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Session content

ÅContext

ïProject group, funding and administration

ÅSteps in questionnaire design

ÅImplementation

ïClarification of aim & content

ïSampling and ethics

ïExample items to illustrate technical and 

design issues

ïCognitive interviewing

ïResults of field trial data analyses



Context: Project group, funding and 

administration (I)
ÅTeam of researchers at Flinders University of South 

Australia, the University of New South Wales, and the 

Australian Council for Educational Research.

ÅFunded 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



ÅA 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).

Context: Project group, funding and 

administration (II)



Steps in ACWP Q-design
ÅClarification of aim and content priorities

ÅThe 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

ÅTwo rounds of comments from the Project Steering 

Group on the draft field trial questionnaire

ÅCognitive interviews with young people from the 

target population including interview schedules for 

each year level

ÅThe final field trial questionnaire

ÅAnalyses of FT data to finalise the questionnaire

ÅFinal main survey questionnaire 



Clarification: Aim

To arrive at profiles of different groups of Australian 

students in the middle years in terms of their well-

being, with a particular focus on disadvantaged 

students and a view to international comparisons.



Clarification: Content

ÅInformed by:

ïPrior research

ïReview of existing measures of well-being

ïQualitative work of the ACWB study (interviews, 

focus groups)



Clarification: Content priorities
Family 

ÅHighest priority, most frequently raised by young 

people and discussed as the most important element 

of wellbeing. 

Friends 

ÅRanked as a very high priority by majority of the 

groups and medium for other groups. Important 

element is a distinction between ógoodô and óbadô 

friends. 

School 

ÅMixed priorities, depending on group 



Community/Neighbourhood 

Å Wide variety of meaning, mixed priorities 

Health 

Å Less important than family, friends and school 

Money and material wellbeing 

Å Least important for wellbeing 

Clarification: Content priorities



Existing instruments (I)
ÅHealth Behaviour in School-Aged Children (HBSC) 

ÅPersonal Wellbeing Index-School Children (PWI-SC) 

ÅHowRU? 

ÅChildrenôs Society (CS) 

ÅChildrenôs Worlds (CW) 

ÅCommunities that Care (CC) 

ÅGrowing up in Ireland 

ÅHuebner Life Satisfaction 

ÅKidscreen

ÅSocial and Emotional Wellbeing Survey (SEWB) 

ÅMiddle Years Development Instrument (MDI) 



Existing instruments (II)
ÅThe Young Lives Study 

ÅWorld Vision Kinderstudy

ÅThe Longitudinal Study of Australian Children (LSAC) 

ÅHealth-Related Quality of Life in children and adolescents 

(KINDL) 

ÅBrief Multidimensional Students' Life Satisfaction Scale 

(MSLSS) 

ÅStudent Health and Wellbeing - New Zealand (SHWB-NZ) 

In addition, questionnaires from the following: 

ÅProgress in Reading Literacy (PIRLS), 

ÅTrends in International Mathematics and Science Study 

(TIMSS) and the 

ÅProgramme for International Student Assessment (PISA) 



Conceptualisation
Attitudes/Feelings:

Domains

Attitudes/Feelings:

Cross-cutting themes

Family

Friends

School

Community

Health

Money and material 

well-being
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Correlates/ 

Factual

ÅSocio-economic status

ÅLanguage background

ÅGender

ÅATSI

ÅDisability

ÅSize and composition 

of family

ÅCare for family member 

(sick, disabled, younger)

ÅNumber and quality of 

friends

ÅOrganisation of 

household(s)

ÅAspirations

ÅOut of home care



Proposed indicators for the ACWP (Example)

Major 

domain

Subdomain/

Correlates

Indicator (Preliminary label) Comparisons

Family Factual/ Organisation of the household(s) Children's Worlds

correlates Paid job Children's Worlds 

Family possessions - Car HBSC

Family possessions - Petrol ACWP subgroups

Family possessions - Own bedroom HBSC

Family possessions - Holiday HBSC

Family possessions - Computers HBSC

Family possessions - Dishwasher HBSC

Family possessions ïBathrooms HBSC

Family possessions - Books PIRLS/TIMSS

Changed house ACWP subgroups

Changed school ACWP subgroups

Out of home care Childrenôs Worlds

Family health ACWP subgroups

Caring responsibilities ACWP Subgroups

Togetherness Family cohesion Children's Worlds

Family management HowRU

Worry Vulnerability - Significant other ACWP subgroups

Harmful - Significant other 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

ÅAccessibility :

ïWeb-based; online; offline; USB

ïAudio function for questionnaire (no need for increased 

font size)

ÅCapabilities in schools (pre-survey diagnostic tool)

ÅCapabilities of children:

ïAttention span

ïLiteracy levels

ïAge appropriate



Design: Technicalities

ÅTechnical support:

ïOnline

ïPersonal (relief teacher; one-on-one)

ïHelpline

ÅEmotional support:

ïContact person in school

ïKids helpline/Beyond Blue



Other processes
Sampling, participation encouragement and ethics

ÅSchools were sampled via a two-stage stratified cluster 
sample of schools 

ÅStudent were sampled for either (whole year level/s) 
grade 4 & 6 (primary schools) or year 8 (secondary 
schools) 

ÅException was TAS where only one class was sampled

Å449 schools were sampled with 1-2 replacements 
alternatives

ÅMarketing (video, brochures) and information packages

Å220 schools opted in to participate

ÅEmployed ex-teachers for follow up phone calls to assist 
recruitment

ÅSeparate 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 

ñopt-inò 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
ÅTraditional Likert-type items (e.g. agree/disagree) 

mainly for comparison with existing measures

ÅDrag and drop items, e.g. 

ïóClassification items to enable children to drag different 

domains into shelves depending on importance

ïAssist with ódefinitionsô of domains, particularly 

closeness of family and friends


















