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NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY 
Researchers and policymakers increasingly recognize the strong, bidirectional links between women’s 

economic insecurity and their experiences of intimate partner violence—for example, the recently 

introduced Escaping Violence Payment, which provides those leaving a violent relationship up to $5,000 

in financial assistance. While this is a welcome initiative, focusing on women’s economic wellbeing at a 

single moment in time is insufficient for understanding and ameliorating the full impact that violence 

has on women’s lives. In this paper, we argue for looking beyond poverty towards the ultimate cause 

and consequence of violence against women: women’s unfreedom.  

Analyzing six waves of data from the 1989-1995 birth cohort of the Australian Longitudinal Study on 

Women’s Health (n = 8,629 women), we test associations between women’s experiences of violence 

and economic hardship growing up, and their intimate partner violence victimization and unfreedom in 

young adulthood. To capture women’s unfreedom, we create a measure of multidimensional 

disadvantage. This incorporates information on women’s deprivations in material, employment, 

education, health, and social domains.  

We find that the negative impacts of childhood violence and economic hardship are already visible as 

women emerge into adulthood at age 18. The gap between those who grew up with violence and those 

who grew up without it widens further as women age through their twenties. We also find that women 

are far more likely to be the victim of intimate partner violence in young adulthood if they experienced 

violence in childhood, and when women do experience intimate partner violence, their levels of 

multidimensional disadvantage further increase. Last, we find that cumulative experiences of violence 

result in a substantially increased risk of women being in deep or very deep disadvantage. For example, 

women who grew up with violence and economic hardship and reported intimate partner violence 

multiple times throughout their twenties are more than thirty times as likely as their non-victimized 

peers to be in very deep disadvantage.  

Our findings reinforce what a destructive and pervasive impact violence has on women’s lives. The 

effects of violence against women are multifaceted, and multifaceted interventions are therefore 

required. Providing one-off economic support is unlikely to be enough if women are not also supported 

in terms of their mental and physical health, housing, and employment. Further, we cannot wait until 

the moment of crisis to intervene. Women must be provided with numerous “off-ramps” from the road 

to unfreedom at all stages of their lives. Crucially, prevention must go hand in hand with response, and 

broad social changes to achieve gender equality are therefore required. 
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ABSTRACT 
Drawing on life course and feminist sociological perspectives, our study had two aims. The first was to 

trace the accumulation of violence in women’s lives from childhood through young adulthood. The 

second was to examine how cumulative experiences of violence relate to young women’s risks of being 

‘unfree’. To achieve our aims, we analyzed six waves of data from the 1989-1995 birth cohort of the 

Australian Longitudinal Study on Women’s Health (n = 8,629 women). To operationalize women’s 

unfreedom, we created a measure of multidimensional disadvantage. This captured women’s 

deprivations in material, education, employment, health, and social domains. We estimated growth 

models in the multilevel framework to assess women’s trajectories of multidimensional disadvantage 

from ages 18 to 29, conditioned on their childhood experiences of violence and economic hardship. We 

then examined the impacts of intimate partner violence on women’s trajectories. Last, we tested the 

effects of cumulative violence on women’s risks of being unfree. In a society in which gender equality 

remains a promise yet to be realized, our results show that women’s roads to unfreedom are often 

paved with violence. We conclude that if gender inequalities in power, participation, and resources 

persist, so too will the scourge of violence against women. This will in turn ensure that gender 

inequalities remain entrenched. This is the cycle that must be broken. 

Keywords: Violence, child maltreatment, cumulative disadvantage, women, gender inequalities. 

Suggested citation: Campbell, A, Baxter, J., Kuskoff, E., Forder, P., & Loxton, D. (2022). ‘Cumulative 

violence and young women’s unfreedom’, Life Course Centre Working Paper Series, 2022-09. Institute 

for Social Science Research, The University of Queensland. 
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1. Introduction 

Violence against women is now squarely on the public agenda, thanks in large part to the 

leadership of victim-survivors (e.g., #MeToo movement). While public intolerance of violence 

against women is growing (Webster et al., 2018), it remains one of our most devastating and 

seemingly intractable social problems. Relative to men, women are at an increased risk of 

experiencing many forms of mostly male-perpetrated violence across their lives, including 

childhood physical and sexual abuse, sexual harassment, rape, and intimate partner violence 

and homicide (Australia’s National Research Organization for Women’s Safety, 2019; Australian 

Bureau of Statistics, 2017; Australian Institute of Health and Welfare [AIHW], 2021a; Australian 

Human Rights Commission, 2020). Of concern, the incidence and severity of violence against 

women have increased since the global COVID pandemic hit (Boxall & Morgan, 2021; 

Carrington et al., 2021).  

Eradicating violence against women is not only a human rights imperative, but a fundamental 

step in alleviating poverty. There are strong, bidirectional relationships between women’s 

vulnerabilities to poverty and their experiences of violence (Cameron & Tedds, 2021). In one 

direction, women and children living in poverty are more likely to be the victims of violence and 

abuse in the home (Herrenkohl et al., 2022; Lacey et al., 2022). In the other direction, the risk of 

becoming poor is significantly heightened amongst women who are victims of violence during 

childhood (Bunting et al., 2018) or adulthood (O’Connor & Nepomnyaschy, 2020). 

Powerlessness, social isolation, and stress are at the core of both poverty and violence, and 

together they severely constrain women’s agency (Goodman et al., 2009). In addition to being 

mutually reinforcing, violence victimization and poverty also have the tendency to accumulate 

over the life course and transmit across generations—processes referred to as “cycles” of 

violence and disadvantage (e.g., Butler et al., 2020; MacDonald et al., 2020).   

In this paper, we draw on the life course perspective to extend evidence on violence against 

women and women’s disadvantage in two important directions. Central to the life course 

perspective is consideration of the broader socio-political context in which individual lives are 
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lived (Elder Jr., 1995; Elder Jr. et al., 2003). A key feature of the context that is relevant to our 

study is patriarchy. Consistent with a feminist sociological perspective (DeKeseredy, 2021), we 

start from the position that violence against women is a product of an inequitable, patriarchal 

gender system—one in which rigid roles are prescribed to each gender, the “feminine” is 

devalued, and women are subordinated to men (Connell, 1987; De Coster & Heimer, 2021). In 

turn, the perpetration of violence against women reinforces this system by further 

disempowering women and limiting their opportunities to participate in society (in the most 

extreme cases, by killing them). With this context in mind, and drawing from the work of 

Amartya Sen (2001), we argue that researchers must look beyond poverty to examine the 

ultimate cause and consequence of violence against women: women’s unfreedom. In the 

current study, we create a measure of multidimensional disadvantage that captures women’s 

unfreedom in the clustering of deprivations across multiple domains. In doing so, we aim to 

keep the socio-political context of violence against women foregrounded and capture the full 

effects that violence has on women’s lives.  

The life course perspective—which emphasizes lifespan development, the impact of past 

events on future outcomes, and processes of cumulative advantage and disadvantage (Elder Jr., 

1995; Elder Jr. et al., 2003)—also prompts us to take a longitudinal view and examine women’s 

trajectories of violence victimization and disadvantage. Prior studies have overwhelmingly 

relied on cross-sectional analyses and focused on discrete aspects of the picture—for example, 

the links between childhood abuse and adult victimization (Butler et al., 2020) or between adult 

victimization and economic disadvantage (O’Connor & Nepomnyaschy, 2020). This 

compartmentalization has arguably hindered our understanding of the full scope of this 

problem and the development of effective policy and practice solutions as a result (Herrenkohl 

et al., 2022). In the current study, we analyze longitudinal data from a large and contemporary 

Australian sample to examine the accumulation of violence and multidimensional disadvantage 

in women’s lives from childhood through young adulthood. In our discussion, we describe how 

the evidence we generate can inform actionable steps to prevent and respond to violence 

against women across the life course. 
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1.1. Violence and disadvantage in women’s lives 

There are three, often separate literatures that contribute to our understanding of how 

violence and disadvantage accumulate in women’s lives. The first body of literature relevant to 

our study concerns the link between childhood victimization and disadvantage in adulthood; 

the second documents the link between childhood victimization and adult victimization; while 

the third is focused on the (bidirectional) links between violence victimization and disadvantage 

in adulthood. Establishing causality for each of these processes is difficult given the necessary 

reliance on observational data. However, analyses of longitudinal survey or administrative data 

that control for potential confounds and/or prior circumstances provide stronger evidence than 

cross-sectional analyses. We therefore prioritize studies meeting these criteria. Given that no 

prior study on this topic has used a measure of multidimensional disadvantage, we focus our 

literature review on studies that have used measures of socioeconomic disadvantage instead. 

Further, while women are disproportionately affected by many forms of violence across their 

lives (e.g., sexual assault by strangers, elder abuse), we focus our literature review on the forms 

of violence available in our dataset: abuse and maltreatment in childhood, and intimate partner 

violence in adulthood. 

Childhood victimization and adult socioeconomic disadvantage  

There is robust evidence that being abused or maltreated as a child increases the risk of poor 

socioeconomic outcomes in adulthood. Analyzing data from the Rochester Youth Development 

Study and the Rochester Intergenerational Study (U.S.), Henry et al. (2018) found that all forms 

of childhood maltreatment (physical, sexual, and neglect) were associated with greater 

financial hardship during parenthood. Likewise, an analysis of administrative data from the U.S. 

state of Wisconsin found that adults who were alleged or confirmed victims of abuse and/or 

neglect during childhood were less likely to graduate high school or have regular employment, 

and their weekly earnings were significantly lower, compared to their non-abused peers (Font 

& Maguire-Jack, 2020). In a New Zealand cohort study, being sexually abused as a child was 

associated with increased odds of being welfare dependent between the ages of 25 and 30 
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(Fergusson et al., 2013). Importantly, these studies all controlled for potential childhood 

confounds, such as family of origin socioeconomic status, family structure, parental mental 

illness and drug abuse, neighborhood-level poverty, and child IQ. 

There are several pathways through which child abuse or maltreatment can negatively impact 

adult socioeconomic status. Maltreatment can trigger what has been described as a “cascade of 

maladaptation” in a child’s neurobiological, socioemotional, and cognitive development 

(Cicchetti, 2013). Mental and physical illness, negative self-concept, emotional dysregulation, 

difficulty concentrating, and impairments to memory and cognitive processing are some of the 

documented sequalae of traumatic experiences early in life (e.g., Heim et al., 2010; Op den 

Kelder et al., 2018). These have clear implications for a person’s ability to engage with and 

complete their education and participate in the labor market. In a meta-analysis, Fry et al. 

(2018) found significantly increased odds of low academic achievement among children who 

had experienced physical or sexual violence, while girls who had experienced sexual violence 

were three times more likely to be absent from school than girls who had not experienced 

sexual violence. Sexual abuse and violence in the home are also risk factors for youth 

homelessness and early motherhood, both of which can impede adult socioeconomic 

attainment (e.g., Chamberlain & Johnson, 2013; Gibb et al., 2015; McNamara, 2015). Yet 

another crucial pathway linking childhood victimization to socioeconomic disadvantage among 

women is revictimization in the form of intimate partner violence. 

Childhood victimization and intimate partner violence 

Violence victimization has the tendency to accumulate across the life course, a phenomenon 

often referred to as “cycles of violence” (Cervantes & Sherman, 2021). Being the victim of 

violence at one stage of the life course increases the risk of being the victim of violence at 

another stage (Herrenkohl et al., 2022). A recent analysis of data from a large, nationally 

representative sample from the UK found that individuals who had experienced one type of 

abuse as a child were three times more likely to have experienced intimate partner or sexual 

violence since age 16 compared to individuals had not been abused as a child (Butler et al., 
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2020). For those who had experienced multiple types of child abuse, the comparable odds were 

six to seven times as high. In a qualitative investigation of women’s experiences of the cycle of 

violence, Cervantes and Sherman (2021) describe “a discursive process of normalization”, with 

early life experiences of violence (including direct victimization and witnessing their mothers 

being victimized) socializing women to believe that intimate partner violence is normal and 

expected. Experiences of violence and abuse can also damage a woman’s self-esteem, self-

identity, and self-confidence, making her more vulnerable to revictimization (Cervantes & 

Sherman, 2021; Childress, 2013). The socioeconomic disadvantage resulting from childhood 

abuse, described in the previous section, can further increase a woman’s vulnerability to 

intimate partner violence. 

Intimate partner violence and socioeconomic disadvantage  

The third literature relevant to our study documents the bidirectional relationship between 

socioeconomic disadvantage and intimate partner violence victimization in adulthood. While 

intimate partner violence affects women from all economic strata, some abusers seek to 

establish “dynamics of provision and reliance” and thus deliberately target women who are in a 

financially vulnerable position (Cameron & Tedds, 2021). Being economically insecure makes it 

harder for a woman to leave an abusive relationship, and more likely that she will return if she 

does leave (McLaren, 2013). Further, the stress of household economic insecurity, or the 

perceived threat to masculinity accompanying job loss/unemployment, can contribute to men’s 

perpetration of violence against their partners (Schwab-Reese et al., 2016; Tur-Prats, 2021).  

Intimate partner violence also increases a woman’s risk of becoming poor. Analyzing nine years 

of longitudinal data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study in the U.S., O’Connor 

and Nepomnyaschy (2020) used two robust estimation strategies—a longitudinal analysis 

controlling for material hardship in the prior wave, and an individual fixed-effects model—to 

show that women were significantly more likely to be in material hardship when they had 

experienced intimate partner violence than when they had not. Analyzing longitudinal data 

from approximately 500 single mothers receiving welfare, Adams et al. (2012) found negative 
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impacts of intimate partner violence on women’s economic wellbeing that lasted up to three 

years after the violence ended.  

There are several pathways through which intimate partner violence can negatively impact a 

woman’s economic wellbeing. Physical and mental health problems resulting from violence can 

interfere with a woman’s capacity to earn income (Crowne et al., 2011; Voth Schrag, 2015). 

Leaving a violent relationship may require residential relocation—with attendant expenses and 

disruptions to employment—or lead to homelessness (AIHW, 2021b; Baker et al., 2010). In 

addition, economic insecurity can result from the deliberate actions of abusers. Economic 

abuse, defined as deliberate interference with a person’s ability to “acquire, use, and maintain 

economic resources”, is now a recognized form of intimate partner violence (Postmus et al., 

2020: 262). Behaviors of this type include sabotaging a woman’s employment, preventing her 

from accessing savings and assets, and accumulating debts in her name (Postmus et al., 2020). 

1.2. Cumulative victimization and multidimensional disadvantage 

Taken together, the three literatures just reviewed suggest that violence victimization and 

socioeconomic disadvantage can accumulate in mutually reinforcing cycles across women’s 

lives. Yet, to our knowledge, no prior study has examined both phenomena longitudinally to 

document this. A step in this direction, Davies et al. (2015) created latent profiles of women 

based on their experiences of child abuse, sexual assault, and intimate partner violence in 

adulthood. Their sample comprised 309 women who had recently left their abusive partners. In 

a cross-sectional bivariate analysis, they showed that women with profiles characterized by 

multiple types of abuse, and abuse of greater severity, had lower personal incomes and were 

more likely to be unemployed and/or receiving welfare than women who had experienced 

intimate partner violence only. This suggests that economic disadvantage increases as 

experiences of violence accumulate. However, the authors did not account for childhood 

socioeconomic circumstance. Nor did they examine women’s socioeconomic status 

longitudinally, to see when disparities emerge and how they track over time. In the current 
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study, we address these limitations with the aim of capturing a more complete picture of the 

accumulation of violence and disadvantage in women’s lives.  

Another key innovation of our study is the use of a multidimensional measure of disadvantage. 

Incorporating related constructs such as poverty, deprivation, and social exclusion, we define 

multidimensional disadvantage as “restricted access to resources, lack of participation and 

blocked opportunities” (Saunders et al., 2007).  The concept of multidimensional disadvantage 

is largely inspired by the work of Peter Townsend (e.g., 1979) and Amartya Sen (e.g., 2001). Sen 

argued that to focus exclusively on economic outcomes is misguided, because these are not 

meaningful ends in and of themselves. For Sen, the end goal is freedom—the freedom to 

exercise our agency, do and be what we value, and “live minimally decent lives” (Sen, 2001). 

While income and wealth are powerful means to this end, they are neither strictly necessary 

nor sufficient. There are many other factors that shape a person’s ability to attain this freedom, 

including education, attachment to the labor market, physical and mental health, and social 

connectedness and support. Several measures of multidimensional disadvantage have been 

developed in the past two decades (e.g., Alkire & Foster, 2011; Saunders et al., 2008; Scutella et 

al., 2013), and all are predicated on the idea that deprivation across multiple domains is a more 

accurate measure of what Sen (2001) called unfreedom than deprivation in a single domain.  

A multidimensional approach to measuring disadvantage is crucial if we are to gain a more 

accurate and complete understanding of how violence impacts women’s lives. Most prior 

studies on the topic of violence against women have focused on a single outcome, such as 

material hardship (O’Connor & Nepomnyaschy, 2020) or employment (Crowne et al., 2011). 

While making important contributions to the literature, the downside of these studies is that 

they underemphasize the ultimate outcome of violence against women—women’s unfreedom. 

At both individual and structural levels, violence against women diminishes the power and 

agency of women. At the individual level, victim-survivors of violence against women suffer not 

only bodily harm, but also fear, disempowerment, and deprivations across almost every major 

category found on lists of universal human capabilities (De Coster & Heimer, 2021; Strenio, 
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2020). At the structural level, when social institutions ignore, minimize, or endorse this 

violence, they reinforce men’s dominance as a social group and diminish the freedom of all 

women. We therefore contend that a multidimensional approach to disadvantage is most 

appropriate for this topic, as it moves the focus away from discrete outcomes and onto the 

systemic nature of violence against women. 

1.3. The current study 

In sum, our study draws from the life course perspective and extends existing evidence on 

violence against women in two important directions. First, we take a longitudinal view and 

examine the accumulation of violence and disadvantage across women’s lives. Second, we 

utilize a multidimensional measure of disadvantage and document the relationships between 

violence victimization and women’s unfreedom. This foregrounds the socio-political context in 

which violence against women occurs. Specifically, we set out to answer the following research 

questions: 

RQ1. What are the associations between women’s childhood experiences of violence and 

disadvantage and their risks of experiencing intimate partner violence in young 

adulthood?  

RQ2. What are the associations between women’s childhood experiences of violence and 

disadvantage and their trajectories of multidimensional disadvantage in young 

adulthood? 

RQ3. What is the impact of intimate partner violence on young women’s trajectories of 

multidimensional disadvantage? 

RQ4. What are the cumulative effects of violence and disadvantage during childhood and 

intimate partner violence during young adulthood on women’s risks of being in very 

deep multidimensional disadvantage (i.e., unfree)? 
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2. Methods 

2.1. Data and sample 

To answer our research questions, we analyzed six waves of data from the 1989-1995 birth 

cohort of the Australian Longitudinal Study on Women’s Health (ALSWH). In 2012-13, 17,011 

women born in the years 1989-1995 were recruited into the study via promotions in traditional 

and online/social (e.g., Facebook) media, and peer referral. To be eligible to participate, women 

needed to be born in the target years and eligible for Medicare, which is the Australian health 

insurance scheme covering all citizens and permanent residents (i.e., approximately 96% of the 

Australian population). The first wave of data was collected from the women in 2013 (Wave 1), 

and again in 2014 (Wave 2), 2015 (Wave 3), 2016 (Wave 4), 2017 (Wave 5), and 2019 (Wave 6). 

All data were collected via online surveys.  

In Wave 1, the women were aged 18-23 years. The sample was found to be broadly 

representative of the population of Australian women born at the same time, with the 

exception that tertiary-educated women were somewhat overrepresented and women from a 

non-English speaking background were underrepresented (Loxton et al., 2018). In our final 

analytic sample, 45.7% of person-year observations came from women with a university 

qualification, and 74.1% came from women living in a metropolitan area. Meanwhile, 91.8% of 

women in our sample were born in Australia, 5.1% were born in another English-speaking 

country, and 3.1% were born in a non-English-speaking country. The mean age across person-

year observations was 23 years (SD = 2.7).  

Not unlike other large cohort studies (see Watson & Wooden, 2009), there has been significant 

attrition from the study over time. This was especially pronounced between Waves 1 and 2. For 

each wave, sample size (and response rates based on Wave 1 sample) were as follows: Wave 1, 

n = 17,011 (100%); Wave 2, n = 11,344 (66.7%); Wave 3, n = 8,961 (52.7%), Wave 4, n = 9,007 

(52.9%), Wave 5, n = 8,495 (49.9%), Wave 6, n = 8,346 (49.1%). 
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2.2. Measures 

Violence and disadvantage growing up 

Questions about childhood experiences of violence and economic hardship were asked in Wave 

3 of the survey, and again in Waves 5 and 6 for those missing from Wave 3. Experiences of 

violence were measured using 16 binary-response items adapted from the Adverse Childhood 

Experiences (ACEs) study (Felitti et al., 1998). These items capture physical, psychological, and 

sexual abuse by a parent or other adult during the first 18 years of life (e.g., “Did a parent or 

other adult in the household often: Swear at, insult, or put you down? Push, grab, shove, or 

slap you?” “Did an adult or person at least 5 years older ever: have you touch their body in a 

sexual way?”), as well as witnessing violence perpetrated against a parent (e.g., “Was your 

mother (or stepmother) sometimes, often, or very often kicked, bitten, hit with a fist, or hit 

with something hard?”). From responses to these items, we created an indicator variable for 

childhood violence with participants scoring 1 if they responded “yes” to any of the 16 items 

and 0 if they responded, “none of the above” to all forms of childhood violence.  

While it would have been preferable to measure childhood disadvantage multidimensionally as 

we do in adulthood, women were only asked a limited number of questions regarding their 

childhood experiences. Thus, childhood disadvantage was measured with the following item: 

“Looking back on when I was growing up, I would say our family's ability to manage on our 

income [when I was in high school] was…”, with possible responses ranging from 1 (“It was 

easy”) to 5 (“It was impossible”). From this item, we created a binary indicator for childhood 

economic hardship with participants scoring a 1 if they chose responses 4 or 5 (“It was difficult 

all the time” or “It was impossible”), and a 0 if they chose responses 1, 2 or 3 (“It was easy”, “It 

was not too bad”, and “It was difficult some of the time”). Finally, we categorized participants 

into four groups according to their combined experiences of childhood violence and economic 

hardship. These four groups were: (1) No violence or economic hardship; (2) Economic 

hardship, no violence; (3) Violence, no economic hardship; and (4) Both violence and economic 

hardship. 
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Intimate Partner Violence 

Questions about intimate partner violence, taken from the Community Composite Abuse Scale 

(CCAS: Loxton et al., 2013), were asked in all six study waves. Women were asked if they had 

experienced 22 different violent behaviors at the hands of a current or former partner in the 

previous 12 months. The CCAS was derived from the Composite Abuse Scale (CAS: Hegarty et 

al., 1999), which was developed in the 1990s. Understandings of intimate partner violence have 

evolved considerably since this time. For example, there is growing recognition of economic 

abuse as a distinct form of intimate partner violence (Postmus et al., 2020). Therefore, we 

created a revised typology of intimate partner violence drawing on the categories used in CAS 

and CCAS, our knowledge of the current literature, and the results of an exploratory factor 

analysis.  

We created binary variables capturing experiences of seven types of violence: physical violence, 

severe physical violence, sexual violence, verbal abuse, harassment/stalking, isolation, and 

economic abuse. Women scored a 1 on the “physical violence” variable if they reported being 

kicked, bit, slapped, hit, punched, pushed, grabbed, shoved, shaken, or thrown. They scored a 1 

on the “severe physical violence” variable if they reported being choked, threatened or 

assaulted with a knife, gun or other weapon, or if their partner threatened to kill or harm them 

or their children/family/pet. A score of 1 was assigned on the “sexual violence” variable if 

women reported being forced to take part in any unwanted sexual activity, while they scored a 

1 on the “verbal abuse” variable if their partner told them that they were stupid, ugly, or crazy. 

Women scored a 1 on the “harassment/stalking” variable if their partner had followed or 

harassed them in person or online, and they scored a 1 on the “isolation” variable if their 

partner tried to turn their family/friends against them, kept them from seeing or talking to their 

family/friends, or confined or locked them in a room. Last, women scored a 1 on the “economic 

abuse” variable if their partner refused to let them work outside the home, took their wallet 

and left them stranded, or kept them from their money or credit cards. The seven intimate 

partner violence variables were not mutually exclusive. As such, women who had experienced 

all forms of violence scored 1 on all seven indicator variables.  
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In addition to these seven, time-varying indicator variables, we also created a categorical 

variable capturing the number of times women reported any type of intimate partner violence 

across the six study waves. We created this variable only for women who participated in at 

least three of the six waves; women who participated in fewer than three waves were coded as 

missing on this variable. Due to very small sizes, we collapsed together women who reported 

intimate partner violence 3-6 times, resulting in the following categories: never, once, twice, 

and three or more times. 

Multidimensional disadvantage in young adulthood 

To create our multidimensional disadvantage variables, we followed the broad approach taken 

by Scutella et al. (2013). Their measure comprises seven domains: material, employment, 

education, health, social, community, and safety. Unfortunately, the ALSWH surveys did not 

contain repeated measures relevant to the “community” domain, which includes constructs 

such as neighborhood quality and civic participation. Further, we did not include the “safety” 

domain in our measure of multidimensional disadvantage given that violence victimization was 

to be our predictor (i.e., we did not want to have violence victimization on both sides of the 

equation). This left us with five domains: material, employment, education, health, and social. 

For each domain, we were able to identify between one and three variables that were available 

in every wave (see Table 1). Following Scutella et al. (2013)’s sum-score approach, we used 

these variables to create a categorical measure of multidimensional disadvantage assigning 

equal weight to each domain. First, we transformed all variables into binary indicators of 

disadvantage (see Table 1). Next, we calculated the proportion of indicators present within 

each domain. For example, a woman who scored 1 for both low-income healthcare card and 

financial stress, and 0 for ability to manage on income, would have a score of 0.66 (i.e., 2/3) for 

the “material” domain. We then added women’s scores across the five domains, resulting in a 

total score with a possible range of 0-5. Last, we created our categories of disadvantage using 

the following cut-offs: 0-0.99 = “not disadvantaged”, 1-1.99 = “marginally disadvantaged”, 2-

2.99 = “deeply disadvantaged”, 3-5 = “very deeply disadvantaged”. We used this categorical 

variable to answer our fourth research question. 
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While it is possible to estimate growth curve models with categorical outcomes, these models 

tend to be difficult to fit and less intuitive to interpret than models using continuous outcomes. 

Thus, to facilitate the modelling of women’s trajectories for research questions 2 and 3, we also 

created a continuous measure of multidimensional disadvantage. First, we rescaled the original 

variables to range from 1-5 (see Table 1). We then calculated women’s mean scores for each 

domain and rescaled them to range from 0-100. Last, we took women’s means across the five 

domains to give an overall measure of multidimensional disadvantage with a possible range of 

0 (not at all disadvantaged) to 100 (extremely disadvantaged).  

Covariates 

In our statistical models we controlled for women’s country of birth (Australia/other English-

speaking country/non-English-speaking country) and location of residence in each wave (major 

city/inner regional/outer regional or remote/overseas). These controls were selected due to 

their possible confounding effects on the relationship between violence and disadvantage. 

Country of birth was only asked in Wave 2 of the study. Women who were missing from Wave 2 

were therefore recoded into a fourth category on the country of birth variable: “Missing from 

Wave 2 (not asked)”. 

[TABLE 1 HERE] 

2.3. Statistical analyses   

To answer our research questions, we conducted three sets of analyses using Stata 17. To 

answer research question 1, we estimated logistic regression models of intimate partner 

violence, with childhood experiences of violence and economic hardship as our main 

explanatory variable. We included a random effect to account for the within-woman nesting of 

multiple observations. To answer research questions 2 and 3, we estimated growth curve 

models of multidimensional disadvantage in the multilevel framework. The outcome in these 

models was our continuous measure of multidimensional disadvantage. Age in years was our 

level-1 variable capturing time. To facilitate interpretation of the intercept, we centered age on 

18 years. In our first model, we tested whether intercepts and/or slopes of multidimensional 
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disadvantage differed between young women according to their childhood experiences of 

violence and disadvantage. Linear and quadratic terms for age were found to be significant and 

were thus retained, whereas cubic terms were not. In our second growth model, we tested the 

effects of the seven time-varying indicators of intimate partner violence on women’s levels of 

multidimensional disadvantage. Last, to answer research question 4, we estimated a 

multinomial logistic regression model. The outcome for this model was our categorical measure 

of multidimensional disadvantage from Wave 6, and our main predictors were childhood group, 

and the number of surveys in which women reported experiencing intimate partner violence (0, 

1, 2, 3+). 

3. Results 

Descriptive statistics for the full sample and by childhood group are displayed in Table 2. Just 

under two-thirds (63%) of women in our sample grew up with no violence or economic 

hardship, 3.6% grew up with economic hardship but no violence, 26.5% experienced violence 

but no economic hardship, and 7.2% grew up with both violence and economic hardship. 

Across the full sample, women reported past-year intimate partner violence in 12.4% of person-

year observations. There was considerable variation in the frequency of intimate partner 

violence according to childhood circumstances. While women from the “no violence or 

economic hardship” group reported intimate partner violence in 9.4% of observations, this 

increased to 12.2% for women from the “economic hardship, no violence” group, 17.3% for 

women from the “violence, no economic hardship” group, and 22.4% (more than double) for 

women from the “violence and economic hardship” group. Verbal abuse was the most 

commonly reported form of intimate partner violence (7.4% of person-year observations), 

followed by physical violence (5.4%) and harassment/stalking (4.6%). Economic abuse and 

severe physical violence were the least commonly reported (0.7% and 0.6% of person-year 

observations respectively).  

Across the full sample, women were deeply disadvantaged in 6% of person-year observations, 

and very deeply disadvantaged in 1.8% of person-year observations. The mean score on the 
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multidimensional disadvantage index was 35.7 out of 100 (SD = 15.4). The average level of 

disadvantage was highest for the health domain (M = 48.9, SD = 20.8), which we suspect 

reflects the well-documented mental health crisis afflicting young Australian women (Wilkins et 

al., 2019). Meanwhile, the average level of disadvantage was lowest in the social (M = 21.9, SD 

= 20.9) and employment (M = 25.4, SD = 27.1) domains. Again, mean scores on the 

multidimensional disadvantage index differed by childhood group. The mean score for women 

from the “violence and economic hardship” group (46.2) was almost one standard deviation 

higher than the mean score for women from the “no violence or economic hardship” group 

(32.5). 

[TABLE 2 HERE] 

3.1. Predicting intimate partner violence 

Table 3 shows the results from a random-effects logistic regression model, in which childhood 

group was regressed on intimate partner violence victimization. The results of this model are 

highly consistent with the bivariate associations observed in Table 2. Holding age, country of 

birth, and area of residence constant, the odds of experiencing intimate partner violence were 

approximately one-and-a-half times greater for women who grew up with economic hardship 

but no violence; two-and-a-half times greater for women who grew up with violence but not 

economic hardship; and four times greater for women who grew up with both violence and 

economic hardship, compared to women who grew up with neither violence or economic 

hardship. As such, childhood violence and economic hardship cumulatively impacted women’s 

risks of experiencing intimate partner violence in young adulthood, with childhood violence 

victimization having the larger impact of the two. 

[TABLE 3 HERE] 

3.2. Trajectories of multidimensional disadvantage 

Table 4 shows the results of two growth models of multidimensional disadvantage, with 

women’s growth curves conditioned on their childhood experiences of violence and 

disadvantage. Women who grew up with no violence or economic hardship were the reference 
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group in both our models. Model intercepts therefore represent the predicted level of 

multidimensional disadvantage for these women at age 18, while the intercept coefficients for 

the other childhood groups show the differences in their level of multidimensional 

disadvantage at age 18 compared to women from the “no violence or economic hardship” 

group. Likewise, the model rates of change (linear and quadratic terms) represent the 

multidimensional disadvantage curve for women from the “no violence or economic hardship” 

childhood group from the age of 18. Meanwhile, the rate of change coefficients for the other 

childhood groups show the differences in their linear and quadratic growth terms compared to 

the “no violence or economic hardship” group. 

Results from the first model in Table 4 (Model 2) show that at age 18, the average level of 

multidimensional disadvantage for women who grew up free from violence and economic 

hardship was 52.1. The intercepts for the other childhood groups were all significantly higher 

than this: approximately 4.5 points higher for women who grew up with violence but no 

economic hardship, 6.6 points higher for women who grew up with economic hardship but no 

violence, and 9.3 points higher for women who grew up with both. Again, violence and 

economic hardship in childhood appear to have a cumulative impact, this time on women’s 

levels of multidimensional disadvantage at age 18. In this case, experiencing economic hardship 

while growing up had a somewhat bigger impact than violence victimization. 

Trajectories of multidimensional disadvantage from ages 18 to 29 trended down for all groups. 

For the “no violence or economic hardship” group, the linear rate of change was -4.55 points 

per year. The linear rate of change for women who grew up with economic hardship but no 

violence was not significantly different from this. Thus, while the average level of disadvantage 

experienced by these women was higher at age 18, it decreased at the same rate as it did for 

women from the “no violence or economic hardship” group. In contrast, the average 

multidimensional disadvantage scores of women who experienced violence growing up, with or 

without economic hardship, decreased at significantly slower rates compared to women from 

the “no violence or economic hardship” group (b = 1.42, p<.001 & b = .82, p<.001 respectively). 

These differences in women’s trajectories are displayed visually in Figure 1. 
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In the second model in Table 4 (Model 3), time-varying indicators for the seven types of 

intimate partner violence were added. All forms of intimate partner violence except 

harassment/stalking were associated with unique increases in women’s multidimensional 

disadvantage scores over and above their underlying trajectories. The biggest impacts came 

from economic abuse (b = 2.26, p<.001), severe physical violence (b = 1.59, p<.01), and isolation 

(b = 1.38, p<.001), while verbal abuse had the smallest impact (b = .78, p<.001). 

[TABLE 4 HERE] 

[FIGURE 1 HERE] 

3.3. Cumulative risk of disadvantage 

In our final analysis, we examined how violence and economic hardship in childhood and 

experiences of intimate partner violence in adulthood accumulate to shape women’s risks of 

being in deep or very deep disadvantage in the final survey (Wave 6). We estimated a 

multinomial logistic regression model of our categorical multidimensional disadvantage 

variable, using only women who had participated in at least three of the six surveys (n = 6,171). 

Within this subsample, 64.4% of women never reported intimate partner violence, 18.3% 

reported it once, 9.3% reported it twice, and 8.0% reported it three or more times. As Table 5 

shows, these frequencies varied by childhood group. For example, while almost three quarters 

of women from the “no violence or economic hardship” group (71.1 %) never reported intimate 

partner violence, this was the case for less than half (42.3%) of the women from the “violence 

and economic hardship” group. Meanwhile, women from the “violence and economic 

hardship” group were more than three times as likely as women from the “no violence or 

economic hardship” group to report intimate partner violence in three or more surveys (16.9% 

vs 5.4%). 

[TABLE 5 HERE] 

Table 6 shows the results of a multinomial logistic regression of Wave 6 multidimensional 

disadvantage. Our reference category for the outcome variable was “not disadvantaged”, and 

model coefficients therefore show the relative risk ratios of women being in each of the other 
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categories (marginally disadvantaged, deeply disadvantaged, very deeply disadvantaged) 

compared to being not disadvantaged. Holding intimate partner violence constant, women who 

experienced childhood violence and/or economic hardship were at an increased risk of being 

marginally, deeply, or very deeply disadvantaged in Wave 6 compared to women who grew up 

with no violence or economic hardship. The relative risks of women from the “violence and 

economic hardship” group being deeply or very deeply disadvantaged were especially high 

(RRRs = 5.52 & 10.54, p<.001). Holding childhood group constant, the relative risks of being 

deeply or very deeply disadvantaged were also significantly increased for women who ever 

reported intimate partner violence (compared to those who never reported it), with risk ratios 

highest for women reporting intimate partner violence three or more times (RRRs = 3.50 & 

5.88, p<.001). 

Predicted probabilities of women being deeply or very deeply disadvantaged according to their 

childhood experiences combined with the number of times they reported intimate partner 

violence were estimated using the margins command. Results are displayed visually in Figures 2 

and 3. The probabilities of being deeply or very deeply disadvantaged for women who grew up 

without violence or economic hardship and never reported intimate partner violence were 2% 

and 0.4% respectively. In contrast, the equivalent probabilities for women who grew up with 

violence and economic hardship and reported intimate partner violence in at least three 

surveys were 19.2% and 12.7% respectively. Thus, cumulative experiences of violence 

combined with childhood economic hardship led to very large increases in women’s risks of 

being ‘unfree’ in young adulthood.  

[TABLE 6 HERE] 

[FIGURES 2 & 3 HERE] 

To put a human face to these numbers and demonstrate what the “road to unfreedom” can 

look like, we present a quote from a participant in the study. In every survey, women are asked 

if there is anything else they would like to tell the researchers. We searched the database of 

women’s free-text comments using relevant keywords (e.g., violence, assault, abuse, rape) and 
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identified the following quote from a woman in the study, which we have deidentified and 

abridged: 

I suffer from complex PTSD diagnosed in [date], as a result of child abuse … and 

homelessness in high school, and diagnosed after I was gang raped…I have very unstable 

accommodation- I have moved 4 times in 18 months. I currently live in social housing. I 

am on the disability pension…Because of my PTSD I can only work 10-15 hours a week. I 

have tried to get my tertiary education twice. The first time I failed ... The second time, I 

was expelled for failing every class. I have been taking antipsychotics and 

antidepressants for 8 years and also take benzodiazepines... My family life is very 

difficult…I have been hospitalised for my mental health about 6 times, usually following 

a suicide attempt... My fear is that my PTSD will never improve and I will never get my 

education. (ALSWH participant) 

4. Discussion 

In this study, we have generated new knowledge on the production of women’s unfreedom 

through violence. Consistent with a feminist sociological perspective (DeKeseredy, 2021), we 

started from the position that violence against women is about power: the power of individual 

men over individual women, and the power of men as a social group over women as a social 

group. The power differentials that give rise to and are reinforced by violence against women 

constitute patriarchy. Consistent with the life course perspective, we aimed to foreground the 

patriarchal social context by examining women’s unfreedom— operationalized through a 

measure of multidimensional disadvantage—as our outcome of interest. Drawing again on the 

life course perspective, we took a longitudinal view and traced the accumulation of violence 

and multidimensional disadvantage in women’s lives from childhood through young adulthood. 

Our findings show that, while women might be born free, their roads to unfreedom are often 

paved with violence. For the most disadvantaged women in our study, the erosion of their 

freedom began in childhood with experiences of violence and economic hardship in their 

families of origin—experiences that were clearly out of their control and in no way their fault. 
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The negative impacts of these childhood experiences were visible as women emerged into 

adulthood at age 18. Assaults on their freedom then continued with frequent experiences of 

intimate partner violence. At our final point of observation, women who grew up with violence 

and economic hardship and reported intimate partner violence on multiple occasions 

throughout their 20’s were more than thirty times as likely as their most fortunate peers (12.7% 

vs. 0.4%) to be very deeply disadvantaged. While only a small proportion of our sample fell into 

this category in the final wave (1.5%), these women were experiencing substantial deprivations 

on multiple fronts. In the words of Sen (2001), they were unfree. 

These findings reinforce what a destructive and intractable social problem violence against 

women is. Preventing its perpetration and ameliorating its effects clearly requires a 

multifaceted approach. Women must be provided with numerous “off-ramps” from the road to 

unfreedom across all stages of the life course. Interventions must span both prevention and 

response and include reforming social structures as well as intervening in individual lives. 

Supporting women to access the resources they require to live safely and independently of 

their violent partners (including facilitating access to emergency funds, affordable housing, 

labor market opportunities, and childcare support) offers an important avenue for individual-

level intervention (Kuskoff et al., 2022). Crucially, such supports must be designed and 

implemented in ways that account for the wide-ranging forms of disadvantage and, indeed, 

trauma that women have experienced throughout their lives. Further, while such supports will 

be critical for enabling women to “flee” from their violent partners, they must extend beyond 

periods of crisis and into the medium- and long-term. This will give women the best chance to 

maintain their separation from the perpetrator and overcome the myriad forms of 

disadvantage that have hitherto dominated their lives.  

Supporting women to live safely and independently of their violent partners will also be critical 

for disrupting cycles of disadvantage in the lives of their children. Our findings highlight the 

importance of intervening early to prevent violence and multidimensional disadvantage from 

accumulating across the life course. Along with providing access to counselling and other forms 



    

 

21 

 

of support to help children understand and process their experiences (Rizo et al., 2011), 

supporting mothers to care for their children in a safe and stable home may help reorient 

children’s life course trajectories in positive ways. School-based education regarding respectful 

relationships and challenging cultural associations between heterosexual romance and female 

dependency also have a role to play in changing the broader cultural context that allows 

violence against women to thrive (Rose & Coates, 2021). 

While our study has made important contributions to the literature, it has some limitations. 

Intersectionality theory (e.g., Crenshaw, 1991) highlights racism and colonization as powerful 

sources of oppression that intersect with sexism to shape women’s experiences of violence and 

disadvantage. As is the case in the United States (Rosay, 2016), First Nations women experience 

some of the highest rates of violence victimization in Australia. For example, while they make 

up approximately 3.3% of the nation’s population, Indigenous Australians accounted for 28% of 

hospitalizations due to domestic and family violence between 2010 and 2019 (AIHW, 2021a). 

The ALSWH dataset does not contain detailed information on race, ethnicity, or First Nations 

status—a deliberate decision by the study’s custodians to protect women’s privacy and respect 

the wishes of First Nations communities. This meant that we were unable to give 

intersectionality the attention it deserves in the current study. A second limitation of our study 

was that women’s reports of childhood experiences were retrospective, leaving them open to 

recall bias. Even when longitudinal studies follow participants from childhood, they do not 

collect prospective data on child abuse and maltreatment given the legal implications of doing 

so. Future research might therefore consider linking survey data with historical administrative 

data from participants’ childhoods. Such administrative data could include child protection and 

family court records, hospital admissions, and parents’ welfare/tax records. 

Future research can build on the work we have presented here in several other crucial ways. 

First, it would be beneficial to identify the factors that promote positive outcomes among 

young women who have grown up in the most challenging of circumstances. Around 40% of the 

women in our sample who grew up with violence and economic hardship did not report 

intimate partner violence in young adulthood. A substantial number of these women went on 
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to achieve a university qualification, stable employment, and financial security, and reported 

good health and low levels of stress in their relationships with family and friends. What made 

the difference for these women? If researchers could identity the protective factors in women’s 

lives, we might be better placed to design interventions to break cycles of violence and 

disadvantage. 

A second avenue of research might focus on perpetrators of violence with the aim of 

understanding the life course pathways that lead to their violence. Too often our focus is on 

how women can protect themselves or the types of support services that can be offered to help 

victim-survivors. While these services are important, they do nothing to prevent violence 

occurring in the first place. For example, more research on how a tendency to commit violence 

accumulates over the life course, and the childhood factors associated with this tendency, 

might be very fruitful for interventions designed to prevent violence.  

Crucially, we must look beyond individual perpetrators and enact structural changes to 

eradicate violence against women. In their recent paper, D'Inverno and colleagues (2018) 

theorized that a seemingly unrelated policy aimed at reducing gender inequality—paid parental 

leave—could help reduce violence against women. While this proposition is yet to be tested, 

structural-level interventions of this kind deserve serious empirical attention going forward. It is 

imperative that the self-reinforcing cycle between gender inequalities in resources, power, and 

participation on one side, and violence against women on the other, be broken. 
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TABLES AND FIGURES 
 
Table 1. Variables used in construction of continuous and categorical measures of multidimensional disadvantage 
Domain Variable Categorical Continuous 
1. Material 
resources 

1. Has a low-income healthcare card 1 = Yes 
0 = No 

5 = Yes 
1 = No 

2. Ability to manage on income: 
“How do you manage on the income you 
have available?” 

1 = Impossible/difficult all the time 
0 = Difficult some of the time/not too 
bad/easy 

5 = It is impossible 
4 = It is difficult all the time 
3 = It is difficult some of the time 
2 = It is not too bad 
1 = It is easy 

3. Financial stress: 
“Over the last 12 months, how stressed 
have you felt about the following areas of 
your life? Money” 

1 = Extremely/very stressed 
0 = Moderately/somewhat/not at all stressed 

5 = Extremely stressed 
4 = Very stressed 
3 = Moderately stressed 
2 = Somewhat stressed 
1 = Not at all stressed 

2. Employment 4. Unemployed >6 months 1 = Yes 
0 = No 

5 = Yes 
1 = No 

5. Usual hours of work: 
“In a usual week, how many hours do you 
spend doing paid work?” 

1 = 0 hours 
0 = 1+ hours 

5 = 0 
4 = 1–15 
3 = 16–24 
2 = 25–34 
1 = 35+ 

3. Education 6. Highest educational qualification 
obtained 

1 = Year 12 or less and not currently studying 
0 = Tertiary qualification 

5 = < Year 12 
4 = Year 12 
3 = AQF 1-6 (Certificate I-IV, Diploma) 
2 = AQF 7-8 (Bachelor Degree, Graduate 
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Domain Variable Categorical Continuous 
Certificate/Diploma) 
1 = AQF 9-10 (Masters or Doctoral 
Degree) 

4. Health 7. General health: 
“In general, would you say your health 
is:” 

1 = Poor 
0 = Fair/(very/extremely) good 

5 = Poor 
4 = Fair 
3 = Good 
2 = Very Good 
1 = Extremely Good 

8. Mental health: 
Total score on 10-item Kessler 
Psychological Distress Scale (K10: range = 
10-50) 

1 = 30+ 
0 = 10-29 

5 = 30+ (very high distress) 
4 = 22-29 (high distress) 
3 = 16-21 (moderate distress) 
2 = 11-15 (low distress) 
1 = 10 (very low distress) 

5. Social 9. Relationship with family: 
“Over the last 12 months, how stressed 
have you felt about the following areas of 
your life? (1) Relationship with parents; 
(2) Relationship with other family 
members.”* 

1 = Extremely/very stressed 
0 = Moderately/somewhat/not at all stressed 

5 = Extremely stressed 
4 = Very stressed 
3 = Moderately stressed 
2 = Somewhat stressed 
1 = Not at all stressed 

10. Relationship with friends: 
“Over the last 12 months, how stressed 
have you felt about the following areas of 
your life? Relationship with friends.” 

1 = Extremely/very stressed 
0 = Moderately/somewhat/not at all stressed 

5 = Extremely stressed 
4 = Very stressed 
3 = Moderately stressed 
2 = Somewhat stressed 
1 = Not at all stressed 

Notes. To create categorical measure: calculate the proportion of indicators present for each domain (possible range 0-1); calculate the sum of scores 
across the 5 domains (possible range: 0-5). Cut-offs for categorical measure: 0-0.99 = “not disadvantaged”, 1-1.99 = “marginally disadvantaged”, 2-2.99 = 
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“deeply disadvantaged”, 3-5 = “very deeply disadvantaged”.  To create continuous measure: calculate sum scores for each domain and rescale to 0-100; 
take the mean of the five domains (possible range = 0-100). Higher scores on the continuous measure represent higher levels of disadvantage. *Highest 
score across these two items used. 
 
 
Table 2. Descriptive statistics for full analytic sample and by childhood group 
  Childhood group 
 Full sample No violence or 

economic hardship 
No violence, 

economic hardship 
Violence, no 

economic hardship 
Violence and 

economic hardship 
Categorical variables % % % % % 
Intimate partner violence      

Any  12.4 9.4 12.2 17.3 22.4 
Physical violence 5.4 3.8 5.4 7.8 11.3 
Sexual violence 2.4 1.8 1.5 3.6 4.7 
Severe physical violence 0.7 0.4 0.6 1.1 2.1 
Harassment/stalking 4.6 3.2 4.5 6.7 9.4 
Verbal abuse 7.4 5.4 7.6 10.6 13.7 
Economic abuse 0.6 0.3 0.7 0.8 1.7 
Isolation 4.2 2.9 3.7 6.0 8.8 

Multidimensional disadvantage      
Not disadvantaged 71.3 78.4 65.9 61.3 46.4 
Marginally Disadvantaged 20.9 17.2 23.5 26.7 30.9 
Deeply Disadvantaged 6.0 3.6 8.7 9.3 14.8 
Very Deeply Disadvantaged 1.8 0.8 1.9 2.8 7.8 

Country of birth      
Australia 84.6 85.1 86.4 83.2 84.1 
Other English-speaking 4.6 4.7 3.4 5.0 2.7 



    

 

35 

 

Non-English-speaking 2.8 2.5 3.1 3.3 2.7 
Missing from Wave 2 (not asked) 8.1 7.6 7.1 8.6 10.6 

Residential Location      
Major city 74.1 74.4 73.1 74.1 71.6 
Inner regional 16.3 16.0 17.3 16.2 19.8 
Outer regional or remote 7.7 7.6 8.3 7.9 7.6 
Overseas 1.9 2.0 1.3 1.7 1.0 
      

Continuous variables Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 
Multidimensional disadvantage  35.7 (15.4) 32.5 (14.2) 38.6 (15.2) 40.3 (15.4) 46.2 (17.3) 
Material disadvantage  37.2 (25.0) 33.0 (23.4) 45.0 (26.1) 42.4 (25.3) 52.2 (27.0) 
Employment disadvantage  25.4 (27.1) 23.7 (25.5) 24.5 (27.2) 27.6 (28.7) 33.0 (32.8) 
Educational disadvantage  45.1 (25.2) 42.8 (25.0) 46.1 (24.7) 48.9 (24.9) 52.1 (25.3) 
Health disadvantage  48.9 (20.8) 45.0 (19.8) 52.4 (20.2) 54.8 (20.5) 60.1 (21.1) 
Social disadvantage  21.9 (20.9) 18.0 (18.5) 24.7 (21.3) 28.0 (22.5) 33.6 (25.0) 
Person-year observations (%) 43,587 27,699 (63.5%) 1,547 (3.5%) 11,323 (26.0%) 3,018 (6.9%) 
Individuals (%) 8,629 5,415 (63.0%) 307 (3.6%) 2,290 (26.5%) 617 (7.2%) 
Notes. Australian Longitudinal Study on Women’s Health. Women born 1989-1995. Waves 1-6 (2013-2019). 
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Table 3. Results from random-effects logistic regression model of intimate partner violence victimization in previous 12 months 
 Model 1 
 OR 95% CIs 
Childhood group (reference = no violence or economic 
hardship) 

  

No violence, economic hardship 1.43* 1.07, 1.91 
Violence, no economic hardship 2.56*** 2.27, 2.88 
Violence and economic hardship 4.08*** 3.37, 4.93 

Survey wave (reference = Wave 1)   
Wave 2 .79*** .70, .88 
Wave 3 .83** .74, .93 
Wave 4 .96 .83, 1.10 
Wave 5 .93 .79, 1.10 
Wave 6 .94 .75, 1.17 

Age in years .95** .92, .98 
Country of birth (reference = Australia)   

Other English-speaking country 1.09 .84, 1.40 
Non-English-speaking country .70* .49, .99 
Missing from Wave 2 (not asked) 1.39*** 1.17, 1.65 

Area of residence (reference = major city)   
Inner regional area 1.04 .92, 1.18 
Outer regional or remote area 1.32*** 1.12, 1.55 
Overseas .80 .58, 1.09 

Observations 43,587 
Individuals 8,629 
Notes. Australian Longitudinal Study on Women’s Health. Women born 1989-1995. Waves 1-6 (2013-2019). Statistical significance: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, 
*** p < 0.001 
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Table 4. Results from growth models of multidimensional disadvantage in young women aged 18-29 
years 
 Model 2 Model 3 
 b SE b SE 
Intercept  52.07*** .38 51.84*** .38 

No violence, economic hardship 6.64*** 1.58 6.72*** 1.58 
Violence, no economic hardship 4.45*** .66 4.32*** .66 
Violence and economic hardship 9.29*** 1.14 8.83*** 1.14 

Rate of change (age) – linear -4.55*** .12 -4.53*** .12 
No violence, economic hardship -.33 .50 -.37 .50 
Violence, no economic hardship .82*** .21 .81*** .21 
Violence and economic hardship 1.42*** .36 1.46*** .36 

Rate of change (age) – quadratic .17*** .01 .17*** .01 
No violence, economic hardship .03 .04 .03 .04 
Violence, no economic hardship -.04* .02 -.04* .02 
Violence and economic hardship -.10** .03 -.10*** .03 

Intimate partner violence (past year)     
Physical violence   1.17*** .25 
Severe physical violence   1.59** .58 
Sexual violence   1.12*** .33 
Verbal abuse   .78*** .22 
Harassment/stalking   .17 .27 
Isolation   1.38*** .28 
Economic abuse   2.26*** .66 

Country of birth (reference = Australia)     
Other English-speaking country .09 .60 .11 .59 
Non-English-speaking country -1.66* .76 -1.58* .75 
Missing from Wave 2 (not asked) .43 .39 .36 .39 

Area of residence (reference = major city)     
Inner regional area .02 .20 .03 .19 
Outer regional or remote area -2.11*** .26 -2.12*** .26 
Overseas -.64 .38 -.66 .38 

Notes. Australian Longitudinal Study on Women’s Health. Women born 1989-1995. Waves 1-6 
(2013-2019). Models estimated using 43,587 observations from 8,629 women. Statistical 
significance: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table 5. Number of surveys any intimate partner violence reported by childhood group 
  Childhood group 
 Full sample No violence or 

economic hardship 
No violence, economic 

hardship 
Violence, no economic 

hardship 
Violence and economic 

hardship 
 % % % % % 
Never 64.4 71.1 67.7 53.0 42.3 
Once 18.3 16.4 16.6 21.2 26.8 
Twice 9.3 7.1 9.2 13.5 14.1 
Three or more times 8.0 5.4 6.5 12.3 16.9 
N 6,171 3,974 217 1,554 426 
Notes. Australian Longitudinal Study on Women’s Health. Women born 1989-1995. Waves 1-6 (2013-2019). Sample only includes women with non-missing 
data on intimate partner violence in three or more waves. 
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Table 6. Results from multinomial logistic regression models of multidimensional disadvantage in Wave 6 (2019) 
Model 4  
Reference category = not disadvantaged  
(n = 4,837) 

Marginally disadvantaged  
(n = 984) 

Deeply disadvantaged 
(n = 254) 

Very deeply disadvantaged 
(n = 96) 

 RRR 95% CIs RRR 95% CIs RRR 95% CIs 
Childhood group  
(reference = no violence or hardship) 

      

No violence, hardship 1.49* 1.03, 2.15 1.98* 1.01, 3.89 2.81 .97, 8.17 
Violence, no hardship 1.87*** 1.60, 2.19 2.37*** 1.76, 3.20 3.04*** 1.81, 5.09 
Violence and hardship 2.40*** 1.86, 3.09 5.52*** 3.80, 8.02 10.54*** 6.07, 18.30 

Number of surveys intimate partner violence 
reported (reference = 0) 

      

1 1.35** 1.12, 1.61 1.69** 1.21, 2.36 2.54** 1.45, 4.46 
2 1.82*** 1.46, 2.28 2.07*** 1.38, 3.10 4.42*** 2.43, 8.03 
3+ 1.71*** 1.34, 2.18 3.50*** 2.42, 5.05 5.88*** 3.31, 10.46 

Notes. Australian Longitudinal Study on Women’s Health. Women born 1989-1995. Waves 1-6 (2013-2019). Sample only includes women with non-missing 
data on intimate partner violence in three or more waves. Models control for age, country of birth and area of residence in Wave 1.  Statistical significance: 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Figure 1. Young women’s trajectories of multidimensional disadvantage according to childhood 
experiences of violence and economic hardship 
 
Note: Australian Longitudinal Study on Women’s Health. Women born 1989-1995. Data from Waves 
1(2013), 2(2014), 3(2015), 4(2016), 5(2017), and 6(2019). Growth model of multidimensional 
disadvantage, conditioned on childhood group. Country of birth and area of residence controlled for.
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Figure 2. Predicted probabilities of young women being in deep disadvantage according to childhood 
experiences of violence and economic hardship and cumulative experiences of intimate partner violence 
 
Note: Australian Longitudinal Study on Women’s Health. Women born 1989-1995. Data from Waves 
1(2013), 2(2014), 3(2015), 4(2016), 5(2017), and 6(2019). Probabilities based on multinomial logistic 
regression model. Country of birth and area of residence controlled for.  
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Figure 3. Predicted probabilities of young women being in very deep disadvantage according to 
childhood experiences of violence and economic hardship and cumulative experiences of intimate 
partner violence 
 
Note: Australian Longitudinal Study on Women’s Health. Women born 1989-1995. Data from Waves 
1(2013), 2(2014), 3(2015), 4(2016), 5(2017), and 6(2019). Probabilities based on multinomial logistic 
regression model. Country of birth and area of residence controlled for.  
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