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What is the Children’s Measurement Framework? 

The Children’s Measurement Framework (CMF) is a new set of indicators in Great Britain to monitor and report on 

the equality and human rights position of children and young people in the constituent countries of England, 

Scotland and Wales. The CMF has been developed to assist the Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC), the 

body given a statutory duty by the Equality Act (2006) to promote equality and protect human rights in England, 

Scotland and Wales, as well as specific duties to report to Parliament on progress towards equality and human 

rights using indicators. The CMF will also assist the EHRC with its responsibilities as a ‘National Human Rights 

Institution’ (NHRI) to promote international human rights norms, such as the standards codified in the UN 

Convention on Rights of the Child.   
 

How was the Children’s Measurement Framework created? 
 

The EHRC Framework commissioned our team at the London School of Economics to develop the Framework.  The 

CMF has its conceptual roots in Amartya Sen’s idea of capabilities - that is, in substantive freedoms and 

opportunities: the central and valuable things in life that people can actually do and be. The Framework makes use 

of a list of critical areas of life (a so-called ‘capability list’) against which the equality and human rights position of 

children and young people can be evaluated and appraised. 
 

We start with a list of 10 central and valuable freedoms or ‘domains’ 

 Life; 
 Health; 
 Physical Security; 
 Legal Security; 
 Education and Learning; 

 Standard of Living; 
 Productive and Valued 

Activities; 
 Individual, Family and Social 

Life; 

 Identity, Expression and Self-
respect, and 

 Participation, Influence and 
Voice.  
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This capability list was developed and agreed though a two-stage process.  First, an initial list of central and 

valuable freedoms and opportunities was derived from the international human rights framework (such as the 

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural 

Rights, and the Convention on the Rights of the Child). Second, this original list of freedoms and opportunities was 

supplemented and refined through a process of deliberative consultation with workshops and interviews with the 

general public as well as with individuals and groups who had high risks of discrimination and disadvantage.  Two 

such rounds of deliberative consultation involved workshops with children and young people, and separate events 

ensured a range of children’s inputs, directly involving teenagers (ages 13 to 16) and children aged 9 to 12, as well 

as the parents of children aged 0 to 8. For full details see Burchardt and Vizard (2009). 

 

How were indicators developed from this list of domains?  

Indicators were developed through more specialist consultation with stakeholders: children’s groups and subject 

experts.  Maximum possible agreement was obtained on approximately five indicators for each of the 10 domains 

to “populate” the CMF with a resulting set of fifty indicators for children and young people. These drew on a wide 

range of multidimensional social survey and administrative data sources across England, Scotland and Wales. For 

full details, see Holder, Tsang and Vizard (2011).  

 

The CMF adopts an approach that provides a list of separate spotlight indicators rather than aggregating or 

combining them into a single, integrated index, the “composite indicator” approach. This means that the indicators 

are intended to put the spotlight on specific equality and human rights concerns for children and young people in 

England, Scotland and Wales. Figure 1 shows the example of the first CMF domain, the “life domain”. The indictor 

list has a range of measures to reflect different ages and types of children: infant mortality, causes of mortality, 

homicide and preventable deaths, and also focuses one indicator on non-natural causes of deaths in children in 

institutions.  

Figure 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How can indicators be disaggregated and what does this show?  

One of the key principles underlying the CMF is to ensure that all indicators can identify, monitor and report on 

inequalities amongst subgroups of children and young people. Figure 2 shows how one indicator from Figure 1 the 

infant mortality rate, can be disaggregated by ethnicity and spotlights large differences in infant mortality rates for 

children from certain minority ethnic groups, especially children in the Caribbean/Black/Black British, and the 

Pakistani/Asian/Asian British ethnic groups (9.8 and 9.6%) when compared to children from the White/British and 

White/Other ethnic groups (4.5 and 4.3%).  

  

CMF indicator set: Life domain 
 

Indicator 1: Infant mortality rate 
Indicator 2: Homicide of children and young people 
Indicator 3: Other specific-cause mortality rates for children and young people 
Indicator 4: Preventable deaths of children and young people 
Indicator 5: The number of deaths from non-natural causes for children and young people 
resident and / or detained in public or private institutions 



Figure 2 Infant mortality rate by ethnicity, England and Wales, 2005 

Source: Office of National Statistics (2008) Table 1.  
Notes: Deaths per 1,000 live births. Other group in includes: Chinese, Other Asian, Other Black, Other, and all Mixed group 

 

Social-economic class can also be used to look at children’s inequality. Table 1 shows the infant mortality rate of 

children born to married couples 

disaggregated by the seven occupational 

groupings for social class. Higher infant 

mortality rates occur for children from a 

family background with a father in the 

routine and manual occupational groups, 

5.4% to 5.6%, compared with children with a 

parent from professional and managerial 

occupational groups, 3.2% to 3.5%.   Because 

social-economic class is based on data 

recorded at birth registration of the ‘father’s 

occupation’, there is no similar comparison 

for children born where no father is 

registered.  However, in births to unmarried 

couples where the father is registered, there 

is an overall higher level of mortality, 4.4% 

compared to 4.1%, but this is partly because 

there is a higher percentage of lower social-

economic class parents in such a sample. 

Source: ONS (2010) 
Notes: (2) NS-SEC based on father’s occupation at death registration. (3) Infant deaths per 1,000 live births. (4) Inside marriage 
and outside marriage/joint registration only, including cases where father’s occupation was not stated. Figures for sole 
registrations are excluded. (5) Includes cases where father's occupation was not stated. (6) Students; occupations inadequately 
described; occupations not classifiable for other reasons; never worked and long-term unemployed.  

 

 

  

Table 1: Infant mortality rates by father’s Socio-economic 
Classification (NS-SEC), 2009 England and Wales 2 
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What sub-groups of children are vulnerable? 
 

The disaggregation characteristics were developed and agreed through the specialist consultation process. In 

earlier work, the evidence base on the equality and human rights position of adults, wherever possible, data had 

already systematically disaggregated on the basis of the ‘protected characteristics’ set out the Equality Act (2006): 

age, disability, gender, transgender, ethnicity, religion and belief, sexual orientation and social-economic class;  as 

well as the overlapping (so-called “intersectionalities”) characteristics such as being both female and disabled.  

However, the specialist consultation process examined the extent to which this list of characteristics should be 

applied in the context of data on children and young people. Recommendations cautioned against systematically 

applying disaggregation characteristics such as sexual orientation and transgender status in an inappropriate way 

to very young children (given that the CMF covers children from 0-18), but also recognized that disaggregation 

should proceed on a case by case basis and that for some indicators (such as bullying) and for older children 

(especially those over 14), disaggregation by the full set of characteristics is often both appropriate and important.  
 

The specialist consultation process also produced a list of vulnerable and at-risk children and young people. This is 

being used with the CMF in order to ensure that adequate attention is given to the most vulnerable and at risk 

children within the monitoring and reporting process. It includes a number of specific subgroups of children and 

young people such as asylum seekers and refugees (including un-accompanied asylum seeking children); children 

who are “looked after” by social services (including care leavers) and / or officially recognized as being “in need”; 

children in the Criminal Justice System (CJS); children who are resident or detained in public or private institutions; 

Gypsy and Traveller children; trafficked children; homeless children; and children who are carers.  
 

Table 2 gives an example of the physical security domain in the CMF where Indicator 4 measures physical security 

for children and young people resident or detained in public and private institutions. This indicator includes 

evidence of physical and sexual violence or abuse experienced by children and young people who are detained 

within the criminal justice system.   
 

Table 2: Detained people who self-report that they have experienced physical or sexual abuse or been victimised 
by another prisoner/detainee, England and Wales 

  

Young offenders (18-

21) 

Children and young 

people (under 18) 

N=1,858 N=776 

N % N % 

Made insulting remarks about you, your family or friends 202 11 100 14 

Hit, kicked or assaulted 161 9 71 11 

Victimised because of being new 120 7 61 9 

Victimised because they were from a different part of the country 114 6 38 6 

Taken canteen/property 96 5 34 5 

Victimised because of race or ethnic origin 64 4 17 2 

Victimised because of drugs 40 2 20 3 

Victimised because of their religion/religious beliefs 27 2 9 1 

Victimised because of their age 13 2 - - 

Sexually abused 17 1 7 1 

Victimised because of their sexuality 17 1 - - 

Victimised because of their disability 19 1 15 2 

Source: Her Majesties Inspectorate of Prisons for England and Wales (2010a). 
Notes: Gaps denote where the question is not asked in that survey. The n-value refers to the total number of respondents for each 
survey. Percentages may vary in regard to the n-value as all comparator data is weighted. Young offender institutions comparator 
from 2005 onwards.  Children and young people comparator from 2009 onwards. Data for children and young people only includes 
responses from males because of the small number of female respondents. Percentages are calculated only from those who 
answered the question; missing data has been excluded.  



Verbal and physical abuse affect substantial proportions of these children and young people: 11% of 18-21 year 

olds report experiencing insulting remarks about them, their family or friends and  9% report being hit, kicked or 

assaulted For those aged less than 18 these rates are slightly higher (14% and 11% respectively).  Other forms of 

abuse or victimisation are lower overall, but may be related to the underlying composition of the population: for 

instance, while 4% are abused because of race or ethnic origin, there may be higher incidence if considered only for 

those with ethnic minority status. 

 

How will the evidence and monitoring be taken forward?   

 

The CMF monitors three “aspects” of inequality by tracking not only what Sen describes as the “functionings” of 

children and young people (for example, health status and educational attainment) but also inequality in the 

treatment of children and young people (for example, experiences of degrading treatment and / or discrimination), 

and considers inequality in autonomy (or their choice and control). Burchardt and Vizard (2009) and Holder, Tsang 

and Vizard (2011) discuss relevance of the autonomy concept in the context of children and young people. 

 

Current work is building a systematic base line of evidence on the equality and human rights position of children 

and young people in Britain using the CMF. Such baseline work includes a project to develop disaggregated data on 

children and young people in the health domain (obesity, exercise, consumption of fruit and vegetables and mental 

health), in the education domain (bullying at school) and in the standard of living domain (persistent poverty). This 

new data will shortly be available on the EHRC website http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/.  

 

References and some general resources: 

 Alkire S., Bastagli F., Burchardt T., Clark D., Holder H.,Ibrahim S., Munoz M., Terrazas P., Tsang T. and Vizard P (2009) 
Developing the Equality Measurement Framework: Selecting the Indicators, EHRC Research Report 31 

 Burchardt, T. and Vizard, P. (2009) Developing an Equality Measurement Framework: A List of Substantive Freedoms for 
Adults and Children, EHRC Research Report 18  

 Burchardt T and Vizard P. (2011) “Operationalizing the Capability Approach as a Basis for Equality and Human Rights 
Monitoring in Twenty-first-century Britain' Journal of Human Development and Capabilities, Vol.12 (1) pp.91-119  

 HM Inspectorate of Prisons for England and Wales (2010a) Personal Communication, 8 July 2010 
 Holder, H, Tsang T and Vizard, P. (2011) Developing the Equality Measurement Framework: Selecting the Indicators for 

Children and Young People, EHRC Research Report 76 
 ONS (2008) Infant mortality by ethnic group - 2005 data (Excel sheet) , available at www.ons.gov.uk, accessed 17

th
 

February 2011.  
 ONS (2010) Infant and perinatal mortality in England and Wales by social and biological factors, 2009, available online at 

www.ons.gov.uk, acc3essed 3 October 2011. 
 

 
Child Poverty Insights do not necessarily represent the views of UNICEF. Please submit suggestions for future issues Insights contribution 
to the editors of the series, Isabel Ortiz, Jingqing Chai, Martin Evans, Solrun Engilbertsdottir and Louise Moreira Daniels at child-
poverty@groups.dev-nets.org. You can find all issues of Child Poverty Insights at http://sites.google.com/site/childpovertyinsights/  

 

 

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/child-health/infant-mortality-by-ethnic-group/infant-mortality-by-ethnic-group-data/infant-mortality-by-ethnic-group----data.xls
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/child-health/infant-mortality-by-ethnic-group/infant-mortality-by-ethnic-group-data/infant-mortality-by-ethnic-group----data.xls
mailto:child-poverty@groups.dev-nets.org
mailto:child-poverty@groups.dev-nets.org
http://sites.google.com/site/childpovertyinsights/

