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Context: Project group, funding and
administration (I)
• Team of researchers at Flinders University of South
Australia, the University of New South Wales, and the
Australian Council for Educational Research.
• Funded by the Australian Research Council through
a Linkage Grant, and supported by Partner
Organisations including the Departments of
Education, Employment and Workplace Relations,
and Families, Housing, Community Services and
Indigenous Affairs, the Australian Institute of Health
and Welfare, and the Australian Bureau of Statistics.
Cont/d

Context: Project group, funding and
administration (II)
• A Project Steering Group provides strategic direction
for the Project. The Steering Group is chaired by
Professor George Patton, University of Melbourne,
and includes as members the Chief Investigators
(Gerry Redmond, Jen Skattebol and Peter
Saunders), Partner Investigators (Sabine Andresen,
Jonathan Bradshaw and Sue Thomson),
representatives of the Partner Organisations, and
independent advisers: Dr Ben Edwards (AIFS); Dr
Lance Emerson (ARACY) and Ms Margaret Raven
(social Policy Research Centre, University of NSW).

Steps in ACWP Q-design
• Clarification of aim and content priorities
• The development of a draft field trial questionnaire
based on the findings of the qualitative work in Phase
One of the project, prior research and a review of
existing well-being instruments
• Two rounds of comments from the Project Steering
Group on the draft field trial questionnaire
• Cognitive interviews with young people from the
target population including interview schedules for
each year level
• The final field trial questionnaire
• Analyses of FT data to finalise the questionnaire
• Final main survey questionnaire

Clarification: Aim
To arrive at profiles of different groups of Australian
students in the middle years in terms of their wellbeing, with a particular focus on disadvantaged
students and a view to international comparisons.

Clarification: Content
• Informed by:
– Prior research
– Review of existing measures of well-being
– Qualitative work of the ACWB study (interviews,
focus groups)

Clarification: Content priorities
Family
• Highest priority, most frequently raised by young
people and discussed as the most important element
of wellbeing.
Friends
• Ranked as a very high priority by majority of the
groups and medium for other groups. Important
element is a distinction between ‘good’ and ‘bad’
friends.
School
• Mixed priorities, depending on group

Clarification: Content priorities
Community/Neighbourhood
•
Wide variety of meaning, mixed priorities
Health
•
Less important than family, friends and school
Money and material wellbeing
•
Least important for wellbeing

Existing instruments (I)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Health Behaviour in School-Aged Children (HBSC)
Personal Wellbeing Index-School Children (PWI-SC)
HowRU?
Children’s Society (CS)
Children’s Worlds (CW)
Communities that Care (CC)
Growing up in Ireland
Huebner Life Satisfaction
Kidscreen
Social and Emotional Wellbeing Survey (SEWB)
Middle Years Development Instrument (MDI)

Existing instruments (II)
•
•
•
•

The Young Lives Study
World Vision Kinderstudy
The Longitudinal Study of Australian Children (LSAC)
Health-Related Quality of Life in children and adolescents
(KINDL)
• Brief Multidimensional Students' Life Satisfaction Scale
(MSLSS)
• Student Health and Wellbeing - New Zealand (SHWB-NZ)
In addition, questionnaires from the following:
• Progress in Reading Literacy (PIRLS),
• Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study
(TIMSS) and the
• Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA)

Conceptualisation
Attitudes/Feelings: Attitudes/Feelings:
Domains
Cross-cutting themes
Family

Friends
School
Community
Health

Money and material
well-being
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•Socio-economic status
•Language background
•Gender
•ATSI
•Disability
•Size and composition
of family
•Care for family member
(sick, disabled, younger)
•Number and quality of
friends
•Organisation of
household(s)
•Aspirations
•Out of home care

Proposed indicators for the ACWP (Example)
Major
domain
Family

Subdomain/
Correlates
Factual/
correlates

Togetherness

Worry

Indicator (Preliminary label)

Comparisons

Organisation of the household(s)
Paid job
Family possessions - Car
Family possessions - Petrol
Family possessions - Own bedroom
Family possessions - Holiday
Family possessions - Computers
Family possessions - Dishwasher
Family possessions – Bathrooms
Family possessions - Books
Changed house
Changed school
Out of home care
Family health
Caring responsibilities
Family cohesion
Family management
Vulnerability - Significant other
Harmful - Significant other

Children's Worlds
Children's Worlds
HBSC
ACWP subgroups
HBSC
HBSC
HBSC
HBSC
HBSC
PIRLS/TIMSS
ACWP subgroups
ACWP subgroups
Children’s Worlds
ACWP subgroups
ACWP Subgroups
Children's Worlds
HowRU
ACWP subgroups
ACWP subgroups

Design: Content
Three forms with link items;
20 students answer questions in rotated parts
Year 4
(20 minutes)

Year 6
(30 minutes)

Year 8
(30 minutes)

Demographics/Correlates/Factual questions (5 minutes)
Unique Year 4 items

-------

Unique Year 8 items

-------

Unique Year 6&8
items

Unique Year 6&8
items

Link items Year 4&6&8 Link items Year 4&6&8 Link items Year 4&6&8

Design: Technicalities
• Accessibility :
– Web-based; online; offline; USB
– Audio function for questionnaire (no need for increased
font size)

• Capabilities in schools (pre-survey diagnostic tool)
• Capabilities of children:
– Attention span
– Literacy levels
– Age appropriate

Design: Technicalities
• Technical support:
– Online
– Personal (relief teacher; one-on-one)
– Helpline

• Emotional support:
– Contact person in school
– Kids helpline/Beyond Blue

Other processes
Sampling, participation encouragement and ethics
• Schools were sampled via a two-stage stratified cluster
sample of schools
• Student were sampled for either (whole year level/s)
grade 4 & 6 (primary schools) or year 8 (secondary
schools)
• Exception was TAS where only one class was sampled
• 449 schools were sampled with 1-2 replacements
alternatives
• Marketing (video, brochures) and information packages
• 220 schools opted in to participate
• Employed ex-teachers for follow up phone calls to assist
recruitment
• Separate ethics/permission application to 8 Jurisdictions
and 23 Catholic dioceses

Digression: Parental consent (I)
For working with minors, two components of consent, by
parents/caregivers and by respondents themselves are
required. Consent can be active or passive.
Two stage process:
Active consent by parents/caregivers
- Respondents can only be given the survey after their
parents/caregivers have signed an informed consent sheet; aka
“opt-in” method
Active consent by respondents (together with info of right to
withdraw at any time)
- By respondents themselves: Built as a screen into ACWP
survey

Digression: Parental consent (II)
Consequences of active parental consent (Shaw, T., Cross, D., Thomas, L. T., &
Zubrick, S. R. (2014). Bias in student survey findings from active parental consent procedures.
British Educational Research Journal. DOI: 10.1002/berj.3137):

In terms of profiles, underrepresentation of young people who are...
-involved in problem behaviours (e.g. bullying; low pro-social behaviours,
conduct problems)
-older (14 year olds cf 12 year olds)
-do less well academically
-attend Catholic schools cf other non-government schools
-[live with one parent]
In terms of substantive findings:
While significant in both groups, stronger association between each of a)
school connectedness, b) SDQ emotional symptoms, c) SDQ total
difficulties and victimization in the group with active consent than with
passive consent -> overestimation of association in population

Design: Item types
• Traditional Likert-type items (e.g. agree/disagree)
mainly for comparison with existing measures
• Drag and drop items, e.g.
– ‘Classification items to enable children to drag different
domains into shelves depending on importance
– Assist with ‘definitions’ of domains, particularly
closeness of family and friends

Cognitive interviewing
The principal aims of the cognitive interviews were to:
1. probe intended participants' comprehension and responses
to the wording and format of questions and responses;

2. detect unforeseen problems with questionnaire design and
administration with the target sample by examining
participants’:
- Comprehension of items
- Response processes
- Fatigue
- Behaviour

Cognitive interviewing
•
•

•

•

Interviewer: ‘Are there enough shelves? Or would you have liked
fewer or more shelves?’
Girl: "Yes. Money is not important so I put it down the very bottom.)
(Interviewer observation: The girl had put the other domains on the
uppermost two shelves and "money" down the last shelf.)
Interviewer: ‘At the moment, the question asks you to leave a
person who you don't feel close to where it is. How would you feel
if you were told to put any person or thing you don't feel close to
in the outer most circle?
Girl: "That (i.e. the instructions) would be easy enough to understand
but I would have had anyone to drag into that outer circle.“

Cognitive interviewing cont.

Analyses of field trial data
• Sample characteristics and missing data analysis (by subgroups):

Codes for different types of missing data
96 Item not viewed: A student did not respond to this and all
subsequent items.
97 Item not administered: An item was not administered to a student.
For example, if a student indicated not having experienced any
bullying, this student was not asked about where the bullying occurred.
98 Invalid data: Code applied if logical check suggests inconsistent
response behaviour. For example, if a student indicated that s/he lived
in two homes and then selected people in only one home.
99 Missing data: A student did not give a response to an item. Valid
responses were recorded for this student on previous and subsequent
items - of course unless it is the last question in the survey.

Analyses of field trial data
•

•

•

•
•

Descriptive and frequency analyses to check on the suitability of the questions and response options:
High % missing or invalid responses, for example, indicated issues with comprehension or survey
length. Examination of range, minimum, maximum, mean, standard deviation was intended to reveal
misfitting response options.
Factor and reliability analyses to examine the appropriateness of the proposed scales that were
included to measure various aspects of well-being (e.g. family management, vulnerability, friends'
support and conflict). Here, consideration was given to the deletion of items from a scale where a) an
item showed relatively lower factor loading that is relatively lower than the loadings of other items on
that factor or b) scale reliability increased if that item were removed and c) the scale was NOT used in
comparisons.
Examination of specific questions or items. The ACWP contained a number of specifically designed
elements which required examination to ascertain their appropriateness for the main survey. These
elements included item types to measure attitudes other than Likert-type items (e.g. drag and drop
items to measure closeness with others and importance of domains, indicators of deprivation and
affluence and the anchoring vignettes). In many instances, correlation and cross tabulation analyses are
employed to examine whether hypothesised relationships emerge from the data as a validity check.
As one of the main differentiating features of the ACWP is the comparisons with international and
national data sets, analyses were undertaken to check the suitability of these questions for comparative
purposes.
Examination of potential issues regarding the online, computer-based administration considerations,
for example, by investigating questions for which students needed to use the scroll bar to view all
items in terms of high proportion of missing data.

Analyses of field trial data
• Examination of specific questions or items. The ACWP contained a
number of specifically designed elements which required
examination to ascertain their appropriateness for the main survey.
These elements included item types to measure attitudes other than
Likert-type items (e.g. drag and drop items to measure closeness
with others and importance of domains, indicators of deprivation and
affluence and the anchoring vignettes). In many instances,
correlation and cross tabulation analyses are employed to examine
whether hypothesised relationships emerge from the data as a
validity check.
• As one of the main differentiating features of the ACWP from other
current well-being questionnaires in Australia is the comparisons
with international and national data sets, analyses were undertaken
to check the suitability of these questions for comparative purposes.

Analyses of field trial data
• Examination of potential issues regarding the online,
computer-based administration considerations, for example,
by investigating questions for which students needed to use the
scroll bar to view all items in terms of high proportion of
missing data.

Results of the field trial
data analyses (I)
• Missing data and descriptive analyses indicated that the
Year 8 questionnaire was too long and needed to be
shortened. This has been achieved by reducing the
questionnaire by 31 items.
• Year 4 questionnaire took longer than the originally
assumed 20 minutes. Instructions about the amount of
time had to be adjusted to 40 minutes.
• Problems with data export features were encountered
leading to missing or incorrect data. Processes of data
export were adjusted and extensive testing prior to the
main survey at both the survey developer side as well as
the respondents' side through the technical readiness test
for schools are aimed at solving these issues.

Results of the field trial
data analyses (II)

• Major reason for relatively low response rate stems from the
requirement for schools to obtain informed parental consent
before students can respond to the survey.
• No issues with the scrolling down items in the online survey.
It was possible to construct:
• separate indicators of affluence and deprivation that relate
differently to other survey content
• a valid indicator of student performance by combining publicly
available school level NAPLAN data with information from a
question about how students think their teacher rates their
performance relative to their peers.

•  Changes were made to the survey accordingly which was then
administered after extensive technical checks as the main survey
in T3 2014.

Thank you for your participation!

Table 1: Content of final main survey questionnaire
Major domains Correlates/ Factual

1.1 Family

2.1 Friends

3.1 School

Subdomains

1.2 Family possessions 1.3 Togetherness:
Paid job
- Family cohesion
- Family management
Organisation of
household(s)
Out of home care
Worry:
- Vulnerability
Change:
house/school
- Harmful
Family health
Caring
responsibilities
Out of home care
2.3 Support and conflict
2.2 Number of close
friends
3.2 Absence
Teacher support
Parental interest

Cross-cutting
themes
8. Bullying
Feeling good
Learning
Closeness of
relationships
Optimism

3.3 Enjoyment
Pressure
Success at school
Outside school
activities

Cont/d

Table 1: Content of final main survey questionnaire
Major domains

Correlates/ Factual

4.1Community/
Neighbourhood

4.2 Not applicable

5.1 Health

5.2 Hunger
Smoking and
drinking

6.1 Money and
material
wellbeing

6.2 Socio-economic
status Deprivation

7.1 Self
demographics

7.2 Language
background
Gender
Aboriginal and
Torres Strait
Islander
Disability
Aspirations
Puberty

Subdomains

Cross-cutting
themes
4.3 Access to resources 8. Bullying
Safety
Feeling good
5.3 Subjective health
Learning
Mental and physical
health
Closeness of
relationships
6.3 Covered partly in
family subdomain
Optimism
'Vulnerability'
7.3 Not applicable

Table 2: Overview of proposed indicators for the ACWP
Major domain

Subdomain/
Correlates

Indicator (Preliminary label)

Comparisons

Friends

Factual/
correlates

Number of close friends

ACWP subgroups

Support and
conflict

Degree of closeness/support closest friend

ACWP subgroups

Conflict - closest friend

ACWP subgroups

Missed school
Teacher support

ACWP subgroups
MDI

Parental Interest in school

PIRLS/TIMSS

Parents talk to teacher

ACWP Subgroups

Success

Success at school

HBSC

Enjoyment

School - General satisfaction

LSAC

Pressure

School - Pressure

HBSC

Outside school
activities

Participation in outside school
activities

Children’s Worlds

Access to resources
Safety

Children’s Society
Children’s Society

School

Factual/
correlates

Community/
Resources and
Neighbourhood
safety

Table 2: Overview of proposed indicators for the ACWP

Major
domain
Health

Subdomain/
Correlates
Factual/
correlates
Subjective health
Mental and physical
health

Money and
material
wellbeing

Factual/
correlates

Indicator (Preliminary
label)
Hunger
Smoking and drinking
Overall subjective health
Headache
Stomach-ache
Backache
Feeling low
Irritability
Feeling nervous
Difficulties getting to sleep
Dizziness
Socio-economic status
Deprivation
Language background

Comparisons
HBSC
HBSC
HBSC
HBSC
HBSC
HBSC
HBSC
HBSC
HBSC
HBSC
HBSC
ACWP subgroups
PIRLS/TIMSS

Table 2: Overview of proposed indicators for the ACWP
Major domain

Subdomain/
Correlates

Indicator (Preliminary
label)

Comparisons

Selfdemographics

Factual/
correlates

Gender
Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander

PISA
PISA

Disability

ACWP
Subgroups

Disability difficulties

ACWP
Subgroups

Aspirations
Puberty

HowRU
ACWP
subgroups

Bullying

Australian
Covert Bullying
Prevalence
Study

Table 2: Overview of proposed indicators for the ACWP
Major domain

Subdomain/
Correlates

Indicator (Preliminary label)

Comparisons

Cross-cutting
domains

Bullying

Bullying - location

ACWP subgroups

Bullied by friend

ACWP subgroups

Bullying Initiator
Overall wellbeing

ACWP subgroups
Children's World’s

Importance of domains for
wellbeing

ACWP subgroups

Cantril ladder

HBSC

Optimism for the future

ACWP subgroups

Closeness/Proximity of
Relationships

ACWP subgroups

Feeling good

Optimism
Closeness of
relationships

Note:
*ACWP subgroups include comparisons by gender, disability, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander status, language
background, grade, socio-economic status.

