜŀǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ŀƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ Χ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ 

eight PSHE classes in a year group. Trying to get a time when [all RSHE teachers] are free [to join the 

training] Χ ǿŀǎ ōŀǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜέ. (School lead, I01_01) 
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All schools faced issues with limited staff time. In particular, staff who had other pastoral, management or 

SLT responsibilities often found it difficult to engage in the delivery of the AAG, primarily due to a lack of 

time, combined with social norms requiring them to prioritise other tasks. For example, one teacher 

described the lack of regular SLT attendance at their twice-termly AAG. 

ά²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ŀ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƻŦ {[¢ ώƛƴ ǘƘŜ !!DϐΣ ōǳǘ ƘŜΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ ƳŀŘŜ ƛǘ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿŜ ŀƭƭ 

ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ōǳǎȅ ǎŜƴƛƻǊ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ŀǊŜέ. (Teacher, I04_03) 

Despite this, the AAG was feasible to implement in schools where key staff had the skills and experience 

needed to run pupilςstaff collaborations and where social norms existed that supported these initiatives. 

Therefore, the main contextual factor diminishing the feasibility of the AAG appeared to be the absence of 

pre-existing social norms and staff knowledge to support pupil voice, as this prevented key staff from making 

sense of the AAG. The feasibility of the AAG also appeared to rely on the school having an individual with 

dynamic leadership skills and a strong relationship with SLT leading the group. We suggest including specific 

guidance in the intervention materials for school leads regarding the importance of a consistent, trained 

team of RSHE teachers, as well as ringfenced funds to arrange cover for teacher training.  

Acceptability among pupils ς lesson delivery 

In FGDs, most pupils recalled having lessons on topics relating to healthy relationships, and they felt these 

were mostly relevant to their near future. 

άLǘΩǎ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ŦƻǊ ǿƘŜƴ ǿŜ ƎŜǘ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ, ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƻ Řƻέ. 

(Pupil, FG02_02) 

Most pupils said they enjoyed the interactive style of these lessons, especially when they felt their teacher 

was motivated, confident and interested in the topic.  

άώ¢ƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎϐ ƎŜǘ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎ, there are people that just like kind 

ƻŦ ǎƛǘ Řƻǿƴ ŀƴŘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ Řƻ ŀƴȅ ǿƻǊƪ Χ ƛƴ w{ ώǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜȄϐ ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎΣ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ƎŜǘǎ ŀ 

ŎƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǎǇŜŀƪέ. (Pupil, FG04_02) 

While most teachers reported that the topics were highly relevant to the needs and experiences of Year 9 

pupils, some reported that specific components needed to be made more contemporary.  

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ώƻƴŜ ǾƛŘŜƻ ŀōƻǳǘ ōȅǎǘŀƴŘŜǊǎϐ ǿŀǎ ŀ ōƛǘ ǘƻƻ ŘŀǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ Χ Lǘ ǿŀǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀ ōƛǘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ 

ƪƛƭǘΣ L ǘƘƛƴƪΣ ƴƻǘ ŀǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳ ŀǎ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǾƛŘŜƻ ƻŦ ōȅǎǘŀƴŘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴέ. 

(Head of Year 9, I02_08) 

A number of teachers felt that shorter TikTok-style videos or clips from recent films would provide a better 

Ƙƻƻƪ ŦƻǊ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ Year 9 pupils than longer-form videos. This was particularly reported in school 104, where 

the RSHE curriculum (outside of THINK AGAIN) was curated using an external online platform that used more 

contemporary videos. 
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άώ¢ƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ RSHE curriculum] uses lots of Χ ǎƘƻǊǘ Ŏǳǘǎ ƻŦ ǾƛŘŜƻǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƻƳŜ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ώǘƘŜ 

pupils] watch on Netflix Χ LǘΩǎ ŎƭƻǎŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǘέ. (School lead, I02_07) 

Similarly, teachers across schools felt that a section in a lesson about sexual objectification, which was told 

through a fairy tale of two animals, was not as relevant or impactful for their pupils as a story about two 

young people would be. 

ά¸ƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜŀŎƻŎƪ ǿƛǘƘ Ƙƛǎ ŦŜŀǘƘŜǊǎ ώōŜƛƴƎ ǇǳƭƭŜŘ ƻǳǘϐ Χ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƻƴŜ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƭŀƴŘ 

with my Year 9s Χ ! ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƪŜΣ Ψ²Ŝ ƎŜǘ ƛǘ; ƛǘϥǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǊƛŘƛŎǳƭƻǳǎΦ ²Ƙȅ Ŏŀƴϥǘ ƛǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ōŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΚΩ 

Χ L Řƻƴϥǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ƎǊƻǳƴŘŜŘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƳέ. (School lead, I01_01)  

Finally, in some schools, especially those where coverage of RSHE prior to Year 9 was limited and where 

teachers appeared less invested or confident in the topic (school 102), some pupils found THINK AGAIN RSHE 

content to be too mature and too heavy. Some pupils were also more generally apathetic towards RSHE, 

which they often approached as general knowledge and felt they learnt more about these issues by speaking 

with family or friends. 

Acceptability among pupils ς AAG 

The acceptability of the AAG varied widely between schools and among pupils. When asked why they signed 

up to take part in the AAG, pupils explained that confidentiality and trustworthiness of the AAG chair were 

key factors in their decision to join.  

άώ¢ƘŜ !!D ŎƘŀƛǊϐ ŀǎƪŜŘ ƳŜ, and she asked [another pupil], and we both said yes because we trust 

ƘŜǊέ. (Pupils, FG04_02) 

While many pupils were positive about the AAG as an idea, most showed little motivation to take part.  

άL ƳŜŀƴ, if [the teacher in charge] asked me, ǘƘŜƴ LΩŘ ōŜΣ ΨYeah, sureΩ, but I wouldn't go up to him and 

say, ΨOh, can I be a part of this?Ω (FG_02_02) 

This was especially the case when they did not feel that any action would be taken seriously by school staff 

and when they did not describe a trusting relationship with the AAG chair.  

ά¢ŀƭƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ [as talking] with your friends, like talking about experiences 

ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŦŦέ. (Pupil, FG02_01) 

Feasibility of logbook completion 

We received limited logbook data from individual teachers (Table 8). We initially sent an email to all school 

teachers with instructions and three options for completing the logbook (paper copy from the school lead, 

online form or Word document). We sent regular reminders and also asked school leads to encourage their 

teachers to complete the logbooks. However, only one school returned any teacher logbooks, resulting in a 

total of five teacher logbooks. To supplement our fidelity data, we pivoted to assessing the implementation 

of the curriculum using a combination of available teacher logbooks, data collected through interviews with 

staff and curriculum lead logbooks. This suggests very low feasibility for the logbooks required for individual 
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teacher completion after each lesson in a future trial. Nonetheless, completion of logbooks from key 

intervention actors (e.g., AAG chair and curriculum lead) was feasible across schools. Ensuring that school 

leads organise the completion of logbooks, the study provides incentives for completing the logbooks, and 

the logbook process is simplified, could improve the feasibility of this data collection method. 

Alignment with the logic model of behaviour change 

To refine the THINK AGAIN ToC, we used qualitative research (interviews and FGDs) to explore how 

participants perceived and described the mechanisms of its implementation. We took a realist approach to 

understand what works, for whom and under what circumstances (Pawson & Tilley 1997). To do this, in 

interviews with school staff, we explained the theory behind the intervention and asked participants to share 

their perspectives on the ToC, including how mechanisms triggered by the intervention might interact with 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΦ Lƴ CD5ǎ with pupils, we asked pupils to describe narratives of their own involvement 

in the programme to explore how they perceived their actions, the contexts in which these actions happened 

and the outcomes of these actions. The analysis, which is presented fully below, resulted in the refinement 

of four context-mechanism-outcome configurations (CMOCs), which are summarised in Table 14. 

TABLE 14: CONTEXTɀMECHANISMɀOUTCOME CONFIGURATIONS (CMOCS) 

CMOC Context Mechanism  Outcome 

1 Knowledge 

and skills  

In schools with experienced 

and motivated RSHE 

teachers who had 

participated in the 

curriculum training, and 

where pupils had some 

foundational knowledge of 

DRV/GBV 

Lessons provided knowledge 

on DRV and GBV and 

opportunities for guided 

practice of skills. 

Consolidating pupilÓȭ 

knowledge and skills for the 

prevention of DRV and GBV 

2 Increased 

help -seeking  

In schools that implemented 

the full THINK AGAIN 

curriculum, particularly for 

pupils who describe a 

trusting and positive 

relationship with their RSHE 

teacher 

The lessons showed how one 

might provide help for 

someone experiencing DRV 

or GBV. 

Improving pupilÓȭ 

motivation, knowledge and 

skills to seek or direct 

friends in need to sources of 

support 

3 Changing 

social norms  

In classes where girls felt 

they could speak up about 

their experiences 

Lessons created safe spaces 

for discussion about gender 

and respectful behaviour. 

Shifting social norms among 

some groups of boys by 

reducing their acceptance of 



 

55 

CMOC: Contextςmechanismςoutcome configurations; GBV: gender-based violence; DRV: dating and relationship violence 

1) Strengthening knowledge and skills 

Although most pupils felt confident in their knowledge of topics such as sexual harassment and consent, 

teachers and pupils often reported that THINK AGAIN lessons had extended this learning. For example, they 

allowed pupils to understand that DRV and GBV could happen in places and to people close to them.  

άώ.ŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎϐ ȅƻǳ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǎŜŜƴ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿŀǎ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƘŀǊŀǎǎƳŜƴǘΣ 

but then now you do know it is. So it just, like, ǎƛǘǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƳƛƴŘέ. (Pupil, FG04_02) 

The lessons gave pupils the opportunity to practise skills in social interactions, and after the lessons, pupils 

said they felt more confident in their ability to interact appropriately in social settings, including when they 

encountered DRV or GBV. 

άLŦ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƛƴ ŀ ǇŀǊǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜΩǎ ŘǊǳƴƪΣ ǘƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ŀŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŦŦ Χ ώŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 

ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎϐέ. (Pupil, FG02_02) 

9ŀŎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ RSHE could influence the outcomes of this mechanism. In three of the schools, 

RSHE provision was described as well-resourced and prioritised, which seemed to have given pupils pre-

existing knowledge that they could deepen through the THINK AGAIN curriculum. 

ά¸ƻǳ, kind of, learn the same thing every year, but Χ ǎŀȅ ǿŜ ŘƛŘ ǎǘŀƭƪƛƴƎΣ ǿŜ ƭŜŀǊƴǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ 

stalking each year, and it gets more in-depth Χ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ŘƻƴŜ ƛǘ ƛƴ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ Χ 

ōǳǘ ƛǘ Ǝƻǘ ƛƴǘƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŘŜǇǘƘǎέ. (Pupil, FG04_02) 

In contrast, in one school, pupils described less exposure to RSHE prior to THINK AGAIN, and, as a result, 

some pupils felt that the lessons were too much. 

άώRSHE] is too heavy Χ Lǘ ŦŜŜƭǎ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ; ƛǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘέ. (Pupil, FG03_01)  

This mechanism appeared more likely to improve pupilǎΩ knowledge and skills in supporting healthy 

relationships when they described their RSHE teacher as experienced, confident and trained in RSHE. In 

contrast, pupils who described their RSHE teachers as unsure or lacking class control felt they had little 

opportunity during THINK AGAIN to practise skills and discuss new knowledge.  

disrespectful behaviour 

among boys 

4 Developing 

pupilÓȭ ÓÅÎÓÅ 

of belonging  

In schools that implemented 

the AAG, and only for pupils 

in the AAG 

AAG meetings enabled 

participating pupils to 

design and complete tasks 

that could shape their school 

communities. 

Developing pupilÓȭ ÓÅÎÓÅ ÏÆ 

belonging 
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άaȅ ώǘŜŀŎƘŜǊϐ ƛǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŀǿƪǿŀǊŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘΦ ²ƘŜƴŜǾŜǊ ƘŜ ŀǎƪǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ Ƨǳǎǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 

ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘ ƻǳǘ ƭƻǳŘ ƻǊ ǘƘŜȅ Ƨǳǎǘ Ŏŀƴϥǘ ōŜ ōƻǘƘŜǊŜŘΦ !ƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƘŜ 

Ƨǳǎǘ ǘŀƪŜǎ ƛǘ ŀǎ ƛŦ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ŀǿƪǿŀǊŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘΣ ǎƻ [heΩƭƭ] Ƨǳǎǘ ƳƻǾŜ ƻƴέ. (Pupil, FG01_02) 

2) Improving help-seeking 

Staff suggested that the implementation of THINK AGAIN lessons appeared to increase pupilǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

and motivation to seek help from trusted adults when witnessing or being in unhealthy relationships. Several 

teachers described their experiences of providing pupils with knowledge about where they could seek 

support. 

ά9ǾŜǊȅ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƭŜǎǎƻƴ, I went through the names of our safeguarding team, as well as Χ ώǎŀȅƛƴƎϐ, ΨDo 

to the head of year or even myself if there are any issuesΩέ. (Teacher, I02_06) 

Pupils also reported learning via THINK AGAIN lessons about what constituted GBV or DRV, which they felt 

might help them seek or direct friends in need to sources of support: 

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ L ƪƴƻǿ ŀōƻǳǘ ώRSHE topics], the more I can notice signs. Like your friends, you can 

Ƨǳǎǘ ƭƻƻƪ ƻǳǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǎƛƎƴǎ ǎƻ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴέ. (Pupil, FG04_02) 

Across schools, there was a clear need for building pupilǎΩ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎŜŜƪ ƘŜƭǇΣ with pupils often 

reporting a general reluctance among their peers to report victimisation or to ask for support from teachers.  

άbƻǘ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŦŜŜƭ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ǘƻ ώŀ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊϐ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ Ƨǳǎǘ ŦŜŜƭ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ 

ώōǳƭƭȅκǇŜǊǇŜǘǊŀǘƻǊϐ ǿƛƭƭ ǘƘŜƴ ŦƛƴŘ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƭƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜέ. (Pupil, FG04_01) 

In this context, the lessons could build pupilǎΩ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎŜŜƪ ƘŜƭǇ. For example, a teacher in one school 

explained how one lesson had encouraged two pupils to seek support for their friend.  

άώ{ƻƳŜ pupils] came to me Χ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƛŘΣ ΨaƛǎǎΣ ǿŜΩǊŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǿƻǊǊƛŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ƻǳǊ ŦǊƛŜƴŘΦ IŜǊ ōƻȅŦǊƛŜƴŘΣ 

she was showing us the text messages, and he seems a little bit controlling, and we've tried talking 

ǘƻ ƘŜǊΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǎƘŜΩǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƛǘΣ ǎƻ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƴƻǿ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƘƛƴg and going to a 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŀŘǳƭǘΩΦ !ƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƎƛǊƭ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǿ ōŜŜƴ ǎǇƻƪŜƴ ǘƻ ōȅ ŀƴ ŀŘǳƭǘ Χ L ŘƛŘ ŀ ǊŜŦǊŜǎƘŜǊ 

ǿƛǘƘ ƘŜǊ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŦŦ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǎǎƻƴ Ǉƭŀƴǎέ. (Teacher, I04_03) 

This mechanism appeared more likely to lead to increased help-seeking among pupils when they had a 

teacher who had delivered all nine lessons and with whom they had a positive and trusting relationship. This 

was therefore particularly noticeable in school 105, in which Year 9 pupils received the entire THINK AGAIN 

curriculum and described mostly positive relationships with the staff delivering these.  

3) Changing norms about violence acceptance 

Several staff members described how enactment of the intervention appeared to affect some pupilǎΩ 

motivation to prevent violence in their school. This seems to have been triggered by THINK AGAIN RSHE 
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lessons creating a regular, safe space for pupils to discuss gender-based and dating violence and norms. One 

teacher recalled an example of a pupil who had reflected on their use of sexist language.  

άLƴ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ THINK AGAIN lessons, [a male pupil] said something, and I think it came out sounding 

quite sexist, really. But he said, ΨbƻΣ L ŘƛŘƴϥǘ ƳŜŀƴ ƛǘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŀǘΩ Χ ¢ƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘϥǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘŀƭƪŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ 

in front of all these people, he has the opportunity to reflect on it there and then Χ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ 

ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƎƻƻŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŀǘέ. (School lead, I01_01) 

Most pupils also recalled lesson activities that had encouraged them to reflect on the acceptability of 

different behaviours in dating and other scenarios.  

άώ²Ŝϐ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ǎŀȅƛƴƎΣ Ψ¢Ƙƛǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘ ŀǘ ŀ ǇŀǊǘȅΣ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƪŀȅΚΩ !ƴŘ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ 

ǿƘȅ ƛǘΩǎ ƻƪŀȅΣ ǿƘȅ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ƻƪŀȅέ. (Pupil, FG02_02) 

This appeared to generate changes in some pupilǎΩ ƛƴƧǳƴŎǘƛǾŜ ƴƻǊƳǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘŦǳƭ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΣ 

including, but not limited to, gender and dating; for example, one teacher described observing changes 

among some of their male pupils after the lessons. 

άLϥǾŜ ǎŜŜƴ ƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ōƻȅǎ, where they're now calling out their mates Χ LŦ ǘƘŜȅΩǾŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǿǊƻƴƎ 

ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ǘƘŜȅΩƭƭ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘǳǊƴ ǊƻǳƴŘ ŀƴŘ ōŜ ƭƛƪŜΣ Ψ{ǘƻǇ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀ **** Ωέ. (Teacher, I04_03) 

However, a limitation of this mechanism was that it was felt that it only affected social norms among 

bystanders, with some pupils ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǇŜǊǇŜǘǊŀǘƻǊǎΩ ƳƛƴŘǎŜǘs.  

ά¢ƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƴƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ Řƻ ƛǘ ώōǳƭƭȅƛƴƎϐ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƭƛǎǘŜƴ ώƛƴ ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎϐέ. (Pupil, FG04_01 ) 

Some pupils also reported that some of the examples of DRV/GBV in the curriculum were not relevant to 

their experiences, especially because most pupils thought that not many people in Year 9 were dating or in 

relationships. 

άL ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ many relationships in the school, to be honest Χ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ a lot 

ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŘŀǘƛƴƎέ. (Pupil, FG02_01) 

Therefore, while this mechanism was observed ǘƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ōƻȅǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜŜǊǎΩ 

violence and behaviour more generally, building a norm of respectful behaviour and antipathy towards GBV, 

this mechanism seemed unlikely to affect attitudes to DRV, at least in the present, because so little dating 

was occurring.  

This mechanism interacted with different contexts to generate different outcomes. Some teachers felt that 

a non-punitive approach to pupilǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨǿǊƻƴƎΩ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǿŀǎ necessary for debates in lessons to 

generate meaningful shifts in group-level norms. 

άL ǘƘƛƴƪΣ ǿŜƛǊŘƭȅΣ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǎǎƻƴ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪΣ ȅƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƘŜ ōƻȅ ǘƘŀǘϥǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎƘƻǳǘ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ 

comment Χ !ƴŘ ȅƻǳ ǘǊƛƎƎŜǊ ƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜǊŜ Χ ¸ƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ǘƘŀǘϥǎ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎǘƛƳǳƭŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŜōŀǘŜ 

ΧΦ ¢ƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘ ǘƘƛƴƎ ƛǎ, they're then being challenged back by their peer group; they're not being 

ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜŘ ōŀŎƪ ōȅ ŀƴ ŀŘǳƭǘέ. (Teacher, I01_03) 
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In teacher and pupil reports, an openness to letting pupils speak, regardless of their perspectives, seemed 

most likely in classes that had a positive or long-standing relationship with their RSHE teacher, especially 

when teachers had engaged in the THINK AGAIN teacher training, which included components on the 

facilitation of open discussion.  

Reports from some ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƪƛƴŘǎ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎƘƛŦǘǎ ƛƴ ōƻȅǎΩ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ƴƻǊƳǎ 

were only able to occur in classroom environments where at least one or two confident girls felt able to 

speak up about their experiences and beliefs.  

ά¸ƻǳϥǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ǿƘƻϥǎ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǇǳǎƘ ōŀŎƪ ŀǘ [the boys], ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǘƘŜ ώƎƛǊƭǎϐ ǘƘŀǘ 

ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜέ. (Teacher, I01_03) 

In contrast, some girls described a feeling of being unable to speak up in RSHE lessons because of the 

dominating naturŜ ƻŦ ōƻȅǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƭŀǎǎΦ 

ά{ƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ǿŜ ŎŀƴΩǘ Řƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ώƛƴ RSHE lessons] because of how immature [the boys] are, and we 

ŎŀƴΩǘ ǎǇŜŀƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘ ŦǊŜŜƭȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ Ƨǳǎǘ ƭŀǳƎƘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪŜ ƧƻƪŜǎέ. (Female pupil, FG03_02) 

Therefore, in contexts where girls appeared to feel they could be vocal in RSHE lessons and staff felt 

confident in facilitating often challenging discussions about gender norms, the basic safety mechanism 

seemed to shift social norms among some groups of boys by reducing their acceptance of disrespectful 

behaviour among friends and by improving their attitudes towards intervening. 

4) Developing pupilǎΩ sense of school belonging 

Staff who were involved in the AAG felt that this component appeared to increase participating pupilǎΩ 

ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ōŜƭƻƴƎƛƴƎΦ However, due to the short 

one-year timeframe of this pilot intervention, we could not capture long-term outcomes of this mechanism.  

This mechanism was triggered only in the one school where the AAG was delivered regularly and where 

there was an existing culture and capacity for pupil involvement. In schools where the AAG was not 

facilitated consistently or where there was no focus on pupil input, teachers described their meetings as 

primarily staff-led. 

άώ¢ƘŜ pupils] were able to distinguish whether [this idea] would work in Χ ƻǳǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ƻǊ ƴƻǘΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ 

ǿŜǊŜƴϥǘ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǎŀȅΣ Ψ!ŘŘ ǘƘƛǎΩ ƻǊ Ψ!ŘŘ ǘƘŀǘΩ ƻǊ Ψ!ŘŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜΩέ. (Teacher, I02_05) 

In school 105, pupils and staff described how they collectively decided to improve their school environment 

and co-designed whole-school actions to achieve this. AAG members described their meetings and decision 

processes as largely pupil-led. 

άώ¢ƘŜ !!D ŎƘŀƛǊϐ ƎƛǾŜǎ ƘŜǊ ǾƛŜǿ, ōǳǘ ǘƘŜƴ ǎƘŜ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǘŜƭƭ ǳǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƻ ŘƻΦ {ƘŜ ƭŜǘǎ ǳǎ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ ƛǘ ƻǳǘ Χ 

She gives us a guide and her view on it, but then she lets us make the decision and come up with the 

ideas Χ ²Ŝ ŎŀƳŜ ǳǇ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ pupil questionnaire, the teacher questionnaire; she 

ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƛƴǇǳǘ ƻƴ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ƛǘΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴέ. (Pupils, FG04_02) 
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Pupils described these meetings as highly collaborative and focused on each pupilΩǎ ƻǿƴ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ. 

Through their involvement in such activities, pupils appeared to develop skills and motivation to invest in 

their school community. Staff felt that this mechanism had developed in the pupils a sense of positive 

achievement and community-building, potentially with long-term impacts. 

άLŦ ώǘƘŜ pupils] have had this really positive experience of being heard in a very professional way, then 

ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ōǊƛƭƭƛŀƴǘ ƭƛŦŜ ƭŜǎǎƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŎŜ ǘƘŜȅϥǊŜ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ƘŜǊŜέ. 

(Teacher, I04_03) 

What refinements to the intervention, programme theory and implementation plan are 

suggested by the process evaluation? 

¶ Given the importance of a motivated, dynamic and experienced curriculum and AAG lead in 

supporting implementation, the intervention should require that the school lead for THINK AGAIN is 

ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ head of RSHE or another senior member of staff.  

¶ For the curriculum component, in-person training specific to THINK AGAIN proved essential for 

teachers, but some schools were unable to facilitate this due to a lack of teaching cover. The 

intervention materials could include specific guidance for school leads on the importance of a 

consistent, trained team of RSHE teachers, as well as ringfenced funds to arrange cover for training. 

¶ Given the target age of the intervention, lesson plans should be amended to include more timing 

flexibility for often difficult behaviour and to ensure that initial THINK AGAIN training emphasises 

how important preparation time is for each lesson, despite the detailed lesson plans.  

¶ Some lesson content, including video content (move towards TikTok or shorter video clips) and more 

contemporary language/slang, should be updated to improve acceptability among pupils. 

¶ Curriculum resources could be simplified by combining lesson plans and lesson slides into a single 

ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ƭƛƎƘǘŜƴƛƴƎ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ǿƻǊƪƭƻŀŘǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǎƻ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƳŀƪŜ sense-

making more challenging among less experienced RSHE teachers and departments and should be 

approached with substantial caution. 

¶ For the AAG component, the study timeline should incorporate a longer lead-in time to allow for 

additional meetings and support for role allocation to be completed by the end of the summer term 

before delivery. This would enable the school and trainer to be responsive to the assessment of each 

ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ its capacity to deliver; in particular, we feel this would support AAGs in using the 

PEER to shape the curriculum, as planned in the intervention.  

¶ The AAG guide should be simplified and made easy to use for very busy teachers. 

¶ Facilitation of the AAG by the THINK AGAIN training leads should be considered to ensure greater 

feasibility across contexts. 
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Are the proposed secondary outcome measures reliable, and what refinements are 

suggested? 

Outcome estimates were broadly reliable and feasible, particularly for primary outcomes. Estimates for 

baseline and follow-up data collection, as well as paired data analyses, are presented in Table 15. A 

description of each outcome and the corresponding reliability and validity findings are presented below. 

GBV victimisation and perpetration. Analysis of baseline and follow-up data suggested that estimates of 

victimisation were consistently higher than estimates of perpetration. Paired analysis did not suggest any 

clear signal of change between pre-test and post-test. 

An analysis of validity was undertaken using baseline data on GBV victimisation. The overall alpha for GBV 

victimisation was 0.72, which was acceptable. Two models were considered: one split the eight items into 

two scales corresponding to relational and physical violence, and one pooled all items. The model that 

pooled all items generated an RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) of 0.044, with a CFI 

(Confirmatory Fit Index) of 0.598 and a TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) of 0.531. A model separating relational and 

physical violence generated an RMSEA of 0.041, with CFI of 0.660 and TLI of 0.599. The contrast between 

estimates of CFI and TLI, which are poor, and estimates of RMSEA, which are excellent, reflects the statistical 

rarity of GBV, i.e. relatively little is to be gained in model fit by pooling items. 

An analysis of validity for GBV perpetration was undertaken on follow-up data, as models were not estimable 

on baseline data (again, due to the statistical rarity of any one GBV behaviour captured here). The overall 

alpha was 0.95, which was excellent. As for GBV victimisation, a model splitting items into relational and 

physical violence and a model pooling all items were considered. A model pooling all items generated an 

RMSEA of 0.077, with a CFI of 0.652 and a TLI of 0.594. A model splitting items generated an RMSEA of 0.066, 

with a CFI of 0.742 and a TLI of 0.696. 

Our recommendation is to proceed with this measure as one scale for each of victimisation and perpetration, 

with sensitivity analyses by subscale in a full trial. The overall reliability of each scale is good to excellent, 

and improvements in fit from splitting each scale into two sets of items are not large enough to counteract 

the challenges that would arise from powering the trial on this basis. 

  



 

61 

 

TABLE 15. OUTCOME ESTIMATES FROM DATA COLLECTION 

Variable  Baseline mean [95% CI] 
(n)  

Follow -up mean [95% CI] 
(n)  

Paired analysis mean 
difference [95% CI] (n)  

Hostile Hallways ɀ GBV 
victimisation  

1.71 [1.65, 1.78] (495) 1.74 [1.68, 1.80] (536) 0.03 [Ϻ0.36, 0.43] (377) 

Hostile Hallways ɀ GBV 
perpetration  

0.47 [0.40, 0.54] (492) 0.56 [0.49, 0.62] (532) Ϻ0.02 [Ϻ0.22, 0.19] (375) 

S-CADRI ɀ DRV victimisation  0.54 [0.47, 0.60] (495) 2.03 [1.93, 2.13] (524) 1.46 [1.09, 1.82] (367) 
S-CADRI ɀ DRV perpetration  0.23 [0.18, 0.29] (494) 1.18 [1.08, 1.27] (522) 0.86 [0.58, 1.14] (366) 
Beyond Blue School Climate Questionnaire  
Teacherɀstudent  
relationships  

2.70 [2.64, 2.75] (502) 2.67 [2.63, 2.72] (552) Ϻ0.06 [Ϻ0.11, Ϻ0.01] (389) 

Student sense of belonging  2.67 [2.61, 2.72] (500) 2.67 [2.62, 2.72] (552) Ϻ0.02 [Ϻ0.07, 0.04] (388) 
Student commitment to 
learning  

3.28 [3.24, 3.33] (501) 3.28 [3.24, 3.33] (550) 0.04 [Ϻ0.01, 0.09] (388) 

Student active participation  2.95 [2.89, 3.00] (500) 2.84 [2.79, 2.89] (548) Ϻ0.11 [Ϻ0.17, Ϻ0.05] (387) 
SWEMWBS (mental 
wellbeing)  

23.40 [22.91, 23.88] (495) 23.55 [23.08, 24.03] (548) Ϻ0.08 [Ϻ0.65, 0.49] (381) 

SANDI (protective 
strategies)  

27.41 [27.03, 27.78] (483) 27.34 [26.97, 27.70] (537) 0.02 [Ϻ0.33, 0.37] (369) 

Love BITES (violence 
acceptance) 

6.59 [6.40, 6.79] (477) 6.47 [6.28, 6.65] (534) Ϻ0.18 [Ϻ0.40, 0.04] (367) 

Injunctive social norms  9.75 [9.53, 9.97] (475) 9.59 [9.37, 9.80] (529) Ϻ0.18 [Ϻ0.44, 0.09] (360) 
Bystander self -efficacy  29.46 [29.11, 29.81] (459) 30.31 [29.97, 30.66] (523) 0.82 [0.29, 1.35] (344) 

CI: confidence interval; GBV: gender-based violence; DRV: dating and relationship violence; S-CADRI: Conflict and Adolescent 
Dating Relationships Inventory Short Version; SWEMWBS: Short Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale; SANDI: Sexual and 
Negative Dating Inventory 

DRV victimisation and perpetration. At baseline, very low levels of DRV victimisation and perpetration were 

noted, likely due to the use of a skip pattern that asked young people to report whether they had been in a 

relationship in the prior 12 months and only presented DRV items if they had. Subsequent feedback from 

ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŦƻǊ ŘŀǘƛƴƎ Ƴŀȅ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΦ 

Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŘŀǘƛƴƎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎΣ ǿŜ ƴƻted that young 

people might, for example, experience more recent DRV from a less recent ex-partner. As a result, we 

changed the follow-up survey to present DRV items to all young people. This change is likely driving the 

apparent increase in DRV victimisation and perpetration between baseline and follow-up measurements. 

Informed by this, we undertook an analysis of reliability using follow-up data. As for GBV, we considered 

models that pooled all items and models that distinguished between relational and physical violence. For 

DRV victimisation, the overall alpha was 0.90, which was excellent. A model that pooled all items generated 

an RMSEA of 0.113, with a CFI of 0.832 and a TLI of 0.764, whereas a model that distinguished between 

relational and physical violence generated an RMSEA of 0.068, with a CFI of 0.942 and a TLI of 0.914. For 

DRV perpetration, the overall alpha was 0.93, which was excellent. A model that pooled all items generated 

an RMSEA of 0.058, with a CFI of 0.928 and a TLI of 0.899, whereas a model that distinguished between 

relational and physical violence generated an RMSEA of 0.055, with a CFI of 0.937 and a TLI of 0.908. 

Our recommendation is to proceed with this measure as one scale for each of victimisation and perpetration, 

with sensitivity analyses by subscale in a full trial. The overall reliability of each scale is excellent, and the 
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improvements seen in fit from splitting DRV victimisation into two scales are not mirrored in DRV 

perpetration, and the split introduces unhelpful complications in the context of the other co-primary 

outcomes. 

Beyond Blue School Climate Questionnaire. Consideration of preςpost differences did not reveal any 

surprising patterns, though there was some suggestion of a decline in student active participation. The 

overall alpha for teacherςstudent relationships was 0.89, for student sense of belonging was 0.79, for 

student commitment to learning was 0.75 and for student active participation was 0.85, suggesting good to 

very good reliability across each subscale. A confirmatory factor analysis model that incorporated all four 

subscales as distinct factors generated an RMSEA of 0.058, with a CFI of 0.895 and a TLI of 0.885, indicating 

good performance. Exploratory analysis that correlated errors within three dyads of items generated an 

improvement in model fit (RMSEA 0.049, CFI 0.923, TLI 0.915). Our recommendation is to proceed with this 

measure in a full trial. 

SWEMWBS (mental wellbeing). The consideration of preςpost differences did not reveal any surprising 

patterns, such as dramatic increases or decreases in scores. The scale generated an overall alpha of 0.86, 

which is very good, and had strong performance on additional fit indices in the confirmatory factor analysis 

(RMSEA 0.060, CFI 0.976, TLI 0.965). Our recommendation is to proceed with this measure in a full trial. 

SANDI (protective strategies). The consideration of preςpost differences did not reveal any surprising 

patterns, such as dramatic increases or decreases in scores. However, the overall alpha was 0.59, and fit 

indices were consistently poor (RMSEA 0.137, CFI 0.507, TLI 0.343). While it appeared that the reverse coding 

of items caused problems for measure performance, the removal of these items did not improve key indices. 

An exploratory analysis of the follow-up data did not resolve these concerns. Our recommendation is not to 

proceed with this measure in a full trial. 

LOVEBiTES (violence acceptance). Paired analyses, but not wave-level means, suggested some evidence of 

a reduction in violence acceptability. The scale generated an overall alpha of 0.60, which is suboptimal, but 

generated strong fit indices in a confirmatory factor analysis (RMSEA 0.061, CFI 0.979, TLI 0.938). This 

suggests that the core of the measure is, in fact, suitable but could benefit from amplification. Our 

recommendation is to proceed with this measure in a full trial but to consider additional items that could 

improve scale-level reliability. 

Injunctive social norms. The consideration of preςpost differences did not reveal any surprising patterns, 

such as dramatic increases or decreases in scores. The overall scale had poor performance, with an overall 

alpha of 0.37, RMSEA of 0.166, CFI of 0.487 and TLI of 0.145. After identifying these patterns at baseline, we 

sought an improved scale for injunctive social norms but were unable to locate one. An analysis of follow-

up data did not reveal an improvement in this measure. Our recommendation is not to proceed with this 

measure in a full trial but to continue to seek alternatives. 

Bystander self-efficacy. The consideration of preςpost differences generated some signal of improvement 

on this scale in paired analyses. The overall scale had an adequate alpha of 0.77, but an exploratory analysis 

identified three underperforming items. The resultant scale had a good alpha of 0.84, with good fit indices 
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from a confirmatory factor analysis (RMSEA 0.078, CFI 0.946, TLI 0.921). Our recommendation is to proceed 

ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ΨǎƭƛƳƭƛƴŜΩ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƛƴ ŀ Ŧǳƭƭ ǘǊƛŀƭΦ 

Advisory group feedback on surveys 

In addition to the survey data, we also consulted our ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ advisory group about the content of 

the surveys. This group made a number of suggestions about improvements they felt could be made. They 

shared detailed feedback, including suggestions to merge some similar items and expand others. For 

example, a statement about rumours should be expanded so that it covers rumours being spread about my 

friends or me. In addition, they suggested more consideration of some of the more subjective language, e.g. 

Ψin a hurtful wayΩΣ because of the lack of clarity this could lead to for young people. They told us that some 

young people might be less likely to answer positively to the statements if they feel that doing so will make 

their situation known, and they are more likely to highlight things if they are about someone they know. 

Therefore, they recommended that, if possible, the statements should be depersonalised, so rather than 

asking, ΨIŀǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘ ǘƻ ȅƻǳ?Ω, ask, ΨIŀǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘ ǘƻ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎ?Ω In relation to a question 

about forwarding a naked picture, young people suggested using the word permission instead of agreement. 

In relation to telling a friend where you will be on a first date, young people felt this would be important for 

all dates. In relation to a question about stopping a boy from hitting a girl, a young person said they would 

because it is the right thing to do, but they would not Ψfeel confidentΩ about it, so that would change how 

they answered that question. In sections of the questions where there was a mixture of ΨIΩ statements and 

other statements, young people felt that using ΨIΩ statements for every question might make the questions 

more consistent and easier to understand. 

Refinements 

We considered advisory group feedback, as well as the reliability analysis, in proposing any refinements for 

a full trial. First and most importantly, we demonstrated that our co-primary outcomes have acceptable, and 

in some cases excellent, reliability, and we demonstrated that sensitivity analyses or exploratory outcomes 

could consider different types of DRV and GBV. Second, we found the core secondary outcomes likely to be 

relevant to the intervention are appropriate. Third, as presented in prior sections, no scale or item appeared 

to generate notable issues for item non-response. 

However, in a full trial, we will present DRV items to all young people to improve data quality and 

measurement and to avoid misunderstandings related to whether partners were required to be current for 

respondents to have experienced DRV. In addition, we will drop protective strategies as an outcome and 

consider how best to measure group beliefs beyond existing injunctive social norms measures. Finally, we 

have identified an opportunity for improving efficiency by using a high-ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ΨǎƭƛƳƭƛƴŜΩ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ of 

bystander self-efficacy. 

Is an economic evaluation in a definitive trial feasible? 

Parents or carers of all 729 pupils invited to take part in the study were invited to complete the resource use 

survey at baseline and follow-up. Surveys were sent to parents via the usual electronic messaging system 
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each school used to communicate with parents. The school sent the initial invite, followed by two reminders 

a week later. 

At baseline, 55 parents or carers responded to the survey: 11 said they did not want to take part, and 44 said 

that they would take part; however, of these 44, only 12 provided any data. The majority of parents did not 

ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜƳŀƛƭ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎΤ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ, we were able to match nine pupils to parent data, as their 

names matched exactly. A further two pupils were matched through their first name, date of birth and school 

name. One parent provided data for a child whom we could not match to any pupil data we had received. 

Therefore, in total, we were able to link 11 parent responses to pupils; this represents a response rate of 

2.2% (11 parent responses matched to 503 pupil responses).  

At follow-up, 55 parents or carers responded to the survey: three said they did not want to take part, and 

47 said that they would take part; however, of these 47, only 27 provided any data. We were able to match 

18 pupils to parent data, as their names matched exactly. A further eight pupils were matched through their 

first name, date of birth and school name. One parent provided data for a child whom we could not match 

to any pupil data we had received. Therefore, in total, we were able to link 26 parent responses to pupils; 

this represents a response rate of 4.7% (26 parent responses matched to 556 pupil responses).  

There was no missing data for the parent surveys that were completed. This data is not summarised in this 

report since it represents such a small proportion of the sample. With such a low return rate, it would not 

be possible to conduct an economic evaluation using this same methodology, and refinements would need 

to be made in any future trial. It may be possible to increase completion by offering a small incentive for all 

completed surveys, such as a £5 gift voucher. Since these surveys were sent out via ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƻƴƛŎ 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ǊŜŀŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ and 

then forgot. It may be worth considering providing parents with physical paper copies of the survey that 

pupils take home to give to parents or carers.  
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Conclusion  

TABLE 16. FEASIBILITY STUDY QUESTIONS AND HEADLINE ANSWERS 

Research question Finding 

Is the THINK AGAIN intervention 

acceptable to school staff and 

pupils? 

The intervention was broadly feasible and highly acceptable to 

both staff and pupils. Success criteria were met, except for 

intervention fidelity, which was achieved in only two schools due 

to challenges in implementing the Action Aware Groups (AAGs). 

Key learnings suggest that with focused optimisation, particularly 

around leadership, training, and the integration of AAGs, the 

intervention could be effectively scaled. 

Are the proposed secondary 

outcome measures (e.g. violence 

acceptance, school climate) reliable, 

and what refinements are 

suggested? 

With the exception of protective strategies and injunctive social 

norms, primary and secondary outcome measures were reliable. 

No scale had notable missingness patterns that would suggest 

issues with performance. We suggest dropping protective 

strategies, and we will seek other ways to measure injunctive social 

norms or group beliefs. In addition, we identified an efficiency for 

the measurement of bystander self-efficacy. Data collection 

methods will be refined to improve matching and completeness, 

including by using school email addresses and isolating pupils 

during survey completion. 

What refinements to the 

intervention, programme theory and 

implementation plan are suggested 

by the process evaluation? 

Ensure that schools are trained in delivering THINK AGAIN during 

the Summer Term before they start delivering the intervention. 

Leadership for the AAGs should be confirmed earlier, including the 

identification of a senior member of staff who can champion 

delivery. Additional facilitation may be important for some schools 

to deliver AAGs, and the integration of AAGs and classroom 

components should be strengthened. Teacher training should 

emphasise the sensitivity of topics and the need for adequate 

preparation time. Some smaller changes should be made to the 

intervention materials to ensure they are relevant to modern 

pupils (e.g. shorter videos, contemporary language). 

Is an economic evaluation in a 

definitive trial feasible? 

Current methods are insufficient for a full economic evaluation. 

Future evaluations should focus on educational resource use (e.g. 

attendance, teaching time lost) and involve stakeholder 
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consultation to determine feasible data-collection strategies. 

Parent engagement via electronic surveys was ineffective. 

Is progression to a definitive RCT 

justified? 

Yes, with further optimisation and improved data-collection 

procedures. A definitive trial should span 24 months to detect 

long-term impacts and include co-primary outcomes of DRV and 

GBV victimisation and perpetration. 

Whilst we have made some suggestions for change, we believe that this study has demonstrated that it is 

feasible to both implement and examine the effectiveness of the THINK AGAIN intervention in British 

secondary schools. Recruitment was concluded in four weeks, and no schools dropped out of the study over 

ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊΩǎ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ-up. We were able to match a large percentage of pupils from baseline to follow-up. All 

schools delivered the classroom component of the intervention, and three delivered at least one AAG.  

Feasibility of data collection 

Our school recruitment strategy prioritised schools in areas of higher deprivation, with specialist centres set 

up to reduce community violence. This strategy was effective for recruiting an economically and ethnically 

diverse population. Two of our four schools had an average free school meal status that was more than 10% 

over the national average, with a further school just below this average. Two of the schools had 

predominantly Asian pupils, and the average proportion of White pupils across all schools was 43%, which is 

much lower than the national average of 66% (Department for Education, 2023). 

Quantitative data collection: outcomes. Whilst we did not achieve the ул҈ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘ ǊŀǘŜ ƛƴ җо ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŀǘ 

both baseline and follow-up that we set out to achieve, we did achieve response rates of greater than 80% 

in all four schools at both timepoints when we consider those who responded to our consent question, 

irrespective of how they answered. ²Ŝ ƴƻǘƛŎŜŘ ŀ ΨŎƻƴǘŀƎƛƻƴΩ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƛƴ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅΣ ƛŦ ŀ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ pupils 

decided not to take part, pupils around them were more likely to also decide not to participate. We see this 

clearly in school 102 at baseline, where 15% of pupils did not participate; however, at follow-up, when the 

pupils were asked to sit separately from one another, only 7% did not participate. At both time points, less 

than 5% of pupils who started the survey completed less than 25% of the questions.  

The feasibility study also offered a number of important lessons regarding data completeness in a definitive 

trial. Matching data from baseline to follow-up presented a number of unexpected challenges, and between 

22% and 30% of collected data could not be matched due to incomplete information being provided by the 

pupils. It was also clear that some pupils were not taking the data collection seriously and were deliberately 

providing inaccurate information. In order to overcome this, we suggest that future studies request that the 

research team be provided with a list of school email addresses for all pupils who have not been opted out 

by a parent and that surveys be sent directly to these email addresses. Whilst this does involve the sharing 

ƻŦ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜƳŀƛƭ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ŀ ǇǳǇƛƭΩǎ Ŧǳƭƭ ƴŀƳŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ Ƙŀǎ 

the advantage that pupils who are absent on the day of data collection would be easily identifiable, and 

further visits could be made to the school to collect this missing data. It would also mean that all pupils would 

need to confirm their decision to take part or not, and we would lose the passive withdrawal we saw in this 
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feasibility study. Finally, it will make it possible to accurately record who has provided consent at one time 

point but not the other. This is particularly important in open cohort designs where there may be pupils at 

follow-up that were not present at baseline and vice versa. Schools did provide attendance data at both time 

points; however, it would be more informative to record pupil-level attendance since this would allow for 

the exploration of potential impacts on subgroups of pupils. Having a pupil list that enables the complete 

matching of pupil consents will ensure that, in the future, pupil-level attendance can be obtained since we 

can be confident about which pupils have and have not consented.  

We are missing demographic data on 29.8% of the follow-up sample due to only requesting demographic 

information at baseline. In future studies, we would recommend that any missing demographic information 

be collected from participants at the follow-up time point. 

Researchers reported that the behaviour of some of the pupils was not consistent with mature, thoughtful 

responses. Some pupils were observed randomly completing answers without reading the questions; others 

were laughing at the topic or discussing with their friends what they had written for certain questions. We 

suggest that future studies should make efforts to isolate pupils from other pupils as much as possible, one 

suggestion would be for pupils to listen to the survey being read out via headphones and see the questions 

written down on the screen. This approach would ensure that all questions were read correctly, limit the 

opportunity to talk to others and physically isolate pupils from one another, which we think would improve 

sensible engagement. Whilst having instructions read to pupils in a uniform manner via a recording, we could 

still recommend that researchers visit each school to explain the study to all pupils and explain their rights 

to decline or withdraw; however, conducting data collection in smaller class sizes does mean that fewer 

researchers will be needed for each visit. 

Finally, we identified good to excellent performance for most outcome measures. However, we identified 

one outcome we would be unlikely to include in a full trial (protective strategies) and one outcome we would 

seek to measure differently (injunctive social norms), and we would present DRV items to all young people. 

Data collection: process evaluation. Qualitative evaluation methods were broadly feasible, and we will seek 

to continue these into a full trial. However, monitoring of fidelity via logbooks was more challenging, with 

only one school returning any teacher logbooks. In contrast, key intervention actors, such as the AAG chair 

and the curriculum lead, did complete logbooks to a good standard. We therefore used a composite 

approach, drawing on broader qualitative data collection, to better understand fidelity. We will consult and 

optimise quantitative fidelity data collection for a definitive trial. 

Data collection: economic evaluation. The very low rate of engagement among parents (less than 5% of the 

sample) suggests that electronic surveys sent directly from the school are not an effective method of 

collecting health service use. We would recommend that if further studies are to include an economic 

evaluation, this should primarily focus on education resource use, which can be obtained directly from the 

school, for example, pupil attendance or teaching time lost due to dealing with incidents. Should responses 

about health survey use be deemed necessary, our current methodology would need to be altered, for 

example, by offering a small incentive or providing parents with physical paper copies of the survey.  
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We did not receive an adequate return rate from schools detailing the time it took staff to plan for and to 

deliver the THINK AGAIN materials. Whilst we were able to obtain this information from the training lead 

during this study, it is unlikely that such an approach would work in a larger RCT. We feel further stakeholder 

engagement is required to understand the best approach to obtain intervention delivery costs. 

Our data collection methods were also substantially enriched by involvement and engagement with young 

people and other experts. In particular, they suggested that we recognise the fluid and changing nature of 

ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǊƻƳŀƴǘƛŎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ that the language keeps up with current terminology. For 

example, at baseline we only presented the DRV questions to pupils who responded affirmatively to the 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ΨHave you been in a serious or casual relationship with a boyfriend, girlfriend or partner in the last 

мн ƳƻƴǘƘǎΚΩ, and our advisory group highlighted that many young people may have had romantic 

experiences that they would not have seen as a relationship. In addition, experts noted the lack of experience 

many, if not most, pupils this age have, which affects the impacts we would be likely to see in the short term. 

This confirms our decision to collect data over more than one school year. We also refined our surveys to 

make some statements less personal in order to support young peopleΩǎ engagement, and we made our 

question formatting consistent. 

Conclusion. In summary, we believe it is feasible to collect data using mobile-phone- or web-based surveys 

over one year of follow-up. In addition to changes to measures themselves and their presentation described 

above, we would suggest making the following changes to the quantitative data collection process: 

¶ Send the survey to the ǇǳǇƛƭΩǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜƳŀƛƭ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ. 

¶ Set data collection up so that pupils are not sitting directly next to each other. 

¶ Conduct survey completion in smaller class groups. 

¶ Reduce the opportunity for pupils to discuss the questions among themselves by requesting that 

pupils listen to a recording of the survey questions being asked via headphones on school 

computers. 

¶ Focus any economic evaluation on delivery costs and educational resource use. 

¶ Collect missing key demographic information at follow-up. 

¶ Consult with stakeholders on the best approach for collecting intervention fidelity data. 

Evaluator's judgement of intervention feasibility 

The intervention was broadly feasible and highly acceptable. Success criteria were all met, with the exception 

of intervention fidelity; in this criterion, fidelity for the AAG was achieved only in two schools. We present 

key learnings for intervention feasibility below, all of which we believe could be readily addressed in a 

focused period of further optimisation. 

Leadership, school-level champions and teacher training. Learning from delivery and from the process 

evaluation underscored the importance of seniority and expertise in implementing schools. Thus, the school 

lead for THINK AGAIN ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ head of RSHE or another senior member of staff. In a definitive 

trial, we will aim to start training and role allocations in schools in the summer term before delivery. As is 

consistent with the broader implementation science literature, the intervention materials could include 
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specific guidance for school leads regarding the importance of a consistent, trained team of RSHE teachers, 

as well as ringfenced funds to arrange cover for uninterrupted training. 

Classroom-level programme. This was generally very highly regarded, with staff and pupils responding 

positively to the lesson plans. In particular, the intervention was highly acceptable to both staff and pupils. 

However, a number of learning points could be addressed through further optimisation. First, lesson plans 

could be amended to include more timing flexibility for this challenging subject. In addition, some lesson 

content should be updated to improve acceptability among pupils, including video content (move towards 

TikTok or shorter video clips) and more contemporary language/slang. Girls interviewed noted the potential 

difficulties in openly discussing DRV and GBV topics in mixed-gender settings, suggesting that facilitation and 

training should attend to the creation of safe spaces for young people to engage with intervention material. 

Whilst some teachers commented that the lesson plans were too detailed and required too much 

preparation time, it is important to remember that these topics are highly sensitive, and it is not appropriate 

for teachers to be able to prepare for a lesson that, for example, discusses rape with only a few minutes of 

preparation time. Materials and training for schools should therefore make this clearer and ensure schools 

understand the necessary commitment to teach such sensitive and important lessons. 

AAGs. Central to the theory of this intervention is a whole-school component that is distinctive with respect 

to other evaluated interventions for DRV and GBV prevention in schools. AAGs were implemented with 

fidelity in two schools, implemented suboptimally in a third school and (it appears) not implemented in the 

fourth school. This finding is challenging, but we believe it does not undermine the overall relevance of AAGs 

to the intervention and to schools broadly. On the one hand, it could be argued that schools should be 

trusted and supported to take up intervention resources in ways that meet them where they are. For 

example, in the school that did not implement the AAG to a good standard, there was no concern regarding 

the implementation of the classroom programme. We believe there is room to learn about how to support 

schools in implementing and delivering AAGs to a good standard, and this is likely to be core to the 

ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦ ¦ƴƭƛƪŜ the classroom component, however, it may be that schools can 

implement AAG more flexibly to meet their local needs. 

A key finding from our qualitative process evaluation was that AAGs were feasible to implement in schools 

where key staff had the skills and experience needed to run pupilςstaff collaborations and where social 

norms existed that supported these initiatives. The feasibility of the AAGs also appeared to rely on the 

schools having an individual leading the group who had dynamic leadership skills and a strong relationship 

with the SLT. Consistent with our focus on identifying leadership for THINK AGAIN early, we will work with 

delivery leaders in schools to understand the skills needed to lead the AAGs and will consider external 

facilitation to support AAG setup and delivery. We will also simplify the AAG guide and make it easy to use 

for teachers who face multiple scheduling pressures. Finally, the AAG is the whole-school component of this 

whole-school intervention. Consistent with this, we will revise teacher training to support a more integrated 

approach, bringing together the AAG and the lessons. This could ease the implementation of AAGs and, in 

turn, could strengthen teaching sǘŀŦŦΩǎ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ !!Ds and encourage them to bring AAG-relevant 

concepts into their THINK AGAIN teaching. 
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Interpretation 

Key findings from the feasibility study are reflected in Table 16 as well as mapped against our progression 

criteria in Table 17. In sum, we believe they support a period of further focused optimisation, combined with 

additional consultation to optimise economic evaluation methods. A number of lessons have been learned 

with respect to data collection. 

In the introduction, we described the current policy context, defined by an urgent need for empirically 

supported interventions to address this policy and public health priority. Recently released guidance from 

the Department for Education only intensifies this need. The THINK AGAIN intervention is well placed to 

contribute to a continuing and increasingly intensifying need for evidence-based interventions for the 

prevention of DRV and GBV. Our intervention takes a distinctive approach to whole-school programming 

that might break the gridlock in the effectiveness of existing whole-school approaches to DRV and GBV 

prevention and learns from a range of prior interventions that are relevant to the UK context. 

A strength of our feasibility study is the recruitment of a diverse study population. We will seek to continue 

this in a full trial, including by partnering with organisations leading diverse school networks. Because of the 

diversity of our study population in terms of ethnicity and affluence, it is highly likely that our learning 

relating to trial procedures and intervention functioning would generalise to a wide range of UK schools. This 

is essential to effective research inclusion. 
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TABLE 17: PROGRESS AGAINST PROGRESSION CRITERIA 

Criteria Green (Go) Red Status 

Feasibility of the research 

School study retention җо ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ 

remain at 

follow-up. 

<3 schools 

remain at follow-

up. 

All four schools remained in the study 

Survey completion 

baseline: percentage of 

pupils invited to take the 

survey at baseline who 

completed it 

җул҈ ƛƴ җо 

schools 

<80% in <3 

schools 

Only in one school did >80% of pupils 

consent to take part in the study. 

However, in all four schools, we did have 

response rates greater than 80% when we 

consider those who responded to our 

consent question, regardless of how they 

answered. We are, therefore, marking this 

criterion as orange. 

Survey completion 

follow-up: percentage of 

pupils invited to take the 

survey at follow-up who 

completed it 

җул҈ ƛƴ җо 

schools 

<80% in <3 

schools 

җул҈ ƛƴ җо ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ 

Feasibility of the intervention 

School intervention 

retention 

All schools 

deliver some 

components 

of the 

intervention. 

One or more 

schools deliver 

no components 

of the 

intervention. 

All four schools delivered THINK AGAIN. 

Intervention fidelity: 

how faithfully was the 

intervention delivered in 

the schools? 

The 

intervention 

is 

implemented 

with fidelity 

The intervention 

is implemented 

with fidelity in 

<3 schools. 

!ƭƭ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ Ψ!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 

ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƴŜŜŘǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

Ψ/ƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ-ƭŜǾŜƭ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 

only two schools faithfully delivered the 

action aware groups. We have presented 
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Criteria Green (Go) Red Status 

ƛƴ җо 

schools. 

key learnings for intervention feasibility 

and believe that with further 

optimisation, THINK AGAIN could be 

implemented with fidelity in all schools.  

Intervention 

acceptability: how 

acceptable was the 

intervention to Year 9 

pupils? 

The process 

evaluation 

indicates the 

intervention 

is acceptable 

ǘƻ җтл҈ ƻŦ 

Year 9 pupils. 

The process 

evaluation 

indicates the 

intervention is 

acceptable to 

<70% of Year 9 

pupils. 

Our focus groups suggested that the 

majority of Year 9 pupils who took part in 

the focus groups found THINK AGAIN 

acceptable. 

Intervention 

acceptability: how 

acceptable was the 

intervention to school 

staff? 

The process 

evaluation 

indicates the 

intervention 

is acceptable 

ǘƻ җтл҈ ƻŦ 

school staff. 

The process 

evaluation 

indicates the 

intervention is 

acceptable to 

<70% of school 

staff. 

Our interviews provided evidence that the 

majority of Year 9 staff found THINK 

AGAIN acceptable. 

Limitations and lessons learned 

As previously described, we have generated a number of lessons learned with respect to quantitative, 

qualitative and health economic data collection. In addition, we have learned considerably about the nature 

and timing, perhaps more than the amount, of school-focused facilitation required to deliver THINK AGAIN 

successfully. Specific lessons learned relating to intervention content include a possible review of how we 

deliver content on stalking, porn and help-seeking to ensure the content is memorable and clearly 

understood. 

All research has limitations. Specific to this evaluation, our findings are limited by difficulties in matching 

data and anecdotal evidence on how seriously questionnaire completion was regarded by pupils. We have 

described an alternative method that we believe is likely to address these issues. These include the use of 

pupil emails and, where appropriate, booking an information technology suite with headphones to allow for 

live reading of questions to support reliable data collection. Because a future trial design would likely 

incorporate an open cohort (see below), we would ensure that demographic data are collected at all follow-

ups. 
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Our data on acceptability was limited by the small number of staff respondents to the staff survey and the 

questions asked in the pupil survey. We would recommend that further research explicitly ask all participants 

about acceptability. The economic evaluation data collection rate was very limited and adjustments to the 

data collection methodology would need to be made if parent-completed data is required in further 

research, for example, by offering incentives or providing paper copies.  

Future research and publications 

Our dissemination plans include publications relating to the qualitative, quantitative and validation aspects 

of this study. We will keep the YEF apprised of these publications as they arise. More importantly, we will 

identify opportunities to influence ongoing policy debates with our early findings, particularly given the 

recency of the Department for Education guidance on healthy relationships education in schools. 

Our suggestion is to undertake a definitive trial after a period of further optimisation. This should be defined 

as a school-randomised open cohort study with follow-up over 24 months to detect meaningful longer-term 

changes and to support the evaluation of longer-term intervention impacts, both quantitative and 

qualitative. An open cohort would mean that all relevant students present in the school are surveyed at each 

time point, for example, at baseline, all students in the school at the end of Year 8 and at follow-up, 24 

months later, all students in the school at the end of Year 10. This is consistent with our prior systematic 

reviews, which demonstrated that effects only emerge over more than 12 months post-baseline. Our revised 

data collection procedures, described above, are designed with this in mind. An important overall finding 

from our study is the feasibility of an integrated quantitative and qualitative evaluation strategy. We would 

seek to continue this in a definitive trial. Our integrated process evaluation will use similar principles to those 

used ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŀǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ LƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ōȅ aŀȅΩǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŀƭƛǎǘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ όaŀȅΣ нлмоΤ 

Pawson & Tilley, 1997), we will collect qualitative data from a subsample of schools and analyse this data in 

order to explore implementation processes and intervention mechanisms (beneficial or harmful) and how 

they vary between schools and students. 

This trial should include co-primary outcomes of DRV and GBV victimisation and perpetration, using tools 

we have demonstrated perform to a very good, or excellent, standard. We also suggest that this trial include 

a fully specified health equity analysis to understand how the intervention impacts different subgroups by 

sex/gender, ethnicity and affluence. We have demonstrated that it is possible to recruit a diverse study 

sample. Correspondingly, our key inclusion criteria include state-funded, mixed-sex secondary schools in 

England with at least 100 Year 8 pupils, with a broader geographical reach than we used in this feasibility 

study, and again prioritising significant diversity in ethnic and free school meal percentage. 

Our key research questions are as follows: 

1. What is the effectiveness of THINK AGAIN, a multilevel, school-based intervention for the prevention 

of DRV and GBV, in addressing key primary (violence victimisation/perpetration) and secondary 

outcomes? 

2. How does the effectiveness of THINK AGAIN vary by student and school characteristics, and is the 

intervention equity-generating across these characteristics? 
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3. What are the factors affecting the implementation of THINK AGAIN, and how do these relate to 

school and pupil characteristics? 

4. What are the mechanisms by which THINK AGAIN generates impact (beneficial or harmful), and how 

do these relate to contextual characteristics? 

5. What is the cost-effectiveness of THINK AGAIN based on appropriate costing perspectives? 

Outcomes. With the exception of protective strategies and injunctive social norms, primary and secondary 

outcome measures were reliable. No scale had notable missingness patterns that would suggest issues with 

performance. We suggest dropping protective strategies, and we will seek other ways to measure injunctive 

social norms or group beliefs. In addition, we identified an efficiency for the measurement of bystander self-

efficacy. We will additionally include the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire as a secondary outcome, 

consistent with YEF guidance. 

Sample size. We propose a sample size of 80 clusters (schools), and we anticipate that each cluster will have 

an average of 200 students in Year 8. This assumes a base rate of 30% for the prevalence of GBV victimisation. 

The control group estimate is conservative, given our current feasibility study and our analysis of the baseline 

surveys. Assuming an intra-cluster correlation coefficient of 0.02 and an odds ratio of 0.80 (which reflects 

the average impact of clinically significant interventions identified in the STOP DRV GBV review and is 

equivalent here to a 4.4 percentage point reduction), our proposed sample size would generate at least 80% 

power. Expressed as continuous outcomes, this trial design would be linked to a minimum detectable effect 

size of 0.1, which has been cited as public healthςrelevant for similar universal interventions (Bonell et al., 

2018). 
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APPENDIX A: MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING FOR SCHOOLS AND CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 

IN THE RESEARCH STUDY V1.1 06/06/2024  

 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING FOR SCHOOLS AND CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN THE RESEARCH 

STUDY v1.1 06/06/2024 

 

 

 

Aims of the research 

 

This study aims to find out the following: 

¶ Are schools able to make space in their timetable to teach the Think Again course? 

¶ Are the questionnaires we are asking acceptable to students? 

¶ Are there any changes we need to make to the Think Again course? 

We want to work with four secondary schools to help us answer these questions before we attempt to run 

a large trial that would involve many more schools. 

 

Dating and Relationship Violence (DRV) and Gender-Based Violence (GBV) 

Dating and relationship violence includes physical, sexual, and emotional violence (for example, hitting 

a partner, forcing a partner to have sex, or verbal abuse and controlling behaviour). Gender-based 

violence includes harassment and bullying based on gender or sexuality. Both of these are major public 

health problems, especially for young people. Young people affected by these types of violence and 

young people who are violent in this way are more likely to have mental health problems, use illegal 

drugs, and engage in risky sex in the long-term. Young people who have been affected also report poorer 

mental and physical health, and are more likely to be affected by violence again. 

Many young people affected by these types of violence are of school age, and a lot of these types of 

violence actually occur in schools. Therefore, interventions that take place within schools may be well 

placed to reach young people affected by these types of violence. However, we do not know the best 

ways to teach school age children about these types of violence. For example, there has only been one 

small-scale study in the UK that has looked at whether a school-based intervention for dating and 

relationship violence and gender-based violence is effective. 
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What we plan to do 

We will test our newly developed Think Again programme in four secondary schools by first asking 

pupils in year 8 (ages 12 to 13) from what their experiences of dating and relationship and gender-

based violence is. The following academic year when they are in year 9 (ages 13 to 14) we will introduce 

the Think Again intervention to the pupils.  At the end of year 9, we will ask pupils the same questions 

about their experiences of dating and relationship and gender-based violence in their school.  

We plan to test whether our new intervention improves experience of dating and relationship and/or 

gender-based violence, but first we need to find out whether the intervention and research methods 

are practical and acceptable. This will tell us whether a much larger study to test the effectiveness of 

our new intervention is worthwhile. This is important as we do not want to waste public resources if 

such a study is not promising. We will carry out interviews with pupils and teachers to find out if they 

think we need to make any changes to the intervention or the questionnaires we asked.  

 

Use of data 

In the first instance, questionnaire responses will be collected electronically. Data will be stored at 

secure encrypted and password-protected servers at Exeter University. Responses and any other 

pupil/teacher/school data will be treated with the strictest confidence. All information provided on 

questionnaires will be confidential.  

 

Interviews and focus groups will be recorded, transcribed, and anonymised. This means that no individual 

school, student, parent, carer or teacher will be identified in any report arising from the research. All data 

will be stored and managed in accordance with university regulations and requirements. 

 

Personal information  

The University of Exeter is the Data Controller and is committed to protecting the rights of individuals in line 

with GDPR. Personal Information is stored on a secure Exeter University server, protected against 

unauthorised access by user authentication and a firewall. Only restricted members of the study team will 

have access to personal information/data. 

 

Individual rights  

School staff, pupils and parent/carers can make individual decisions about their level of involvement in the 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ Řŀǘŀ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭΩǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ ǿŀȅΦ 
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If you want more information about the trial, please contact the study manager Dr Rachel Hayes: 

r.a.hayes@exeter.ac.uk or 01392 722978. 

 

 

Responsibilities 

The research team will: 

¶ Provide participating schools with comprehensive information about the study; 

¶ Respect the right of any participant to withdraw their information from the study until data analyses 
has commenced, after which the data will be analysed and unable to be withdrawn; 

¶ Collect, store and process all the data from the project securely and maintain participant 
confidentiality; 

¶ Ensure that all staff carrying out data collection have received appropriate enhanced Disclosure and 
Barring Service (DBS) checks and follow all school guidelines about on-site work; 

 

Schools will: 

¶ Provide the researchers with information about school demographics, participant absenteeism, 
and contacts with the school in relation to RSHE; 

¶ Give year 8 students and their parent/carers information provided by the study team about the 
research; 

¶ Give school staff information provided by the study team about the research; 
¶ Name a school contact that parent/carers can approach if they wish to understand more about 

the Think Again programme; 
¶ Name a school contact that parent/carers can approach if they do not want their child to 

participate in the data collection elements of the research study; 
¶ Provide the research team with time and physical space to visit the school to collect research 

data from year 8 students in the summer term 2024 and again in the following summer term 
2025; 

¶ Provide a quiet class/meeting room for interviews and focus groups to be conducted, and 
permission for pupils and staff to attend such interviews and focus groups during the school day; 

¶ Allow their staff time to be trained by the Think Again training lead; 
¶ Agree to support the formation of an Action Aware Group; 
¶ Agree to provide space in the timetable during the academic year 24/25 to teach year 9 students 

at least 5 out of a possible 9 45 minute lessons. 

 

 

 

mailto:r.a.hayes@exeter.ac.uk
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If you agree to participate in the STOP study, please complete the following information:  

 

School name:______________________________________________________________________ 

 

Headteacher name: _________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Main contact for researchers:  

 

Name: _____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Email: _____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

School safeguarding lead contact:  

 

Name: ______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Email: _______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Agreement and Consent School Participation  

 

 
Please 

Initial  

I have read and understood the information sheet (v2.2 dated 05/06/2024, Medical 

School Research Ethics Committee at the University of Exeter Application ID: 5690846) 

for the above study and have been given a copy to keep. I have received enough 

informatio n about the study and my questions have been answered. 

 

I understand that my school does not have to take part and I can change my mind at any 

time, without giving any reason. 

 

I understand that any research data will be stored without any information that could 

ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÈÏÏÌ ÏÒ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÃÏÍÐÌÉÁÎÃÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ 5ÎÉÖÅÒÓÉÔÙ ÏÆ %ØÅÔÅÒȭÓ 

regulations and requirements (General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2016 and the 

UK Data Protection Act 2018) and may be used in the final analysis of data and in research 

reports or publications. The data collected will be kept on secure servers and only the 

research team will have access to them.  

 

I understand that personal details of school staff, pupils and parent/carers (name, email 

address, staff contact number) will be stored on a secure server until October 2025.  

 

I agree that the school will: 

¶ Provide the researchers with information about school demographics, participant 
absenteeism, and contacts with the school in relation to RSHE; 

¶ Give year 8 students and their parent/carers information provided by the study team 
about the research; 

¶ Give school staff information provided by the study team about the research; 
¶ Name a school contact that parent/carers can approach if they wish to understand 

more about the Think Again programme; 
¶ Name a school contact that parent/carers can approach if they do not want their child 

to participate in the data collection elements of the research study; 
¶ Provide the research team with time and physical space to visit the school to collect 

research data from year 8 students in the summer term 2024 and again in the 
following summer term 2025; 
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¶ Provide a quiet class/meeting room for interviews and focus groups to be conducted, 
and permission for pupils and staff to attend such interviews and focus groups during 
the school day; 

¶ Allow their staff time to be trained by the Think Again training lead; 
¶ Agree to support the formation of an Action Aware Group; 
¶ Agree to provide space in the timetable during the academic year 24/25 to teach year 

9 students at least 5 out of a possible 9 45 minute lessons. 

 

 

 

I agree to the school participating in the STOP study as detailed above.  

 

Name: _________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Position in the school:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Signature:___________________________________________________Date:  ______/______/______ 

 

Name of researcher taking consent: _ _______________________________________ 

Signature of researcher taking consent: __________________________________ 

Date:  ______/______/_2024_____ 
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APPENDIX C: PUPIL CONSENT FORM 

¶ ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ȅƻǳǊ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ά{¢ht /ƻǳǊǎŜέ Ŏŀƴ ƘŜƭǇ ǘŜŜƴŀƎŜǊǎ ǘƻ 

have safer and healthier relationships.  

¶ ²Ŝ ƘŀǾŜ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ƛǘ ǘƘŜ ά{¢ht /ƻǳǊǎŜέ ŀǎ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƘƻǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ {¢ht ŘŀǘƛƴƎ ƻǊ 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜΩǎ ƎŜƴŘŜǊΦ  

¶ As part of our research we are asking all year 8 students to fill in a survey on a tablet or computer.  

¶ You were given an information leaflet about this study a couple of weeks ago that had lots of 

information in it. You can ask the researcher in the room any questions and they also have a copy of 

the information leaflet that you can keep. 

¶ This should only take about 40 minutes, we will take a short break half way through.  

¶ These questions ask about a serious topic and you are being trusted to provide mature and factually 

correct answers.  

¶ What you say in this survey will help us to understand if the STOP course can reduce dating or 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜΩǎ ƎŜƴŘŜǊΦ  

 

¶ You can decide whether or not to take part in the survey. If you do choose to take 

part, you may stop taking part at any time ð it is completely up to you.  

¶  This is NOT a test. The answers you give will be kept confidential, this means we will not tell your 

parent, carer, teachers or anyone else what you say.  

 

If anything in the questionnaire makes you feel confused or worried, you can speak privately to the 

researcher present today. You could also speak to any teacher or member of staff at the school. The STOP 

study information leaflet lists people and organisations you can contact for support or information.  

 

If you feel that you need help to keep you safe you can talk to the researcher present today, any member 

of staff at your school or the NSPCC Childline for free on 0800 1111. 

¶ If you want to take part: 

o On the next screen you will see a list of the important things about this study and the 

researcher will talk you through this list. 

o If you have any questions you can raise your hand to ask a question. If you prefer you can wait 

until everyone else has started the survey and then privately ask the researcher a question 

o You may skip any questions you do not want to answer. If you skip a question a pop-up box 

ǿƛƭƭ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ȅƻǳ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƻ ǎƪƛǇ ŀ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ 

ŀŎŎƛŘŜƴǘƭȅ Ƴƛǎǎ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŦƛƴŜ ǘƻ ǎƪƛǇ ŀ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ want to answer it. 
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o You may stop the survey at any point, there is a button you can press if you want to stop. You 

ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ƛŦ ƛǘΩǎ hY ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƎƛǾŜƴΣ ƻǊ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǳǎ ǘƻ 

delete the answers. 

o If you need help to answer any question, please raise your hand and a researcher will help 

you.  

o When you have finished, quietly complete some other school work, for example you could 

read your library book.  

o Remember, other students will still be answering the survey, so make sure you give them the 

privacy to do this in silence. 

¶ If you do not want to take part: 

o LŦ ȅƻǳ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŦƛƴŜΣ Ƨǳǎǘ ŎƭƛŎƪ ΨbƻΩ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǇŀƎŜΦ  

o For the rest of the lesson you can quietly complete some other school work, for example you 

could read your library book.  

 

  

Next Section 

On the Qualtrics form, 

students will need to click on 

a box to move to the next 

page of the survey. There will 

ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŀ ΨōŀŎƪΩ ōǳǘǘƻƴ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ 

students can go back and 

change any answers they 

made previously. There will 

ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŀ ΨǎǘƻǇ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΩ ōǳǘǘƻƴ 

that students can click if they 

want to stop the survey. They 

will be asked if they would 

like to delete the responses 

they have made so far or if 

the research team can keep 

these responses.  

Last Section 

End Survey Now 
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The researcher will now explain what each of these statements mean. Listen carefully and ask any questions 

if you do not understand.  

I have read and understood the information sheet (v1.0 dated 15/02/2024, Medical School 

Research Ethics Committee at the University of Exeter Application ID: 5690846) for the above 

study and have been given a copy to keep. I have received enough information about the study 

and my questions have been answered. 

I understand that taking part is up to me and I can change my mind at any time, without giving 

any reason. 

I understand that details of my taking part will be stored without any information that could 

identify me ƛƴ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ 9ȄŜǘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ 

(General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2016 and the UK Data Protection Act 2018) and 

may be used in the final analysis of data and in research reports or publications. The data 

collected will be kept on secure servers and only the research team will have access to them.  

I understand that my name and school email address will be stored on a secure server until 

October 2025.  

I understand that the research team will ask my school to provide information about my recent 

attendance at school 

If I am invited to the group discussion, I agree to this being audio recorded and typed up word 

for word for research purposes. 

I understand that if I say anything that makes the researchers concerned for my, or other 

ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ ÓÁÆÅÔÙȟ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÉÌÌ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÐÁÓÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÎÔÏ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȢ 

 

I consent to take part in the above study.  

Done: LŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƭƛŎƪ ȅŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ōƻȄ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƭƛŎƪ ƴƻ ŀ ΨǘƘŀƴƪ ȅƻǳ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

ǎǘǳŘȅΣ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ǎƛǘ ǉǳƛŜǘƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƭŜǎǎƻƴΩ ǎŎǊŜŜƴ 

appears. 

 

 

 

  

Next Section 

Yes 

What is your name?__________________________________ 

What is your school email address?:_____________________ 

No 
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APPENDIX D: PUPIL INFORMATION SHEET 
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APPENDIX E: PARENT/CARER CONSENT FORM 

This survey will ask you some questions about if your child has interacted with any health and social care 

services. This survey will take about 15 minutes to complete.  

It is completely up to you whether you would like to take part in this research study. If you do not want to 

take part, you do not have to give us a reason why. We will ask you to complete this survey now and then in 

мн ƳƻƴǘƘǎΩ ǘƛƳŜ όWǳƴŜ нлнрύΦ If you do choose to take part, you may stop taking part at any time 

ð it is completely up to you.  

 

I have read and understood the information sheet (v2.1 dated 06/06/2024, Medical School 

Research Ethics Committee at the University of Exeter Application ID: 5690846) for the above 

study and have been given a copy to keep. I have received enough information about the study 

and my questions have been answered. 

I understand that taking part is up to me and I can change my mind at any time, without giving 

any reason. 

I understand that details of my taking part will be stored without any information that could 

identify me ƛƴ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ 9ȄŜǘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ 

(General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2016 and the UK Data Protection Act 2018) and 

may be used in the final analysis of data and in research reports or publications. The data 

collected will be kept on secure servers and only the research team will have access to them.  

L ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴȅ ƴŀƳŜΣ Ƴȅ ŜƳŀƛƭ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎΣ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƴŀƳŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜƳŀƛƭ 

address will be stored on a secure server until October 2025.  

I understand that relevant sections of the data collected during the study may be looked at by 

members of the research team or individuals from the University of Exeter, where it is relevant 

to my taking part in this research. I give permission for these individuals to have access to my 

records. 

I understand that if I tell the researchers that someone is hurting me, someone is in danger, or 

I am doing something that might hurt myself or others, they will have to pass that information 

onto other people. 

 

I consent to take part in the above study.  

LŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƭƛŎƪ ȅŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ōƻȄ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƭƛŎƪ ƴƻ ŀ ΨǘƘŀƴƪ ȅƻǳ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩ 

appears and the survey ends 

Yes No 
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What is your name?__________________________________ 

What is your email address?:___________________________ 

²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƴŀƳŜΚΥψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψψ 

²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜƳŀƛƭ 

address?:_____________________ 

Next Section 

On the Qualtrics form, 

parents/carers will need to 

click on a box to move to the 

next page of the survey. 

¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŀ ΨōŀŎƪΩ 

button so that students can 

go back and change any 

answers they made 

previously. There will also be 

ŀ ΨǎǘƻǇ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΩ ōǳǘǘƻƴ that 

students can click if they want 

to stop the survey. They will 

be asked if they would like to 

delete the responses they 

have made so far or if the 

research team can keep these 

responses.  

Last Section 

End Survey Now 
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APPENDIX F: PARENT/CARER INFORMATION SHEET 

$ÅÁÒ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓȾÃÁÒÅÒÓ 

We are writing to you as you have a child in year 8 attending XXXX. The school has recently joined the STOP 

research study. This information sheet will explain what is involved for you and your child. 

7ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ 4ÈÉÎË !ÇÁÉÎ 4ÅÁÃÈÉÎÇ #ÏÕÒÓÅȩ 

¢ƘŜ ¢Ƙƛƴƪ !Ǝŀƛƴ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƛǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘŀǳƎƘǘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ···Ωǎ wŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎΣ {ŜȄ ŀƴŘ IŜŀƭǘƘ 9ŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ 

(RSHE) and has been developed through a collaboration between several partners, led by the University of 

Exeter and the Sex Education Forum. The latest research evidence has been used to design resources to 

teach our children about healthy relationships and consent, how to recognise abuse and ask for help and 

how to reduce gender-based violence. This teaching will also celebrate healthy relationships and ǿƻƴΩǘ Ƨǳǎǘ 

be focused on addressing risk or harm. Next year, when your child is in year 9, they will take part in some of 

the Think Again activities, your school will be able to provide you with more details about what these will 

be.  

7ÈÁÔ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ 34/0 2ÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ 3ÔÕÄÙȩ 

Since the Think Again teaching course is new, we want to understand what children think of it and test if it 

is a helpful way to teach about healthy relationships. The research study is separate to the teaching course 

and this leaflet explains your rights, including your right not to take part or withdraw your child, in relation 

to the STOP research study only. Your child's school can advise you further about the content of the teaching 

and your right to withdraw your child from any relationship and sex education. Today, your child was given 

an information leaflet that explains the research and what taking part would mean for them, a copy of this 

ƭŜŀŦƭŜǘ ƛǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƭŜǘǘŜǊΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {¢ht 

research study, and the researchers will make this very clear including that they do not have to give a reason 

why if they do not want to.  

7ÈÁÔ ÄÏÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅ ÆÏÒ ÙÏÕÒ ÃÈÉÌÄȩ 

Students who take part will be asked to complete a survey on two occasions, once in the Summer of 2024 

ŀƴŘ ŀƎŀƛƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ǳƳƳŜǊ нлнрΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ ŀǎƪ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅΩǾŜ ŜǾŜǊ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴ ŀƴ ǳƴǎŀŦŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ƻǊ 

had any experience of gender-based violence; what they might do if either of these happen in the future, 
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what they thought of the Think Again programme; what their school is like; and their overall wellbeing. In 

ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǳǇ ǘƻ у ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƛƴǾƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ Ƨƻƛƴ ŀ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘ ƻǊ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ ŀōƻǳǘ 

the Think Again teaching. 

We want to make sure that as parents and carers you have the same information that your child has received 

today. If you have any questions you can contact the study manager Rachel Hayes (01392 722978, 

R.A.Hayes@exeter.ac.uk). If you decide you do not want your child to take part in this research study, please 

can you let XXXX know before XXX and they will ensure that your child is not asked to take part when the 

research team visit the school. Your child can also decline to take part on the day the researchers visit, we 

ǿƛƭƭ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜǎ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŦŜŜl singled out for not taking part.  

7ÈÁÔ ÄÏÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÉÎÖÏÌÖÅ ÆÏÒ ÙÏÕȩ 

As well as finding out if the Think Again programme is effective at helping teenagers understand more about 

healthy relationships, consent, recognising abuse and how to reduce gender-based violence, we are also 

interested in understanding if anything else might change for teenagers, including how often they interact 

with health and social care services. We think parents and carers will be able to provide this information 

more accurately than teenagers and so are inviting you to take part in a survey to gather this information. 

This survey will take about 15 minutes to complete.  

It is completely up to you whether you would like to take part in this research study. If you do not want to 

take part, you do not have to give us a reason why. We will ask you to complete this survey now and then 

again in June 2025.  

 

 (Ï× ÄÏ ×Å ËÅÅÐ ÙÏÕÒ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÎÁÉÒÅ ÁÎÓ×ÅÒÓ ÃÏÎУÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌȩ  

We will store your answers on an encrypted password protected computer on secure servers. Everyone is 

given a unique number which we use when we save their answers. ²Ŝ ƭƛƴƪ ǘƘƛǎ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ǘƻ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ 

ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜƳŀƛƭ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎΦ hƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ Ŏŀƴ ƳŀǘŎƘ ȅƻǳǊ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ǘƻ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŜƳŀƛƭΣ ǎƻ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ 

not be possible for anyone other than the researchers to link your answers back to your child. Neither your 

ƴŀƳŜ ƴƻǊ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƛǎ ǎǘƻǊŜŘ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ȅƻǳ ƎƛǾŜΦ ²Ŝ ǿƛƭƭ ƪŜŜǇ ȅƻǳǊ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ Ŧƻr 10 years before 

information is confidentially destroyed. A report will be written describing the study and what we found out. 

Your name will not be written anywhere in any of our reports and it will not be possible to identify any 

individual child, family or school from the report. 

mailto:R.A.Hayes@exeter.ac.uk
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#ÁÎ ÍÙ ÃÈÉÌÄ ÔÁËÅ ÐÁÒÔ ÉÆ ) ÄÏÎȭÔȩ 

Yes, your child can still take part in the STOP research study if you do not complete the survey. Equally, if 

you take part in the survey, your child can still choose not to complete a survey.   

7ÈÁÔ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÄÅÎÔÉУÉÅÓ ÙÏÕȩ 

We need to keep information that identifies you so we can contact you to send you a link to the survey in 

June 2025 as well as give you any important information. We will keep a record of your name, your email 

ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƴŀƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŜƳŀƛƭ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎΦ ¸ƻǳǊ ƴŀƳŜΣ ŜƳŀƛƭ ŀƴŘ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƴŀƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ 

email address will be securely deleted 3 months after the study has finished.   

 7ÈÏ ×ÉÌÌ ×Å ÓÈÁÒÅ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÙÏÕ ×ÉÔÈȩ  

The answers you and your child give will usually be kept confidential, the only time we will share what you 

say is if you tell us someone is hurting you, someone is in danger, or you are doing something that might 

hurt yourself or others. In this situation we will share information with safeguarding staff within the school 

and/or Local Authority. 

 7ÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÂÅÎÅУÉÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÒÉÓË ÏÆ ÔÁËÉÎÇ ÐÁÒÔȩ 

Some people find that taking part in research makes them feel good. However, there are no direct benefits 

for you in completing the survey.   

It will take you 15 minutes to complete the survey.   

 7ÈÁÔ ×ÉÌÌ ÈÁÐÐÅÎ ÉÆ ÙÏÕ ÄÏÎȭÔ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÃÁÒÒÙ ÏÎ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙȩ 

If you decide to take part, you can always change your mind at any time and you do not have to tell us why. 

If you stop being part of the study, we will ask you if we can keep the answers you have already given us. 

You can choose to have these deleted up until we have started analysing the data which will be in June 2025. 

To safeguard your rights, we will use the minimum personally identifiable information possible. 
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 7ÈÏ ÉÓ ÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÆÕÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÔÕÄÙȩ 

This research is being funded by The Ending Youth Violence Lab, with the support of/funding from the Youth 

9ƴŘƻǿƳŜƴǘ CǳƴŘ όά¸9CέύΣ {ǘǳŀǊǘ wƻŘŜƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ .ŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊŀƭ LƴǎƛƎƘǘǎ ¢ŜŀƳΦ 

 7ÈÏ ÈÁÖÅ ÒÅÖÉÅ×ÅÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÔÕÄÙȩ 

This project has been reviewed by the Research Ethics Committee at the University of Exeter (ID 5690846).  

7ÈÁÔ ÔÏ ÄÏ ÉÆ ÙÏÕ ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÔÁËÅ ÐÁÒÔȩ 

If you are happy to complete this survey you can do so by going to the following website: 

 

XXXXX 

 7ÈÁÔ ÁÂÏÕÔ '$02ȩ 

In 2018 regulatory changes in the way that data is processed came into force, with the EU General Data 

Protection Regulation 2018 (GDPR) and the Data Protection Act 2018 (DPA 2018). Since the UK left the EU, 

the key principles of EU GDPR have been adopted ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y D5tw όŀ Ψ¦Y-ƻƴƭȅΩ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 5t! нлму 

still applies.  

The University of Exeter terms its lawful basis to process personal data for the purposes of carrying out 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ƻŦ 

your personal data and this participant information sheet should provide a clear explanation of how your 

Řŀǘŀ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘΣ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜŘΣ ǎǘƻǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǎǘǊƻȅŜŘΦ LŦ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅ ǉǳŜǊƛŜǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΩǎ 

processing of your personal data that cannot be resolved by the research team, further information can be 

ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ 9ȄŜǘŜǊΩǎ 5ŀǘŀ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ hŦŦƛŎŜǊ Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜ ǿŜō-link; 

https://www.exeter.ac.uk/aboutoursite/dataprotection/dpo/   

If you have any concerns about how your data is controlled and managed for this study, then please contact 

the Sponsor Representative: Antony Walsh, Research  Governance Manager (Contact details at the end of 

the information sheet). 

 &ÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÎÔÁÃÔ ÄÅÔÁÉÌÓ 

https://tinyurl.com/ExeterStop
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Thank you for reading this information sheet. If you have any concerns about the way this research is being 

ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ 9ȄŜǘŜǊΩǎ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ DƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ aŀƴŀƎŜǊΣ !ƴǘƻƴȅ ²ŀƭǎƘΣ 

A.Walsh3@exeter.ac.uk, 01392 726621 Or the Research Ethics and Governance Mailbox cgr-

reg@exeter.ac.uk.  

You can also email or telephone Rachel Hayes (R.A.Hayes@exeter.ac.uk, 01938 722978) and she will be 

able to answer any questions.  

 

  

mailto:p.r.baxter2@exeter.ac.uk
mailto:cgr-reg@exeter.ac.ukT
mailto:cgr-reg@exeter.ac.ukT
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APPENDIX G: INFORMATION SHEET - THINK  AGAIN SCHOOL STAFF INTERVIEW 

 

INFORMATION SHEET - THINK  AGAIN SCHOOL STAFF INTERVIEW 

 

We are researchers from the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine (LSHTM). We have been working 

with your school to evaluate a health programme called THINK AGAIN. This study has been approved by the 

research ethics committee of the London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine. As part of our research, we 

would like to invite you to take part in an interview to discuss your experiences of the programme and how 

well it has worked in your school. You have been chosen to participate because of your involvement with 

the programme. The interview is intended to help us assess the programme and not the performance of 

staff, students or the school.  

What does taking part involve? 

The interview will take up to an hour to complete and will take place at school or by phone. If you agree to 

take part, it will involve you giving your views and opinions on the THINK AGAIN programme. You will not be 

asked to discuss your own health or any other personal matters. 

What will we do with the information we collect? 

We would like to audio-record the interview and then produce a written record of what was said. We will 

then delete the audio-recording. We will write reports based on what we find. Our findings will be used to 

assess how suitable the programme is for secondary schools in England and will contribute to improving 

health for young people. 

Will the information I provide be kept private and confidential? 

In line with ethical guidelines for research, the views and opinions you express in the interview will be kept 

completely confidential by the researchers. The recording, written record and any notes from the interview 

will be stored securely in our offices on a computer that only the research team can access. The research will 

be published in scientific journals and shared with policy-makers. No individual or school names will be 

included in any of these publications. These may contain direct quotes from participants, but these will be 

fully anonymised. We may share the anonymised written record of the focus groups with other researchers 

on reasonable request.  

If you should say something during the interview that leads us to believe you or someone you know may be 

at risk of very serious harm we will need to tell someone else about this. If this happens, we will always 

discuss it with you before we tell anyone else.   
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Do I have to take part in this research? 

It is entirely up to you if you want to take part in our research.  If you decide to take part, you can stop taking 

part at any time and you do not have to answer any questions you do not want to. There are no financial 

incentives to participate. We do not anticipate that the interview will be distressing but if you do experience 

distress and want to stop at any point for this or any other reason this will be possible. 

 

What do I need to do next? 

If you are happy to take part in the interview, you will be given a consent form to sign on the day. If you are 

not happy to take part or if you have any questions about the research please contact Fran Hearing who is 

leading the research for LSHTM (fran.hearing@lshtm.ac.uk). If you have any concerns about the project, 

please email the lead investigator Chris Bonell (chris.bonell@lshtm.ac.uk) or the chair of the independent 

study steering committee Dr Lynne Callaghan (L.Callaghan@plymouth.ac.uk).  

Alternatively, if you would rather speak to somebody outside the research team, you can contact [email] 

who is the programme lead at your school, to let them know you do not want to participate and/or to raise 

any concerns or complaints about the research. 

Data protection 

The London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine is based in the United Kingdom and is sponsor for the 
research, responsible for all aspects. It acts as the data controller for the research, responsible for looking 
after your information and using it properly. We will keep all information you provide safe and secure. 

 

To follow data protection regulations, we must inform you of how we will use and store data you provide. 
All the information we collect will be kept confidential. There are strict laws which safeguard the privacy of 
research participants. You can find out more at https://www.lshtm.ac.uk/files/research-participant-privacy-
notice.pdf or by sending an email to DPO@lshtm.ac.uk  

 

Only the study staff and authorities who check that the study is being carried out properly will be allowed to 
look at information you provide. The personal information you provide will be stored separately from your 
name using password-protected files on password-protected computers. Data may be sent to other 
university staff collaborating in the research but this will be completely anonymised. At the end of the 
project, completely anonymised study data will be archived. The study results will be published in a scientific 
journal and/or report. 

 

You can withdraw from the study (and data will not be recorded) up until the point that the data collection 
session ends. We are unable to delete data you provide after it is submitted.  

 

mailto:fran.hearing@lshtm.ac.uk
mailto:chris.bonell@lshtm.ac.uk
mailto:L.Callaghan@plymouth.ac.uk
https://www.lshtm.ac.uk/files/research-participant-privacy-notice.pdf
https://www.lshtm.ac.uk/files/research-participant-privacy-notice.pdf
mailto:DPO@lshtm.ac.uk





























































































