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How does child disadvantage change with age?  

An analysis of Australian children 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

This paper applies a multidimensional measure of disadvantage to examine how the extent of 

disadvantage experienced by children varies throughout their childhood. The study focuses on 

Indigenous children, especially those living in isolated communities, relative to the broader 

Australian child population. The study make use of two panel datasets that track a representative 

cohort of Australian children from around 4 to at least 10 years of age, including one that is 

unique to the Indigenous population. While disadvantage rates among Australian children 

overall are found to improve as children grow older, the reverse is true among Indigenous 

children.  
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I. Introduction 

The goal of improving child welfare and alleviating instances of child impoverishment and 

disadvantage is a crucially important objective shared by all countries around the world. 

However, any efforts to address this objective can only be effective if the factors which 

contribute to child disadvantage can be clearly discerned. The fact that the wellbeing of children 

spans a multitude of dimensions  such as health, safety, access to essential resources, 

educational development, emotional wellbeing, and connectedness to their families and the 

community  makes it a challenging task for policymakers to identify the areas in which 

children are suffering the most severe instances of disadvantage and, hence, how to allocate 

limited resources so as to maximize the effectiveness of policy intervention. Furthermore, while 

simultaneously spanning a range of dimensions, it is essential that measures of wellbeing can 

distinguish which demographic groups of children are enduring relatively worse levels of 

disadvantage than others, so as to ensure that resources are being channelled towards those who 

are most vulnerable. The need for policy and analysis to adopt a robust, comprehensive and 

comparative approach is the core motivation behind this paper.  

Although there exists a vast array of economic literature on the disadvantage or deprivation of 

children in developing countries, the literature on child welfare in developed countries is 

comparatively limited. 1  Furthermore, the limited literature that does exist for developed 

countries tends to overlook the inherently multidimensional nature of disadvantage. Following 

Chakravarty and D’Ambrosio (2006), Jayaraj and Subramanian (2010), Alkire and Foster 

                                                           
1 We use the term ‘disadvantage’ in this paper to refer to ‘deprivation’, in keeping with the concepts 

applied to other studies of child wellbeing that have been produced in an Australian context (for example, 

see Overcoming Indigenous Disadvantage: Key Indicators Report (Steering Committee for the Review  

of Government  Service Provision  (2014)). 
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(2011), methodological advances have been made in the measurement of disadvantage in a 

multidimensional context, however the empirical application of these measures has tended to 

be at the household, rather than the individual, level. Moreover, such empirical applications, 

and the associated literature on social exclusion, poverty and disadvantage, rarely focus 

exclusively on the welfare of children. This is particularly true of Australia.2  

This study is in the tradition of a limited number of previous studies that examine the welfare 

of children in a multidimensional context, including Bastos and Machado (2009), Daly and 

Smith (2005), Bradshaw, Hoelscher and Richardson (2007)3, and Minujin and Nandy (2012). 

With the exception of Minujin and Nandy (2012), none of these cited studies use the axiomatic 

approach of Alkire and Foster (2011) to employ a measure of multidimensional deprivation that 

satisfies certain reasonable axioms specified a priori. The application of the axiomatic measures 

of multidimensional deprivation in previous studies has mostly been restricted to households or 

adults. A recent exception to this is the study by Mishra, Ray and Risse (2016) that uses the 

axiomatic approach of multidimensional disadvantage measurement to analyse the welfare of 

Australian children. But, as we explain below, that study does not investigate the issue of how 

the disadvantage changes as the child grows older nor does it estimate the contribution of each 

dimensional disadvantage to the overall disadvantage faced by the child.  

Another significant issue in the examination of economic welfare for developed countries such 

as Australia and Canada is the profound and persistent gap in wellbeing that is observed 

between the Indigenous and non-Indigenous population. In the Australian context, despite 

                                                           
2 See, for example, Martinez and Perales (2014), Nicholas and Ray (2012), Scutella, Wilkins and Horn 

(2009), Scutella, Wilkins and Kostenko (2013), for analyses of deprivation and poverty that apply to the 

Australian population yet do not consider children. 

3 As Bradshaw et al. (2007) note that the wellbeing of children is not monitored on the European level. 

This is also true in several other regions of the world. 
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Indigenous people being the ‘first people’ of what has become an advanced developed country, 

the Indigenous population endure living conditions that fall below some of the poorest countries 

in the world today. The large and growing disparity between the economic and broader 

wellbeing indicators of non-Indigenous and Indigenous people, and the need to close this gap, 

is well recognised by the Australian Government (2016). The Government’s most recent 

‘Closing the Gap’ report notes the lack of progress that has been made in several of the 

schooling and literacy indicators of Indigenous children. For example, the report notes that 

“there has been no overall improvement in Indigenous reading and numeracy since 2008”. Since 

the child of today is the adult of tomorrow, effort to ‘close the gap’ needs to start by reducing 

the expanse of disadvantage faced by the Indigenous child.4     

Recent work by Mishra, Ray and Risse (2016) sought to address these deficiencies in the 

literature, in their analysis of the level and scope of multidimensional disadvantage faced by 

Australian children and, in particular, the disparity that exists between Indigenous and non-

Indigenous children. This present study builds upon this recent work in two significant ways. 

Firstly, while the earlier study’s measurements of child disadvantage were collectively pooled 

across all of the age groups available in the data, the present study provides temporal estimates 

by tracking the same child over time, which allows us to measure the severity of disadvantage 

that the child experiences at different points throughout their childhood. The use of a balanced 

panel in this context enables us to isolate age-specific effects. Secondly, in another extension 

of their work, the present study exploits the dimensional decomposition property of the 

                                                           
4 Libesman (2014) provides an ‘international perspective’ on child welfare approaches for Indigenous 

communities in Canada, USA, New Zealand and Australia, tracing the origins of the neglect and abuse 

of Indigenous children to colonisation, and outlines some key policy recommendations for better 

protection of Indigenous child welfare. See, also, Libesman (2007) for a study that is focussed on 

Indigenous children in Australia and an analysis of “the underlying causes of Indigenous children’s 

overrepresentation in child protection systems”.     
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multidimensional disadvantage measure. This allows us to quantify the contribution of each 

dimension of wellbeing to a child’s overall experience of disadvantage. Such dimensional 

decomposition enhances the policy usefulness of our findings, as it enables us to discern the 

dimensions that should be prioritised for targeted intervention. In sum, by disaggregating our 

estimates according to the age of the child as well as the dimensions of disadvantage in which 

they encounter disadvantage, we can detect changes in not only the magnitude of disadvantage 

faced by the child as they grow older, but also the dimensions of wellbeing that might be found 

to worsen with age and hence warrant early intervention. 

This study applies the methodology proposed in Nicholas and Ray (2012) to construct a 

composite measure of disadvantage, whereby the effects of persistence and duration of 

disadvantage can be incorporated into the measure. The sub-group decomposability of this 

measure is an important property for enabling us to identify which dimensions of disadvantage 

are found to deteriorate throughout a child’s life, and to quantify the size of the disparity 

between Indigenous and non-Indigenous children. This property is particularly relevant in the 

context of the ‘Closing the Gap’ targets which seek to address the extent to which Indigenous 

children fall behind non-Indigenous Australian children, as it permits us to pinpoint the key 

areas where policy intervention is most strongly warranted. 

To provide an outline of this paper’s structure, we firstly describe the theoretical underpinnings 

of multidimensional disadvantage measure that is applied in our analysis, then describe the 

datasets and the dimensions of disadvantage that are included in our measure. This is followed 

by a presentation and discussion of the results, concluding with a summative discussion of the 

key findings and the implications for policy. 
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II. Theoretical Settings 

A static measure of multidimensional disadvantage 

The foundation for our analysis lies in the static measure of multidimensional disadvantage that 

has been established in the literature. 5  In independent contributions, Chakravarty and 

D’Ambrosio (2006) and Jayaraj and Subramanian (2010) propose a set of measures of 

multidimensional disadvantage that are formally equivalent, and which were subsequently 

adopted by Ray and Mishra (2012) to compare the welfare outcomes in China and India. This 

measure is founded on computing the proportion of children who are disadvantaged in one or 

progressively more dimensions of disadvantage, and then aggregating these values into a 

composite measure for all children in a particular age group. This generates a static 

multidimensional measure of disadvantage which takes into account the multiple of sources of 

disadvantage that a child can experience at a particular point in time. 

Following the notation used by Jayaraj and Subramanian (2010), we formally express this 

measure by first letting 𝑛𝑗 denote the number of children that are disadvantaged in exactly j 

dimensions, whereby  𝑗 ∈ {0,1, … , 𝐾 } . The total number of children is denoted by n. The 

proportion of children who are disadvantaged in j dimensions is given by: 𝐻𝑗 =  
𝑛𝑗 

𝑛
.  

Consequently, the static multidimensional disadvantage 𝜋𝛼 measure is computed as: 

𝜋𝛼 = ∑ (𝑗/𝐾)𝛼𝐾
𝑗=1  𝐻𝑗      (1) 

The parameter, 𝛼, performs a role analogous to that of the 𝛼 in the measures proposed by 

Atkinson (1970) and Foster, Greer and Thorbecke (1984). As 𝛼 increases from 1 to higher 

                                                           
5 While we have briefly described the measures here, the reader is referred to Ray and Mishra (2012) 

for details of the static measure, and Nicholas and Ray (2012) for details of the dynamic measure.  
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values, the composite measure 𝜋𝛼 assigns greater weight to the disadvantage rates of children 

who are disadvantaged in progressively more dimensions. 

To understand the factors that can contribute to a rise or fall in the value of the multidimensional 

measure that we are computing, we note that the following principal properties are satisfied by 

the value of 𝜋𝛼 given in equation (1): 

1. Anonymity: The identity of the child should not affect the disadvantage measure. 

2. If the number of disadvantaged dimensions faced by any given child increases, then 

ceteris paribus the measure of disadvantage will register an increase. 

3. If child i suffers disadvantage in one more dimension while child j experiences 

disadvantage in one less dimension, and child i is disadvantaged in more dimensions 

than child j, then ceteris paribus the overall measure of disadvantage will register an 

increase. This property will hold if 𝛼 > 1 and is analogous to the Pigou-Dalton transfer 

principle in the context of income transfer. 

4. The measure is additively decomposable into population subgroups, such that it can be 

expressed for each subgroup reflective of their population share, conditional that 𝛼 ≥ 0. 

This property is particularly useful in the context of the present study which seeks to 

compare the disadvantage status of Indigenous and non-Indigenous child populations, 

and of high and low isolation groups.  

5. The disadvantage measure is additively decomposable in dimensions. This property 

permits us to calculate the contribution of each dimension towards a child’s overall 

measure of multidimensional disadvantage. 
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A dynamic measure of multidimensional disadvantage  

The static measure can be extended into a dynamic context, as demonstrated in Nicholas and 

Ray (2012). To incorporate the dynamic element, we assume that we observe 𝐾  different 

indicators of disadvantage and T equally-spaced periods of time, for all N children in the 

population of interest. Child i is classified as disadvantaged in indicator j at time t on the 

condition that 𝑥𝑖𝑗𝑡 < ℎ𝑗 , where 𝑖 ∈ {1,2, … , 𝑁 } , 𝑗 ∈ {1,2, … , 𝐾 }, 𝑡 ∈ {1,2, … , 𝑇 }. The 

threshold which defines a state of disadvantage within a particular dimension is denoted by 𝑥𝑖𝑗𝑡. 

As such, the child’s classification of disadvantage can be expressed as:  

 𝒅𝒊𝒋𝒕 = {
1  if 𝑥𝑖𝑗𝑡 < ℎ𝑗

 0     otherwise
                (2) 

 

Across the whole of the child population, the measure of multidimensional disadvantage for 

time period T is given by:  

Ω𝛼 =

∑ (
∑ ∑ 𝑑𝑖𝑗𝑡

0𝑇
𝑡

𝐾
𝑗

𝑇∗𝐾
)

𝛼

N
i=1

N
       (3) 

Setting the parameter 𝛼 ≥ 0 allows for the aggregate index to be sensitive to the distribution of 

disadvantage among children, in this case across time and the different indicators. An example 

of this application in the unidimensional poverty context is offered by Gradin et al. (2012). 

When 𝛼 = 0, equation (3) generates the headcount ratio of children in the population who are 

disadvantaged in at least one indicator j for at least one time period t. When 𝛼 = 1, the weight 

assigned to each child, when computing the overall measure of disadvantage, increases linearly 

in accordance with the number of instances of disadvantage that the child experiences. As 𝛼 →

∞, the index generates a headcount ratio of the children in the population who are disadvantaged 

within all the indicators for all time periods. A particularly desirable property of equation (3), 
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in the context of this study, is that it is decomposable between subgroups of children, similar to 

the class of poverty measures proposed by Foster, Greer and Thorbecke (1984),  

III. Description of data 

Datasets 

Data for this analysis are drawn from two longitudinal panel surveys of Australian children: the 

Longitudinal Study of Australian Children (LSAC) which is designed to be geographically 

representative of the total Australian child population, and the Longitudinal Study of 

Indigenous Children (LSIC) which is designed to be geographically representative of 

Australia’s Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander child population.  

We use the five waves of LSAC data that have been collected biennially from 2004 onwards, 

based on the starting cohort of children who were born between March 1999 and February 2000. 

As such, our LSAC analysis tracks children over these five progressive age categories: 4-5 

years, 6-7 years, 8-9 years, 10-11 years, and 12-13 years6. We use the first six waves of LSIC 

data that have been collected biennially from 2008 onwards, based on the starting cohort of 

children who were born between December 2003 and November 2004. This permits us to 

follow the sample of LSIC children across these six progressive age categories: 3½-5 years, 

4½-6 years, 5½-7 years, 6½-8 years, 7½-9 years, and 8½-10 years.7 

In their respective starting cohorts, LSAC originally collected data from 4983 children while 

LSIC originally collected data from 717 children. After allowing for attrition over time, missing 

                                                           
6 For more information on the design of LSAC, the reader is referred to Mishra, Ray and Risse (2016) 

and the LSAC Data User Guide 2013. 

7 For more information on the design of LSIC, the reader is referred to Mishra, Ray and Risse (2016) 

and the LSIC Data User Guide Release 6. 
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responses for our variables of interest, and the need to construct a balanced panel, our analysis 

is based on a sample of 3557 children in LSAC and 321 Indigenous children in LSIC, who were 

are available in every wave of the survey.8  

Dimensions of disadvantage 

Building upon Mishra, Ray and Risse (2016), this analysis employs the same set of dimensions 

of disadvantage applied in this earlier work and the underlying rationale for their inclusion. The 

dimensions of child disadvantage examined in this study are: health, family relationships, 

community connectedness, material wellbeing, educational wellbeing, emotional wellbeing and 

exposure to risky behaviours. This choice of dimensions aligns to the aspects of child wellbeing 

that are considered appropriate for economically advanced nations (Heshmati et. al 2008). For 

each of these seven dimensions, it is necessary to assign one of more indicators to be used to 

quantifiably generate a measure of disadvantage for that particular dimension. Drawing on the 

questionnaire items available in the surveys, the indicators that we used to represent each of 

these dimensions are presented in Table 1 and Table 2, for LSAC and LSIC respectively. While 

the same seven dimensions of disadvantage are retained for our analysis of LSAC and LSIC, 

the underlying indicators differ in sofar as it is necessary to accommodate the different 

circumstances in which Indigenous children are raised and hardships particularly suffered by 

Indigenous families. The choice of indicators is also dictated by their availability in each of 

these the two sets of survey data. 

Subgroup analysis 

                                                           
8 Sensitivity tests revealed negligible differences in results between the balanced and unbalanced panel 

estimates, indicating that there were no systematic differences between individuals who were present all 

waves and those who dropped out of this balanced panel. 
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In order to contribute to the effectiveness of targeted policy intervention, we disaggregate our 

sample of children into subgroups where we expect to see marked differentials in disadvantage. 

Namely, within our LSAC sample which represents all children nationally, we disaggregate the 

sample into Indigenous and non-Indigenous children. This permits us to draw comparisons 

between these two subgroups on a directly comparable basis on exactly the same set of 

indicators that are available the LSAC dataset. While we expect to see that Indigenous children 

suffer lower standards of wellbeing than non-Indigenous children (consistent with a wealth of 

literature on Indigenous disadvantage more generally), our subgroup analysis will permit us to 

identify the dimensions in which this cultural differential is the most profound and at which 

ages. Next, within our LSIC sample which represents all Indigenous children nationally, we 

disaggregate the sample on the basis of the geographical isolation of the area in which the child 

resides. We expect to see that children residing in more isolated areas will suffer lower 

wellbeing, by virtue of the fact that geographic isolation generally means lower access to 

infrastructure, resources and economic opportunities. Yet again, our subgroup decomposition 

will help to identify precisely the aspects of a child’s life where geographic isolation 

exacerbates the child’s disadvantage. 

[Insert TABLE 1 here] 

[Insert TABLE 2 here] 
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IV. Results 

Multidimensional disadvantage by age and subgroup 

We begin by examining estimate of the static measure of multidimensional disadvantage over 

all indicators computed at each age group9 of a child’s life, represented by the composite 

measure 𝜋𝛼 as per equation (3). Figure 1 presents these estimates disaggregated into the non-

Indigenous and Indigenous subgroups of children who are present in the LSAC dataset. The 

first panel assumes =1, while the second panel assigns greater weight to the disadvantage 

scores of children who suffer from multiple sources of disadvantage under the assumption that 

=5. In terms of fluctuations across age, the level of multidimensional disadvantage is highest 

among the youngest age group of 4-5 years, then falls as a child’s age reaches 8-9 years, before 

rising again as the child’s age approaches 12-13 years. Across all age groups, the gap between 

Indigenous and non-Indigenous children is clearly visible. These age and subgroup patterns are 

sustained across both values of , although the assumption that =5 has the effect of 

exacerbating the gaps between Indigenous and non-Indigenous children at their widest points, 

corresponding to the very youngest and the very oldest age groups under analysis. Recalling 

the interpretation of the parameter,, this result draws attention to the interplay between the 

evaluator’s distributive sensitivity, i.e. greater concern for children with multiple dimensional 

disadvantages (given a priori) and the quantitative conclusion the evaluator draws on the 

welfare disparity between Indigenous and non-Indigenous children.   

Figure 2 examines the overall level of multidimensional disadvantage for all Indigenous 

children in the LSIC sample disaggregated according to the degree of isolation in which the 

                                                           
9 Note that these age group classifications correspond to the age groups that are defined in each biennial 

‘wave’ of the survey. 
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child lives. We see that, under the assumption of =1, the level of disadvantage peaks among 

all Indigenous children at the 6½-8 years age group, and that the gap between the high and low 

isolation subgroups starts to narrow as children grow older. When the weighting parameter is 

increased to =5, we see that gap between these isolation subgroups instead starts to widen 

among the older age groups. Hence, when greater weighting is assigned to multiple 

disadvantage, geographic isolation is found to exacerbate the higher level of disadvantage 

already experienced by children in remote localities as they grow older.  

[Insert FIGURE 1 here] 

[Insert FIGURE 2 here] 

D-curve representations of relative multidimensional disadvantage 

D-curves are very convenient in comparing the disadvantage faced by different groups of 

children. Introduced by Jayaraj and Subramanian (2010), D-curves illustrate the nature of the 

dominance relationships between the subgroups. Based on equation (3), the D-curve shows on 

the y-axis the proportion of population that have disadvantage score equal to or less than the 

score on x-axis.10 When comparing two groups, we can conclude that if D-curve of one group 

lies below that of the other group at every point, then the D-curve that lies below the other 

corresponds to the group that is relatively more disadvantaged.   

Next we use the properties of the D-curves to graphically illustrate the relative levels of multi-

dimensional disadvantage experienced by children across different ages and different 

subgroups. Based on our sample of Australian children in LSAC, we compare the D-curves of 

the youngest (4-5 years), middle (8-9 years) and oldest (12-13 years) age groups, depicted in 

Figure 3. The level of multidimensional disadvantage among Australian children is seen to 

                                                           
10 For details on the construction of D-curves, refer to Nicholas and Ray (2012). 



 14 

initially improve throughout their younger years (from 4-5 years to 8-9 years), before declining 

slightly as they grow older (from 8-9 years to 12-13 years). The overall shifts of the D-curve, 

however, constitute a net improvement between the very youngest and oldest groups. In 

comparison, the D-curves for Indigenous children in LSIC, presented in Figure 4, demonstrate 

that the level of multidimensional disadvantage among Indigenous children progressively 

worsens as children grow older. Note, however, that data for the LSIC sample of children only 

extends up to 8½ -10 years of age, so we cannot rule out that the possibility that their 

disadvantage levels may similarly improve by 12-13 years. 

To directly compare the level of multidimensional disadvantage experienced by all Australian 

children to that of Indigenous children, we graphically represent the D-curves for the LSAC 

and LSIC samples for exactly comparable age groups, using only the common indicators that 

are available in both surveys. The results are consistent with the findings extracted from the 

previous D-curves. Presented in Figure 5, it can be seen that Indigenous children already suffer 

a worse level of multidimensional disadvantage from the age of 4-5 years, a differential that 

widens even further by the time children reach 8-9 years. 

Collectively, the D-curves signal that the extent of disadvantage that a child experiences 

fluctuates depending on their age of life. This warrants our upcoming examination of the 

sources of disadvantage on age-specific basis. Furthermore, comparisons between the D-curves 

of the Indigenous and non-Indigenous samples highlight the differential between these two 

populations. We explore these sub-group differentials on an age-specific and indicator-specific 

basis in the forthcoming discussion. 

[Insert FIGURE 3 here] 

[Insert FIGURE 4 here] 

[Insert FIGURE 5 here] 
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Indicator-specific headcount rates 

We now examine the incidence of disadvantage on an indicator-specific basis. The indicator-

specific headcount rates tell us the proportion of children who experience each particular type 

of disadvantage at each age group. The age-specific rates enable us to identify which indicators 

(and, broadly, which dimensions) of disadvantage are found to worsen, or potentially subside, 

in prevalence within the child population, over the course of a child’s life. 

The indicator-specific headcount rates for our sample of Australian children in LSAC, reported 

in Table 3, reveal that the indicators of disadvantage which increase in prevalence over a child’s 

life are body weight, involvement in outdoor activities and community activities, and bullying. 

Moreover, our sub-group disaggregation reveals that, for each of these four indicators, the 

prevalence of disadvantage experienced by Indigenous children exceeds that of non-Indigenous 

children. While this overall finding is unsurprising, our indicator-specific computations point 

towards some instances of disadvantage among Indigenous children that should raise acute 

concern for policy makers. Namely, we found that one out of every three Indigenous children 

suffer bullying and/or exposure to risky behaviour from the age of 4-5 years, a rate which swells 

to two out of every five children from aged 6-7 years onwards. At least one out of every three 

Indigenous children suffer unhealthy body weight from the age of 4-5 years, a rate which rises 

to almost one in two by the time they reach 12-13 years old. Relative to non-Indigenous children, 

Indigenous children also suffer profoundly more in terms of school performance.  

The only indicator found to subside in prevalence of disadvantage over the course of a child’s 

life is having access to a computer or internet. This indicator was included as a proxy for access 

to material resources, however its improvement is likely to be due to the overarching increase 

in the prevalence of computers and internet connection within households over time generally, 
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as well as the fact that many parents may not deem it appropriate or necessary to provide 

computer or internet access to children at a relatively young age. 

[Insert TABLE 3 here] 

Looking at the headcount rates reported in Table 4 for Indigenous children using LSIC, our 

calculations reiterate the disturbing trend that proportionally more children suffer poor body 

weight an as they get older. High rates of bullying and exposure to risky behaviour also stand 

out among the Indigenous child population. Additionally, the indicators of material wellbeing 

that were specifically tailored to the LSIC analysis – housing size and housing quality – are 

found to be signs of noticeably high rates of disadvantage among the Indigenous child 

population, especially in the highly isolated areas. At least two out of every three Indigenous 

children living in isolated areas suffer disadvantaged housing conditions (defined as living in a 

home with more than 4 people per bedroom), a rate that persists or even worsens across older 

age categories. The prevalence of disadvantaged housing quality (defined as living in a home 

with at least one faulty or non-functional essential fixture) peaks around the ages of 5½ to 8 

years, at which around seven out of every ten Indigenous children in highly isolated areas are 

classified as disadvantaged.  

[Insert TABLE 4 here] 

Percentage contributions of individual indicators 

Given that the focus of this analysis is to simultaneously examine the multiple sources of 

disadvantage that children can experience, we now examine the percentage contribution of each 

indicator to the overall measurement of disadvantage, again computed at each age of a child’s 

life. Partly, these measurements reflect the relative levels of disadvantage computed in Table 3 

and 4. However, in an extension, these measurements are computed at two values of , which 
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is the weighting assigned to children who experience progressively more incidences of 

disadvantage within a given age bracket.  

Among children in the LSAC sample, presented in Table 5, it can be seen that, at =1, the 

indicators which contribute the largest proportions to the overall measurement of disadvantage 

are body weight, involvement in outdoor activities and extra cost activities, and bullying. When 

the value of  is lifted to 5, the contribution of bullying towards the overall measure of 

disadvantage is found to rise, for both Indigenous children (at all ages) and non-Indigenous 

(aged 6 through to 11 years). The contribution of poor body weight is also found to rise, but 

predominantly only among for Indigenous children. These findings imply that, among children 

who suffer multiple sources of disadvantage, poor body weight and being the victim of bullying 

are particularly significant. This finding is reiterated when we examine the pairwise correlations 

between individual indicators (computed for a single wave only and reported in Appendix Table 

B1), where bullying is found to be highly correlated with the occurrence of nearly every other 

type of indicator.   

[Insert TABLE 5 here]  

Among children in the LSIC sample, presented in Table 6, the contributions of poor housing 

size and quality towards the overall disadvantage of Indigenous children are particularly stark, 

especially within the more geographically isolated population. When the value of  is lifted to 

5 to assign greater weighting to multiple sources of disadvantage, the role of poor housing size 

and quality as contributors to the overall disadvantage faced by the child are found to intensify. 

This finding implies that, among Indigenous children who suffer multiple types of 

disadvantages, housing conditions are a major component of their disadvantage. This is 

reaffirmed when we examine the extent of correlation between individual indicators (computed 
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for a single wave and reported in Appendix Table B2), where most of the significant pairwise 

correlations detected are found to involve housing size and/or housing quality. 

[Insert TABLE 6 here] 

 

 

Average spell of disadvantage 

Having identified the key sources of disadvantage that children endure throughout their 

childhood, it is of interest to measure the average duration of time that children endure this 

impoverishment. Figure 6 presents the average spell of disadvantage that children experience 

for each indicator, based on the LSAC sample of all Australian children. It is important to 

interpret these figures in the context that the LSAC sample spans a total of 10 years of a child’s 

life (from 4-5 years to 12-13 years). Most noticeable among these findings is the observation 

that all children, on average, spend a total of around 16 months of this 10-year window of their 

childhood suffering as the victim of bullying, and around 14 months suffering an unhealthy 

body weight. Among the Indigenous subgroup of children included in LSAC, these spells of 

disadvantage reach an average duration of around 2 years. 

Turning towards the fully representative sample of the total Indigenous child population 

illustrated in Figure 7, estimations of the average spell of disadvantage endured by Indigenous 

children are found to be even more worrying: on average, around 3 years of their childhood is 

spent suffering the effects of bullying, over 1½ years is spent suffering unhealthy body weight, 

around 14 months is spent enduring drug and alcohol problems in the household, 3½ years is 

spent in poor housing conditions, and almost 2 years is spent in overcrowded housing. The 

length of these average spells are even greater for the highly isolated population, where around 
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4 years of a child’s life is spent, on average, in overcrowded living conditions, and around 3 

years of a child’s life is spent in poor housing and enduring the effects of bullying. These figures 

need to be interpreted in the context that the LSIC sample extends over a time span of 12 years 

of a child’s life (from 3½-5 to 8 ½-10 years).  

[Insert FIGURE 6 here] 

[Insert FIGURE 7 here] 

V. Concluding discussion and policy implications 

By encompassing a wide spectrum of potential sources of disadvantage that can afflict 

individuals throughout their childhood, and incorporating this breadth of data into a robust 

measurement of wellbeing, this study has identified key dimensions that should be of greatest 

concern for policy-makers seeking to alleviate impoverishment among the most vulnerable 

subgroups of children within the Australian population. Identification of the dimensions in 

which disadvantage rates are most severe allows for policy funding to be channelled into the 

areas of strongest need, promoting greater cost effectiveness. The dimensions which were found 

to exhibit the most severe rates of disadvantage were emotional wellbeing (indicated by the 

high rate of bullying among all Australian children generally, and especially among the 

Indigenous population) and health (indicated by high rates of poor body weight both among all 

Australian children generally and the Indigenous population).  

Our capacity to track the incidence of disadvantage over the course of an individual’s childhood 

enables us to identify which dimensions are found to worsen with age: most notably, this 

occurred with respect to a child’s body weight. The finding that proportionally more children 

fall into the unhealthy weight rate as they grow older establishes a worrying trajectory for the 
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overall wellbeing of the population once they reach teenage and adult age. Our findings signal 

that intervention to alleviate these poor health outcomes is needed at an early age.  

Our comparative analysis between the overall child population and the Indigenous child 

population casts light on the extent to which Indigenous children’s quality of life not only falls 

below that of the average Australia child, but further deteriorates throughout the course of their 

childhood. Of particular concern is the high rate of impoverished housing conditions that is 

evident among the Indigenous child population, indicated by poor housing quality and 

overcrowded living conditions. Impoverished housing conditions were also found to signal that 

a child is likely to be experiencing multiple types of disadvantage, and is particularly worse 

among children living in isolated areas. This finding suggests that the effectiveness of efforts 

to address the profound gap in wellbeing that prevails between Indigenous and non-Indigenous 

populations, which only widens as children age, could be improved by targeting this particular 

dimension of disadvantage. 

The contribution of this study is both methodological and empirical on a topic, namely, child 

illfare that is a key, policy driven area of research in the context of population and development. 

The Indigenous/ Non Indigenous divide in child illfare in Australia that this study has drawn 

attention to should encourage greater data collection and welfare analysis of living conditions 

and wellbeing of ethnic minorities, especially of children, in other multiethnic societies such as 

Canada, India, New Zealand and the USA. The changing nature and quantum of deprivation as 

the child ages points to the need to conduct more of such analysis that is disaggregated by both 

ethnicity and child age. With considerable advancement in the measurement of multi-

dimensional disadvantage, this study shows that there is considerable scope for more such 

policy driven studies on suitable longitudinal data sets.      
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TABLES 

 
TABLE 1 Dimensions of disadvantage and corresponding indicators used for LSAC sample 

Dimension  Indicator  Description of indicator 

Health Body weight Measurement of child’s Body Mass Index (BMI) 
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 Use of 

medical care 

Does the child need or use more medical care, mental health or 

educational services than is usual for most children of the same 

age? 

Family 

relationships 

Home 

activities 

with family 

How often did the parent involve the child in everyday home 

activities (such as cooking or caring for pets) during the past 

week? 

 Outdoor 

activities 

with family 

How often did the parent involve the child in outdoor activities 

(such as playing games or sport) during the past week? 

Community 

connectedness 

Community 

activities 

How many community-related activities (such as going to a 

playground, swimming pool, cinema, sporting event, museum, 

concert, community/school event, library, religious service), 

did the child attend with the parent or other family member, 

during the past month?  

Material 

wellbeing 

Extra cost 

activities 

How many extra-cost activities (such as sports coaching, team 

sports, music/art/drama lessons, community groups, language 

classes) did the child regularly participate in during the past 6-

12 months? 

 Access to 

computer 

Does the child have access to a computer or internet at home? 

Educational 

wellbeing 

Talk about 

school 

How often does the parent talk to the child about school? 

 School 

performance 

How has the child performed at school compared to other 

children of the same age? 

Emotional 

wellbeing 

Bullied Has the child been bullied at school in the past year? 

Exposure to 

risky behaviour 

Drug and 

alcohol 

problems 

Has anyone in the household had an alcohol or drug problem in 

the past year? 

Note: See Appendix Table A1 for the exact questionnaire items used in the LSAC questionnaires and the  threshold 

parameters that were applied to categorise a child as disadvantaged.  
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TABLE 2 Dimensions of disadvantage and corresponding indicators used for LSIC sample 

Dimension  Indicator Description of Indicator 

Health Body weight Measurement of child’s Body Mass Index (BMI)  

Family 

relationships 

Home 

activities 

with family 

Did the parent or another family member do any of the 

following activities with the child in the past week: read a 

book, tell a story, play indoors, housework/cooking, help with 

chores 

 Outdoor 

activities 

with family 

Did the parent or another family member do any of the 

following activities with the child in the past week: play 

outdoors, go to the playground; participate in organised 

sports/dance activities  

How often do you know where your child is, when they are 

away from home?  

Community 

connectedness 

Safety of 

community 

Parent’s perception of the safety of the community  

 Suitability of 

community 

for kids 

Parent’s perception of how good the community is for little 

kids  

 

Material 

wellbeing 

Housing size 

per person 

Number of bedrooms in home, deflated/adjusted for number of 

people in household  

 Housing 

quality 

Home needs repairs or an important fixture is not working  

Educational 

wellbeing 

School 

attendance 

Does the child attend playgroup/daycare/childcare/preschool/ 

kinder/school? 

 Educational 

support/ 

resources 

Teacher helps child’s educational development (gives advice to 

parent about how they help child at home; gives information 

community services that can help child; understands needs of 

Indigenous families; informs parents about how to be involved 

in school) 

Emotional 

wellbeing 

 Bullied Has the child been bullied at school in the past year?  

Exposure to 

risky behaviour 

Drug and 

alcohol 

problems 

Has anyone in the household had an alcohol or drug problem in 

the past year?  

Note: See Appendix Table A2 for the exact questionnaire items used in the LSIC questionnaires and the  threshold 

parameters that were applied to categorise a child as disadvantaged.  
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TABLE 3 Indicator-specific disadvantage headcount rates: LSAC 

 

Indicator of disadvantage 

Body 

weight  

Use of 

medical care 

Home 

activities  

Outdoor 

activities  

Community 

activities 

Extra cost 

activities 

Access to 

computer 

Talk about 

school 

School 

performance 

Bullied Drug and 

alcohol 

Non-Indigenous            

4-5 years 0.2114 0.0874 0.0868 0.0960 0.0104 0.3195 0.1918 0.2350 0.3411 0.1742 0.0386 

6-7 years 0.1877 0.0972 0.0851 0.1433 0.0280 0.1923 0.0952 0.0020 0.0533 0.3013 0.0187 

8-9 years 0.2390 0.1127 0.0681 0.1716 0.0427 0.0905 0.0634 0.0017 0.0614 0.3281 0.0228 

10-11 years 0.2693 0.0954 0.0652 0.2814 0.0418 0.0822 0.0239 0.0023 0.0695 0.2907 0.0268 

12-13 years 0.2734 0.0911 0.0790 0.3976 0.0773 0.2059 0.0202 0.0040 0.0839 0.2558 0.0309 

Indigenous            

4-5 years 0.3258 0.0674 0.0787 0.0787 0.0112 0.5281 0.4494 0.2472 0.5056 0.3371 0.3371 

6-7 years 0.3708 0.1011 0.1236 0.2135 0.0112 0.3708 0.3371 0.0000 0.1348 0.4382 0.4382 

8-9 years 0.3708 0.1124 0.0787 0.1798 0.0899 0.1461 0.2921 0.0112 0.1011 0.4270 0.4270 

10-11 years 0.4270 0.1348 0.0787 0.3371 0.1011 0.1573 0.1348 0.0112 0.1798 0.4045 0.4045 

12-13 years 0.4719 0.1011 0.0899 0.4270 0.0787 0.3708 0.1124 0.0000 0.1910 0.4045 0.4045 

All children in LSAC           

4-5 years 0.2142 0.0869 0.0866 0.0956 0.0104 0.3247 0.1982 0.2353 0.3452 0.1782 0.0402 

6-7 years 0.1923 0.0973 0.0860 0.1451 0.0276 0.1968 0.1012 0.0020 0.0554 0.3048 0.0194 

8-9 years 0.2423 0.1127 0.0683 0.1718 0.0439 0.0919 0.0692 0.0020 0.0624 0.3306 0.0236 

10-11 years 0.2733 0.0964 0.0655 0.2828 0.0433 0.0841 0.0267 0.0025 0.0723 0.2935 0.0281 

12-13 years 0.2783 0.0914 0.0793 0.3984 0.0773 0.2100 0.0225 0.0039 0.0866 0.2595 0.0318 
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TABLE 4 Indicator-specific disadvantage headcount rates: LSIC 

 

Indicator of disadvantage 

Body 

weight 

Home 

activities 

Outdoor 

activities 

Community 

safety 

Community 

suitability  

Housing 

size  

Housing 

quality 

School 

attendance 

Educational 

support 

Bullied Drug and 

alcohol 

Low Isolation            

3½–5 years 0.1051 0.0036 0.0181 0.1232 0.1087 0.4928 0.3007 0.2283 0.0761 0.4130 0.2138 

4½–6 years 0.3007 0.0109 0.0326 0.1123 0.1014 0.5399 0.2899 0.0906 0.0978 0.3659 0.1377 

5½–7 years 0.3043 0.0072 0.0109 0.1087 0.1014 0.5543 0.1848 0.2174 0.2029 0.3841 0.1812 

6½–8 years 0.3080 0.0254 0.5145 0.1051 0.1123 0.6087 0.1848 0.2174 0.1775 0.4094 0.2645 

7½–9 years 0.3406 0.0507 0.3949 0.0978 0.0978 0.5797 0.3116 0.2464 0.1775 0.2862 0.2246 

8½–10 years 0.4601 0.0761 0.0145 0.1087 0.0978 0.6159 0.3587 0.2609 0.2101 0.4384 0.2283 

High Isolation            

3½–5 years 0.0889 0.0444 0.0444 0.1556 0.1333 0.6444 0.5778 0.4222 0.0222 0.5778 0.2000 

4½–6 years 0.2222 0.0000 0.0222 0.1556 0.1556 0.7333 0.5556 0.0444 0.0444 0.6000 0.1333 

5½–7 years 0.2000 0.0000 0.0667 0.1778 0.1556 0.7333 0.7111 0.2000 0.1111 0.5111 0.1111 

6½–8 years 0.4222 0.0444 0.4667 0.0889 0.0667 0.7333 0.7111 0.2000 0.1556 0.6000 0.1111 

7½–9 years 0.3778 0.0444 0.5333 0.1111 0.0667 0.6222 0.3778 0.1778 0.1556 0.3111 0.2000 

8½–10 years 0.4444 0.0444 0.0667 0.1333 0.1111 0.7333 0.3111 0.2444 0.2000 0.4667 0.2222 

All children in LSIC           

3½–5 years 0.1028 0.0093 0.0218 0.1277 0.1121 0.5140 0.3438 0.2555 0.0717 0.4531 0.2145 

4½–6 years 0.2897 0.0093 0.0312 0.1184 0.1090 0.5670 0.3271 0.0841 0.0909 0.4116 0.1375 

5½–7 years 0.2897 0.0062 0.0187 0.1184 0.1090 0.5794 0.2586 0.2150 0.1900 0.4230 0.1719 

6½–8 years 0.3240 0.0280 0.5078 0.1028 0.1059 0.6262 0.2586 0.2150 0.1745 0.4473 0.2430 

7½–9 years 0.3458 0.0498 0.4143 0.0997 0.0935 0.5857 0.3209 0.2368 0.1745 0.2962 0.2212 

8½–10 years 0.4579 0.0717 0.0218 0.1121 0.0997 0.6324 0.3520 0.2586 0.2087 0.4581 0.2274 
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TABLE 5 Percentage contribution of each indicator of disadvantage: LSAC subgroups 

 
Indicator of disadvantage 

Body 

weight  

Medical 

care 

Home 

activities 

Outdoor 

activities 

Community 

activities 

Extra cost 

activities 

Access to 

computer 

Talk about 

school 

School 

performance 
Bullied 

Drug and 

alcohol 

α = 1            

Non-Indigenous 
4-5 years 11.79 4.88 4.84 5.36 0.58 17.83 10.70 13.11 19.03 9.72 2.16 

6-7 years 15.59 8.07 7.06 11.90 2.32 15.97 7.90 0.17 4.43 25.02 1.56 

8-9 years 19.88 9.38 5.66 14.27 3.55 7.53 5.28 0.14 5.11 27.30 1.89 

10-11 years 21.57 7.64 5.22 22.54 3.35 6.58 1.92 0.18 5.57 23.28 2.15 

12-13 years 18.00 6.00 5.20 26.18 5.09 13.55 1.33 0.27 5.52 16.84 2.03 

Indigenous            
4-5 years 11.93 2.47 2.88 2.88 0.41 19.34 16.46 9.05 18.52 12.35 3.70 

6-7 years 17.28 4.71 5.76 9.95 0.52 17.28 15.71 0.00 6.28 20.42 2.09 

8-9 years 19.88 6.02 4.22 9.64 4.82 7.83 15.66 0.60 5.42 22.89 3.01 

10-11 years 20.88 6.59 3.85 16.48 4.95 7.69 6.59 0.55 8.79 19.78 3.85 

12-13 years 20.39 4.37 3.88 18.45 3.40 16.02 4.85 0.00 8.25 17.48 2.91 

α = 5            
Non-Indigenous            

4-5 years 4.43 0.05 0.05 0.09 0.00 34.95 2.72 7.53 48.50 1.68 0.00 

6-7 years 7.61 0.28 0.15 1.97 0.00 8.59 0.25 0.00 0.01 81.12 0.00 

8-9 years 16.39 0.38 0.03 3.12 0.00 0.13 0.02 0.00 0.02 79.90 0.00 

10-11 years 26.88 0.15 0.02 33.49 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.03 39.35 0.00 

12-13 years 11.79 0.05 0.02 76.78 0.02 2.86 0.00 0.00 0.03 8.45 0.00 

Indigenous            
4-5 years 3.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 40.50 18.08 0.91 32.58 4.29 0.01 

6-7 years 19.99 0.03 0.08 1.26 0.00 19.99 12.41 0.00 0.13 46.09 0.00 

8-9 years 29.67 0.08 0.01 0.80 0.02 0.28 9.01 0.00 0.04 60.08 0.00 

10-11 years 47.68 0.15 0.01 14.62 0.04 0.32 0.15 0.00 0.63 36.39 0.01 

12-13 years 42.00 0.02 0.01 25.46 0.01 12.58 0.03 0.00 0.46 19.43 0.00 
NOTE: Each row sums to 100%.
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TABLE 6 Percentage contribution of each indicator of disadvantage: LSIC subgroups 

 
Indicator of disadvantage 

Body 

weight 

Home 

activities 

Outdoor 

activities 

Community 

safety 

Community 

suitability  

Housing 

size  

Housing 

quality 

School 

attendance 

Educational 

support 

Bullied Risky 

behaviour 

α = 1            

Low isolation 
3½–5 years 5.04 0.17 0.87 5.91 5.22 23.65 14.43 10.96 3.65 19.83 10.26 

4½–6 years 14.46 0.52 1.57 5.40 4.88 25.96 13.94 4.36 4.70 17.60 6.62 

5½–7 years 13.48 0.32 0.48 4.82 4.49 24.56 8.19 9.63 8.99 17.01 8.03 

6½–8 years 10.52 0.87 17.57 3.59 3.84 20.79 6.31 7.43 6.06 13.99 9.03 

7½–9 years 12.13 1.81 14.06 3.48 3.48 20.65 11.10 8.77 6.32 10.19 8.00 

8½–10 years 16.04 2.65 0.51 3.79 3.41 21.46 12.50 9.09 7.32 15.28 7.95 
High isolation            
3½–5 years 3.05 1.53 1.53 5.34 4.58 22.14 19.85 14.50 0.76 19.85 6.87 

4½–6 years 8.33 0.00 0.83 5.83 5.83 27.50 20.83 1.67 1.67 22.50 5.00 

5½–7 years 6.72 0.00 2.24 5.97 5.22 24.63 23.88 6.72 3.73 17.16 3.73 

6½–8 years 11.73 1.23 12.96 2.47 1.85 20.37 19.75 5.56 4.32 16.67 3.09 

7½–9 years 12.69 1.49 17.91 3.73 2.24 20.90 12.69 5.97 5.22 10.45 6.72 

8½–10 years 14.93 1.49 2.24 4.48 3.73 24.63 10.45 8.21 6.72 15.67 7.46 

α = 5            
Low isolation            

3½–5 years 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.03 65.05 5.51 1.39 0.01 26.92 1.00 

4½–6 years 4.31 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.02 80.42 3.59 0.01 0.02 11.51 0.09 

5½–7 years 4.04 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 81.06 0.33 0.75 0.53 12.94 0.30 

6½–8 years 2.04 0.00 26.49 0.01 0.01 61.40 0.16 0.36 0.13 8.45 0.95 

7½–9 years 5.32 0.00 11.15 0.01 0.01 75.96 3.41 1.05 0.20 2.23 0.66 

8½–10 years 15.43 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 66.32 4.44 0.90 0.31 12.11 0.46 
High isolation            
3½–5 years 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.02 43.79 25.37 5.29 0.00 25.37 0.13 

4½–6 years 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 61.74 15.41 0.00 0.00 22.64 0.01 

5½–7 years 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.02 49.35 42.31 0.07 0.00 8.12 0.00 

6½–8 years 2.64 0.00 4.36 0.00 0.00 41.78 35.82 0.06 0.02 15.32 0.00 

7½–9 years 4.95 0.00 27.78 0.01 0.00 60.04 4.95 0.11 0.06 1.88 0.21 

8½–10 years 6.77 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 82.76 1.14 0.34 0.12 8.64 0.21 
NOTE: Each row sums to 100%.
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FIGURES 

FIGURE 1 Measures of multidimensional disadvantage by age: Non-Indigenous and Indigenous 

children subgroups in LSAC 
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FIGURE 2 Measures of multidimensional disadvantage over age: Low isolation and High 

isolation 

subgroups in LSIC  
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FIGURE 3 D-curves representation of multidimensional disadvantage for all Australian 

children in LSAC (various age groups)  

 

NOTE: The D-curves for the 6-7 years and 10-11 years age groups were found to align closely to the D-curves 

for 8-9 years, and hence were omitted for visually clarity on the graph. 
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FIGURE 4 D-curves representation of multidimensional disadvantage for Indigenous children in 

LSAC (various age groups)  

 

NOTE: The D-curve for the 4.5-6 years age group was found to align closely to that of 3.5-5 years age group, 

while the D-curve for the 6.5-8 years age group was found to align closely to that of the 7.5-9 years and 8.5-10 

years age groups. Hence, these groups were omitted for visual clarity on the graph. 
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FIGURE 5 D-curves representation of multidimensional disadvantage for all Australian children 

in LSAC and Indigenous children in LSIC (comparable age groups)  

 

NOTE: Figure 3 only included the five indicators that common for both LSAC and LSIC samples (body weight, 

home activities with family, outdoor activities with family, bullied, and drug/alcohol problems in the household.
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FIGURE 6 Average spell of disadvantage by subgroups in LSAC   
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FIGURE 7 Average spell of disadvantage by subgroups in LSIC   

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0 6 12 18 24 30 36 42 48 54

Average (all indicators)

Drug and alcohol…

Bullied

Educational…

School attendance

Housing quality

Housing size

Community suitabiilty

Community safety

Outdoor activities

Home activities

Body weight

Number of months (out of total 12 years)

High isolation children in LSIC

Low isolation children in LSIC

All children in LSIC



 
 

 
 

36 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A 

TABLE A1 Dimensions, indicators and parameters of disadvantage: LSAC 

Dimension  Indicator(s)  Survey item and Disadvantage parameter 

Health Body 

weight 

Survey item: Categorical representation of the child’s Body Mass 

Index (BMI) 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if classified as 

Underweight II or III, Overweight or Obese 

 Use of 

medical 

care 

Survey item: Does the child need or use more medical care, mental 

health or educational services than is usual for most children of the 

same age? 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if answered ‘yes’ (uses 

more medical care than other children) 

Family 

relationships 

Home 

activities 

with family 

Survey item: In the past week, on how many days has the parent or 

another adult in your family involved the child in everyday 

activities (such as cooking or caring for pets)? 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if answered no family 

indoor activities 

 Outdoor 

activities 

with family 

Survey item: In the past week, on how many days has the parent or 

another adult in your family played a game outdoors or exercised 

with the child in activities (such as walking, swimming or cycling)? 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if no family outdoor 

activities 

Community 

connectedness 

Community 

activities 

Survey item: In the past month, has the child done any of these 

activities with the parent or another family member: gone to 

playground, swimming pool, sporting event, library, concert, 

museum, art gallery, cinema, religious service, or community or 

school event? 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if answered no 

community activities 

Material 

wellbeing 

Extra cost 

activities 

Survey item: In the past 6 months, has the child regularly attended 

any extra cost activities that are not part of his/her normal child 

care, preschool/school activities (such as team sports, sports 

coaching, learning musical instrument, dance, art, remedial 

learning classes or extra tutoring, religious classes)?  

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if answered no extra cost 

activities 

 Access to 

computer 

Survey item: Does the child have access to a computer at home 

(ages 4-5 to 10-11) or access to the internet at home (ages 12-13)? 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if answered no access to 

computer/internet 

Educational 

wellbeing 

Talk about 

school 

Survey item:  

For ages 4-5: So far this year, how often has the parent had informal 

chats about their child with his/her teacher (or example, at pick-up 

or drop-off times)?  

For ages 6-7 to 12-13: How often do the parent and the child talk 

about his/her school activities: daily, a few times a week, about 

once a week, a few times a month, or rarely/never? 
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Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if parent has had informal 

chats with the teacher only 1-2 times or not at all (aged 4-5) or if 

the parent and child talk about school only a few times a month or 

rarely/never (ages 6-7 to 12-13) 

 School 

performance 

Survey item: (Answered by teacher)  

For ages 4-5: How does the child rate in the following 

competencies: social/emotional development (e.g. adaptability, co-

operation, responsibility, self-control); approaches to learning (e.g. 

attention, observation, organisation, problem-solving); gross motor 

skills (e.g. running, catching and throwing, strength and balance); 

fine motor skills (e.g. manual dexterity, using writing and drawing 

tools); expressive language skills (e.g. using language effectively, 

ability to communicate ideas); receptive language skills (e.g. 

understanding, interpreting and listening)? 

For ages 6-7 to 12-13: How often did the child demonstrate the 

following behaviour in the past month or two: keeps belongings 

organised, shows eagerness to learn new things, works 

independently, easily adapts to changes in routine, persists in 

completing tasks, pays attention well? 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if the child rates below 

average performance compared to other children of similar age 

Emotional 

wellbeing 

Bullied Survey item: In the past 6 months, has the child been picked on or 

bullied by other children? 

Disadvantage parameter: If answered ‘yes’ to being bullied 

Exposure to 

risky behaviour 

Drug and 

alcohol 

problems 

Survey item: In the past year, has anyone in the household had an 

alcohol or drug problem? 

Disadvantage parameter: If answered ‘yes’ to drug/alcohol 

problems in household 
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TABLE A2 Dimensions, indicators and parameters of disadvantage: LSIC 

Dimension  Indicator(s)  Survey item and Disadvantage parameter 

Health Body weight Survey item: Categorical representation of the child’s Body Mass 

Index (BMI) 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if classified as 

Underweight II or III, Overweight or Obese 

Family 

relationships 

Home 

activities 

with family 

Survey item: In the past week, did the parent or other family 

members do any of these things with the child: play indoors, tell a 

story, read a book, or participate in household chores such as 

cooking? 

Disadvantage parameter: No family indoor activities 

 Outdoor 

activities 

with family 

Survey item:  

For ages 3½–5, 4½–6, 6½–8, 7½–9: In the past week, did the parent 

or other family members do any of these things with the child: play 

outdoors, go to a playground, organised sports/dance activity? 

For ages 5½–7, 8½–10: When the child is playing away from home, 

how often do you know where he/she is and who he/she is with? 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if no family outdoor 

activities; or if parent does not know where the child is and who 

he/she is with when he/she is playing away from home 

Community 

connectedness 

Safety of 

community 

Survey item: How safe would you say this community or 

neighbourhood is? 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if answered ‘dangerous’ 

or ‘not very safe’ 

 Suitability 

of 

community 

for kids 

Question: Is this a good community or neighbourhood for little 

kids? 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if answered ‘not so good’ 

or ‘really bad’ 

Material 

wellbeing 

Housing 

size per 

person 

Question: How many bedrooms are there in your (house/flat/ 

apartment/dwelling? Total number of people in household? 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if less than 1 bedroom per 

4 people 

 Housing 

quality 

Survey item: Does your house have any major things that need 

fixing? Does your home have a working flushing toilet, 

bath/shower, kitchen sink, laundry tub, heater, air-conditioner/fan? 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if answered yes (house 

needs repairs) and/or if answered no (one or more of these items in 

the home are not working) 

Educational 

wellbeing 

School 

attendance 

Survey item:  

For ages: 3½–5, 4½–6: Does the child go to kindergarten/ 

preschool/school?  

For ages 5½–7 to 8½–10: Did the child go to preschool/school 

everyday that he/she was supposed to go in the last week? 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if answered no 

 Educational 

support and 

development 

Survey item: 

For ages 3½–5, 4½–6: Do you have any concerns/worries about 

how the child is learning pre-school and school skills? 
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For ages 5½–7 to 8½–10: How well does the child’s teacher/ school 

give you advice about how to help the child at home, give you 

information on community services to help the child, understands 

the needs of families from an Indigenous background, and make 

you aware of chances to be involved and take part in school? 

Disadvantage parameter: Disadvantaged if answered no (not 

concerned about child’s learning development (ages 3½–5, 4½–6) 

or teacher does not help child’s development (ages 5½–7 to 8½–

10) 

Emotional 

wellbeing 

 Bullied Survey item: In the past 6 months, has the child been picked on or 

bullied by other children? 

Disadvantage parameter: If answered ‘yes’ to being bullied 

Exposure to 

risky behaviour 

Drug and 

alcohol 

problems 

Survey item: In the past year, has anyone in the household had an 

alcohol or drug problem? 

Disadvantage parameter: If answered ‘yes’ to drug/alcohol 

problems in household 
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Appendix B 

 

TABLE B1 Pairwise correlation between disadvantage indicators (LSAC: Wave 1) 

 Body 

weight 

Medical 

care 

Home 

activities  

Outdoor 

activities  

Community 

activities 

Extra cost 

activities 

Access to 

computer 

Talk about 

school 

School 

performance 

Bullied Risky 

behaviour 

Body weight 

 

 

 

1.00           

Medical care 0.00 1.00          

(0.86)           

Home activities  0.03* 0.00 1.00         

(0.06) (0.87)          

Outdoor activities  0.00 0.02 0.14*** 1.00        

(0.80) (0.19) (0.00)         

Community 

activities 

0.05*** 0.05** 0.03 0.06*** 1.00       

(0.00) (0.01) (0.10) (0.00)        

Extra cost activities 0.02 0.05*** 0.06*** 0.10*** 0.08*** 1.00      

(0.15) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)       

Access to computer 0.02 0.02 0.06*** 0.03 0.05*** 0.12*** 1.00     

(0.31) (0.31) (0.00) (0.13) (0.00) (0.00)      

Talk about  

school 

0.02 -0.07 0.10*** 0.05** 0.02 0.04** 0.06** 1.00    

(0.30) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.37) (0.03) (0.00)     

School performance 

 

0.04** 0.06*** 0.01 0.03* 0.00 0.08*** 0.04** -0.04** 1.00   

(0.03) (0.00) (0.40) (0.08) (0.94) (0.00) (0.02) (0.02)    

Bullied 0.01 0.08*** 0.06*** 0.07*** 0.05** 0.06*** 0.09*** 0.00 0.07*** 1.00  

(0.58) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.98) (0.00)   

Risky behaviour 0.01 0.01 -0.02 0.03* 0.01 0.05*** 0.07*** 0.00 -0.01 0.02 1.00 

(0.62) (0.43) (0.30) (0.07) (0.67) (0.00) (0.00) (0.79) (0.55) (0.15)  

NOTE: *, **, *** indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10%. Figures in brackets are p-values. 
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TABLE B2: Pairwise correlation between duration disadvantage indicators (LSIC: Wave 1) 

 Body  

weight 

Home 

activities  

Outdoor 

activities  

Community 

safety 

Community 

suitability 

Housing size  Housing 

quality 

School 

attendance 

Educational 

support/ 

resources 

Bullied Risky 

behaviour 

Body weight 1.00           

Home activities -0.03 1.00          

(0.56)           

Outdoor activities 0.02 0.21*** 1.00         

(0.73) (0.00)          

Community safety -0.07 -0.04 0.01 1.00        

(0.22) (0.51) (0.90)         

Community suitability -0.02 -0.03 -0.05 0.49*** 1.00       

(0.68) (0.54) (0.34) (0.00)        

Housing size -0.06 -0.04 0.02 0.09 0.03 1.00      

(0.28) (0.53) (0.76) (0.10) (0.60)       

Housing quality 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.16*** 0.16** 0.19*** 1.00     

(0.52) (0.64) (0.20) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00)      

School attendance -0.01 -0.06 -0.09 0.05 0.11* 0.20*** 0.11* 1.00    

(0.86) (0.31) (0.12) (0.33) (0.05) (0.00) (0.05)     

Educational 

support/resources 

-0.01 -0.03 -0.04 0.09 0.15** 0.00 -0.01 0.12** 1.00   

(0.91) (0.63) (0.46) (0.13) (0.01) (0.99) (0.85) (0.04)    

Bullied 0.01 0.06 -0.08 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.17*** 0.05 0.03 1.00  

(0.85) (0.27) (0.16) (0.63) (0.34) (0.42) (0.00) (0.40) (0.62)   

Risky behaviour 0.02 0.03 0.03 -0.04 0.04 0.00 0.13** -0.02 -0.05 0.10* 1.00 

(0.68) (0.62) (0.64) (0.47) (0.52) (0.99) (0.03) (0.67) (0.34) (0.07)  

NOTE: *, **, *** indicate significance at 1%, 5% and 10%. Figures in brackets are p-values. 

 

 

 


