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Executive Summary

Introduction

The Australian Unity Wellbeing Index monitors thébgective wellbeing of the Australian population.
Our first survey was conducted in April 2001 ands theport concerns a special Survey 18.1,
undertaken in February 2008. The survey was cogiomied to detect whether a series of interest rate
rises (Figure 1.1, page 1) had decreased the swijeeellbeing of the population.

This survey involved just 1,000 respondents, irstafaour usual 2,000. Moreover, the questionnaire
comprised only the Personal Wellbeing Index, a bs#tl of basic demographic questions, and four
questions on finance. In all other respects thehatggy of the survey followed our normal
procedures.

The Theory

The theoretical framework for the interpretation ddta is the theory of Subjective Wellbeing
Homeostasis. This proposes that each person ‘Basoint’ for personal wellbeing that is interiyal
maintained and defended. This set-point is gealdticletermined and, on average, causes personal
wellbeing to be held at 75 points on a 0-100 scdlke normal level of individual set-point variatio

is between about 60-90 percentage points. The giooviof personal resources, such as money or
relationships, cannot normally increase the sattpon a long term basis due to the genetic ceiling.
However, they can strengthen defences againstinegatperience. Moreover, for someone who is
suffering homeostatic defeat, the provision of &ddal resources may allow them to regain contfol o
the wellbeing. In this case the provision of reses will cause personal wellbeing to rise unt# th
set-point is achieved.

Low levels of personal resources, such as occagibpdow income or absence of a partner, weakens
homeostasis. If personal challenges such as sirgssin exceed resources, homeostasis is defeated,
and subjective wellbeing decreases below its noraraje.

The Analyses

All data have been standardized to a 0-100 raniges,Tthe magnitude of group differences is referred
to in terms of percentage points. Reference is mlade to normative ranges. These have been
calculated for the Personal Wellbeing Index in t®iohthe whole data-set that combines data across
all surveys (see Appendix 2). Norms have also hedculated separately for each of the Personal
Wellbeing Index domains. They have also been tatled for gender, age groups and work-status
groups. These norms are presented at the batleiofrespective chapters. All of the reporteddsen
are statistically significant.

Dot point summaries are provided at the end of €&dwdpter.

Australian Unity Wellbeing Index, Report 18.1, Fedry 2008 \Y



Executive Summary Continued

The Results
Personal Wellbeing Index:

The Personal Wellbeing Index has not changed sigmifly since April 2007. It remains higher than
it was at Survey 1 and at one of the highest leyetsrecorded. The rise has been driven by the
domains of Safety and Future Security. These dwsnare at, or close to, their highest levels yet
recorded. The reason for these rises is not known.

»  The level of population wellbeing remains high ahdws no adverse effects of the interest rate
rises.

Money Matters:
(a) Shares: People who own shares have highdbeimd because they tend to be wealthy.

(b) Cost of living: Only the 9.2% of the sampleask worry level about the cost of living is 10/0
have lower wellbeing.

(c) Raterises: No level of worry about rate riselinked to low wellbeing.

(d) Conclusion The current series of rate increases has hael étfect on the wellbeing of the
Australian population. To some extent this showspte’s capacity to absorb such increases
into their lives without distress. It also reflethe gradual nature of these rises such that @eopl
have time to adapt.

This latter point has policy implications for gomance. A series of small rate rises is likely to
be better tolerated by the population than a sitagtge rise.

»  Worry about rate rises is not linked to decreasedysation wellbeing.

Demographic Influences

Household Income:

(8) Personal wellbeing consistently rises with meaup to $101-150K. The 6.4 point gain over this
range is associated with a change in wellbeing fo@ow to well above the normative range.
Whether the rise in SWB becomes significant bey8a01-150K will be revealed by the
addition of further data.

(b) The cost of increasing happiness increases witbme. One additional percentage point of
wellbeing for someone with a household income &1$250K is an additional $250,000.

(¢) Income has the largest effect on the domaisatitfaction with Standard of Living. It has no
systematic influence on satisfaction with Commutnnection.

> Happiness is bought at discount by people who am.pFor people with a household income
<$15,000, and additional $7,500 buys an extra paihtvellbeing. At a household income of
$151,000-$250,000, an extra point requires an aodigl $250,000.

Australian Unity Wellbeing Index, Report 18.1, Fedry 2008 Vi



Executive Summary Continued

Gender:

(@) Females generally have higher levels of petssabbeing than males. However, this is survey-
dependent and it is curious that there has beeigndicant gender difference over the past six
surveys.

(b) The only personal domain to be lower for fersale safety. This dropped lower following
September 11 for females but not for males. Tloif$erences were maintained for about 18
months. Since then the gender differences have bepredictable but have been significant
over the past seven surveys.

(c) Relationships shows a significant interacti@t@een gender and survey. It seems possible that
the sense of threat over surveys 2-12 increasedbtet of relationship satisfaction for both
genders, but more so for females than males. itae 2005 the satisfaction level of both
genders has returned to their baseline Surveyuesal

(d) Gender differences in personal wellbeing ontgeege at 26-35 years of age. They then
progressively decrease with increasing age. Tasorefor this is not understood.

(e) The gender difference in satisfaction with tiefaships is most pronounced in the youngest
groups. Males are lower than females.

(f)  Conclusion There are no obvious gender-related effectsefdke-rises.

»  While females have generally shown higher wellbe@mgr the past five years, the gender
difference has been non-significant over the pesssrveys. This may signal that the gender
differences have been caused by world events.rd-agtuveys will inform this idea.

Age:

(@) The Personal Wellbeing Index for the 36-45yugras above their normative level for Survey
18.1.

(b)  For the third and consecutive time in severrgjethhe oldest and the youngest groups are not
significantly different from one another. Both ar@different from Survey 1.

(c) Conclusion There is no obvious effect of the rate-riseshmnage-related data.

»  The rate-rises seem to have had little effect enntellbeing of either gender.

Australian Unity Wellbeing Index, Report 18.1, Fedry 2008 vii



1. Introduction

The Australian Unity Wellbeing Index is a barometérAustralians’ satisfaction with their lives and
life in Australia. Unlike most official indicatorsf quality of life and wellbeing, it is subjective it
measures how Australians feel about life, and ipa@tes both personal and national perspectives.
The Index shows how various aspects of life — hmthsonal and national — affects our sense of
wellbeing.

The Index is an alternative measure of populati@libging to such economic indicators as Gross
Domestic Product and other objective indicatorshsas population health, literacy and crime
statistics. The Australian Unity Wellbeing Index asares quality of life as experienced by the
average Australian.

The Index yields two major numbers. The Personallddieg Index is the average level of
satisfaction across seven aspects of personat lifealth, personal relationships, safety, standérd
living, achieving, community connectedness, andriusecurity. The National Wellbeing Index is the
average satisfaction score across six aspectstiohahlife — the economy, the environment, social
conditions, governance, business, and nationalrisggeclihis current survey has employed only the
Personal Wellbeing Index. It is not a regular syrbet one especially commissioned to determine
whether a long series of rises in interest ratelsdffected the wellbeing of Australians.

8 -
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7 6.25 ]
6.00
6 5.75
% 5.50
61 5.25
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Figure 1.1: Interest Rate Rises May 2002 — February 2008

1.1. Background

A considerable body of research has demonstratadrbst people are satisfied with their own life.

In Western nations, the average value for populasamples is about 75 percentage points of
satisfaction. That is, on a standardised scale f@o(completely dissatisfied) to 100 (completely

satisfied) the average person rates their levifleo$atisfaction as 75.

The normal range of values for individuals is nabwn with certainty but is probably within the
range of 60 to 90 points. When group means areuledéd, the variation is much less and the
normative range in Australia is 73.4 to 76.4 paoinitge always find the Personal Wellbeing Index for
population means to fall within this range.

The first full survey, of 2,000 adults from all maf Australia, was conducted in April 2001. Sinc
then 17 additional surveys have been conducted, ttvt most recent survey in October 2007. Copies
of these reports can be obtained either from the strAlian Unity website
(www.australianunity.com.au) or from the Australi@entre on Quality of Life website at Deakin
University (http://www.deakin.edu.au/research/aigdex.htm). This report concerns 1,000 adults
recruited for the special purpose of this survey.

Australian Unity Wellbeing Index, Report 18.1, Radory 2008 1



Section 1 Introduction continued

In addition to the Personal Wellbeing Index we askghly general question as ‘Satisfaction witheLif
as a Whole’. This abstract, personal measure dbeieg has a very long history within the survey
literature and its measurement allows a direct @impn with such data.

Each survey also includes demographic questionsaaamall number of additional items that change
from one survey to the next. The items in thisyeyrconcern the perceived impact of rising interest
rates.

1.2. Understanding Personal Wellbeing

The major measurement instrument used in our sange Personal Wellbeing Index (PWI). This is
designed as the first level deconstruction of ‘ldfea Whole'. It comprises seven questions rejdtn
satisfaction with life domains, such as ‘healthdastandard of living’. Each question is answered o
a 0-10 scale of satisfaction. The scores are therbmed across the seven domains to yield an dveral
Index score, which is adjusted to have a range i@

On a population basis the scores that we deriva ffos PWI are quite remarkably stable. Appendix
Al presents these values, each derived from a gpbgrally representative sample of 2,000 randomly
selected adults across Australia. As can be sbesetvalues range from 73.4 to 76.4, a fluctuaifon
only 3.0 points. How can such stability be achiéved

We hypothesize that personal wellbeing is not sinipe to vary over the theoretical 0-100 range.
Rather, it is held fairly constant for each indivéd in a manner analogous to blood pressure or body
temperature. This implies an active managemenesy$or personal wellbeing that has the task of
maintaining wellbeing, on average, at about 75 tgoiVe call this process Subjective Wellbeing
Homeostasis (Cummins et al., 2002).

The proper functioning of this homeostatic systemnegsential to life. At normal levels of wellbeing,
which for group average scores lies in the rangé0s80 points, people feel good about themselves,
are well motivated to conduct their lives, and hawrong sense of optimism. When this homeostatic
system fails, however, these essential qualitiessarverely compromised, and people are at risk of
depression. This can come about through such cstames as exposure to chronic stress, chronic
pain, failed personal relationships, etc.

Fortunately for us, the homeostatic system is rkaidy robust. Many people live in difficult persdna
circumstances which may involve low income or mabigroblems, and yet manage to maintain
normal levels of wellbeing. This is why the Indexsio stable when averaged across the population.
But as with any human attribute, some homeostatitemis are more robust than others. Or, put
around the other way, some people have fragilesystvhich are prone to failure.

Homeostatic fragility, in these terms, can be cdusetwo different influences. The first of these i
genetic. Some people have a constitutional weakinetheir ability to maintain wellbeing within the
normal range. The second influence is the expegi@iclife. Here, as has been mentioned, some
experiences such as chronic stress can challengedstasis. Other influences, such as intimate
personal relationships, can strengthen homeostasis.

In summary, personal wellbeing is under active rgangent and most people are able to maintain
normal levels of wellbeing even when challengechbgative life experiences. A minority of people,
however, have weaker homeostatic systems as at rebutither constitutional or experiential
influences. These people are vulnerable to their@mment and may evidence homeostatic failure.
The identification of sub-groups that contain ayéarthan normal proportion in homeostatic failufe o
people is an important feature of our survey arealys
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Section 1 Introduction continued

1.3. The Survey Methodology

A geographically representative national samplpemiple aged 18 years or over and fluent in English,
was surveyed by telephone over the periBd 8" February 2008. Interviewers asked to speak to the
person in the house who had the most recent bythdd was at least 18 years old. A total of 7,503
calls were made. Of these, 3,836 connected witespondent and 1001 agreed to complete the
survey. This gives an effective response rate ol%6 This response rate reflects, in part, the
methodological constraint that an even geographit gender split was maintained at all times

throughout the survey. All responses are made Ont@ 10 scale. The satisfaction responses are
anchored by 0 (completely dissatisfied) and 10 (wetely satisfied). Initial data screening was

completed before data analysis.

Unlike gender, the age composition of the sampleoisactively managed but yields a break-down
similar to that of the national population as deteed by the Australian Bureau of Statistics in
October 2001 (see Report 5.0).

1.4. Presentation of results and type of analysis

In the presentation of results to follow, the treridat are described in the text are all statibfica
significant at p<.05. More detailed analyses anesgnted as Appendices. These are arranged in
sections that correspond numerically with sectionthe main report. All Appendix Tables have the
designation ‘A’ in addition to their numerical iddier (e.g. Table A9.2).

All satisfaction values are expressed as the dinavfgsatisfaction on a scale that ranges from 00
percentage points.

In situations where homogeneity of variance assiompthas been violated, Dunnetts T3 Post-Hoc
Test has been used. In the case of t-tests weusagethe SPSS option for significance when equalit
of variance cannot be assumed.

The raw data for this and all previous reports aawailable from our website:
http://www.deakin.edu.au/research/acqol/index_vestig/index.htm

1.5. Internal Report Organisation

(@) The new results from this survey are summaiisdéble 2.1 (see Chapter 2).
(b) Most Tables are presented as appendices.

(c) Chapter 2 presents a comparative analysis foRal and National Wellbeing with previous
surveys.

(d) Chapters 3-5 present the major groupings cépeddent (demographic) variables. Within each
Chapter, the first section concerns the analysiallofiependent variables listed in Table 2.1.
This is followed by analyses of the demographidaldes in combination with the Personal
Wellbeing Index and other measures.

(e) Chapter 6 concerns Money Matters.

(f)  Each Chapter contains a dot-point summary.
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2. A Comparison Between Survey 18.1 and Survey 18

2.1. Overview

Table 2.1: Means and standard deviations of the 18.1 survey

Point change from Significance
Question Mean SD April 2007 of change
PERSONAL WELLBEING INDEX 75.59 12.76 -22 .661
Personal domains
1. Standard of living 78.12 16.84 -.21 761
2. Health 75.19 19.13 .07 .927
3. Achieving 73.06 18.58 -.45 .540
4. Personal relationships 77.18 23.84 -2.04 .025
5. How safe you feel 80.01 16.96 -18 791
6. Community connect 71.70 19.39 .58 456
7. Future security 73.17 18.96 .16 .832
Life as a whole 77.81 17.34 -53 430
NATIONAL WELLBEING INDEX 63.72 15.42 +1.95 .000
National domains
1. Economic situation 70.88 19.32 +2.69 .000
2. State of the environment 58.39 19.62 +2.44 .000
3. Social conditions 62.35 18.73 +.39 .509
4. Government 56.10 26.19 +2.13 .008
5. Business 64.67 19.02 +1.97 .001
6. National security 69.61 19.06 +1.88 .002
Life in Australia 82.64 17.76 -.85 119
Likelihood of Terrorist Attack in Australia
% who think it likely 49.4 -7.1%%
Strength of likelihood 66.51 19.26 +.31 723
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Section 2 A Comparison Between Survey 18.1 andeSutvcontinued

The Major Indices

2.2. Personal Wellbeing Index
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Figure 2.1: Personal Wellbeing Index

The Personal Wellbeing Index has fallen by a ngnificant 0.2 percentage points since the previous
survey (Tables 2.1 and A2.1). The only domainimssa change greater than one percentage point is
relationships that fell by 2.0 points.

In other respects it is notable that the Persorelld&ing Index is so stable. Over the 18 survehas
varied by just 3.1 points and, except for S1-Sp{&eber 11), S11-S12/S12-S13 (Sydney Olympics)
and S14-S15 (Second Bali bombing), the change mensurvey to the next is less than 1%. The
range of values has been from 73.2 (S1) to 76.2)(8dd the Personal Wellbeing Index is currently
2.6 points above its level at Survey 1, which gn#icant. It is also significantly higher thanrSey 2
and Survey 15.

The most obvious trend for the Personal Wellbeimdgk is that the it rose following September 11
and remained generally higher. Of the 18 surveyslacted since Survey 1, 11 (61.1%) have been
significantly higher than this initial value.

It seems that both positive and negative eventg laated to raise the wellbeing of the Australian
population. In terms of the negative events, fiegps that the presence of external threat cabees t
population wellbeing to rise. This has occurresitfiollowed September 11 and reached its maximum
about 6 months after the event. The second oaturmmediately following the Bali Bombing and ran

into the build-up in tension surrounding the Iragrw It is possible that the Second Bali Bombing,
which substantially increased the perceived prdipaluf a terrorist attack in Australia (see sentio

2.8) prevented the Personal Wellbeing Index commits fall back to the baseline value recorded at
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Section 2 A Comparison Between Survey 18.1 andeSutvcontinued

that time. In Survey 12, the positive influence@ympic success also caused personal wellbeing to
rise, to an even greater extent than either ofdherist or war events. It is notable that thmeaset
of domains seem to be affected by both kinds ofiewas can be seen in Section 2.2 of this chapter.

It is important to note that the general econontigasion in Australia has remained strong throughou
this period with low interest rates and low unempient. To what extent this has been influential in
causing the general elevation of the Personal Wieith Index is unknown. However, the strong
economy is unlikely to be a cause of the rise sieptember 11 because these same economic
conditions existed prior to the first survey.

In other respects Australia was remarkably politcstable over Surveys 1-18, with Prime Minister
Howard leading the Liberal Party to successfulleeteon in both November 2001 and October 2004.
At the time of Survey 18 (October 2007) it was limgkas though a change of Government was likely
at the November 2007 election, and indeed thispiaad with Kevin Rudd becoming the new Labor
Prime Minister. However, this was thought to be ¢z a generally sense in the electorate thatst wa
time for a change, rather than a perception ofjtheernment as incompetent. Moreover, the policies
of the two major parties contesting the electiomemeery similar. These factors further enhance the
sense of political and social stability, as showntle lack of significant change in the Personal
Wellbeing Index at the time of this February survey
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Section 2 A Comparison Between Survey 18.1 andeSutvcontinued

2.3. Personal Wellbeing Domains

Standard of Living

The personal domains have generally remained stifibe the last survey. The only one to show a
significant change is satisfaction with spirituglieligion, which has fallen.
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Figure 2.2: Satisfaction with Standard of Living

Satisfaction with standard of living has numerigdilllen 0.2 points (non-significant) since Sund/
(Table A2.1). This maintains an upward tend siMes 2006 (S15). The values for this domain have
generally remained significantly higher than thegrevat Survey 1, with only two (Survey 4 in 2002
and Survey 15 in 2006) being statistically at tame level. Thus, 15/17 (88.2%) of survey mean
scores are higher than Survey 1. The range ofksdar4.7% between April 2001 (S1:74.5) and
August 2004 (S12:Olympics: 79.2).

It is fascinating to note that the rise in satiiftat with Standard of Living since May 2006 has
occurred despite a succession of 0.25 point rise¥erest rates.
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Section 2 A Comparison Between Survey 18.1 andeSutvcontinued

Health
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Figure 2.3: Satisfaction with Health

Satisfaction with health has risen by a non-sigaift 0.1 point since Survey 18. It remains not
different (+1.5 points) from its level at Survey 1.

Historically, this domain rose briefly at March Z00S6:Pre-lraq war) but quickly returned to its
original level. It is notable that the level ofisificance at Survey 6 was marging(02) and so may
reflect a random fluctuation. The overall ANOVAtWeen surveys is also only marginally significant
(Table A 2.1). It is evident that satisfaction wipersonal health is little influenced by world or
national events and this stability is confirmatibat the change in other domains since Survey 1 are
valid. The range of scores is 2.4% between Apd0I2 (S1:73.6) and March 2003 (S6:Pre-lraq
war:76.0).
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Section 2 A Comparison Between Survey 18.1 andeSutvcontinued

Achieving
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Figure 2.4: Satisfaction with What you are Currently Achieving in Life

Achieving in life has not fallen by a non-signifitad.4 points since Survey 18. It remains no dififie
than it was at Survey 1.

The wording of this item has changed once. Frome§ul to Survey 10, satisfaction with ‘what you
achieve’ barely changed over the surveys. It waggmally higher at Survey 6 (Pre-lraq war), and
the range of scores was 1.8% between April 20017G54) and March 2003 (S6:Pre-lraq war:75.0).

In Survey 11 the wording of this item changed fréfow satisfied are you with what you achieive
life?’ to ‘How satisfied are you with what you acarrently achievingn life?’. The reason for this
change is to make it more explicit that the questeferred to current life rather than to some past
aggregation of achievement.

The effect of this word change has significantiguesd the score for this domain. The average value
over Survey 1 to Survey 10 is 74.47 (SD=0.45). average value over Survey 11-Survey 17 is 72.96
(SD = 0.53). So it appears to still be a highlijalde measure that has stabilised about 1.5 points
below the original and no different from Survey 1.
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Section 2 A Comparison Between Survey 18.1 andeSutvcontinued

Relationships
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Figure 2.5: Satisfaction with Relationships

Satisfaction with relationships has fallen by a shas and significant 2.0 points since Survey 18. It
remains no difference from Survey 1 but now liematically 1.0 point below its level at Survey 1.

The only other survey to fall below the level ofr&y 1 is Survey 13, which registered 77.6 points.
Thus, the current value of 77.2 points is the Idwes recorded. While there is no obvious reasen fo
this it is important to note that its current leigehot significantly below that of Survey 1.

The highest value for this domain has been 81.3%pat the time of the Athens Olympics (S12). It

has fallen a massive 4.2 points since then. Ave&uf3 this domain recorded its lowest ever value
(77.64) down 3.8 points from the Olympics (S12)ueabf 81.39 points. It has not statistically

changed since then.

The overall pattern of change for this domain doets conform to that of the Personal Wellbeing
Index (Figure 2.1) in that the earlier rise is megtd to the period surrounding the Iraq war. It
therefore differs from the domains Standard of mgyiSafety, Community, and Future Security, all of
which rose significantly in the period following @ember 11. Perhaps this difference is due to the
fact that these other domain changes were reactoaspast event, whereas the rise in Satisfaction
with relationships at Survey 6 was in anticipatodrthe looming war, to which Australian troops were
clearly to be committed. At this time, both of ttlemains involving other people rose significantly
(relationships and community). Perhaps the argimp of war drew people closer to their family and
friends as well as enhancing bonding with the gdneymmunity. These changes then dissipated as
the period of the war was left behind, but the diomeas again briefly elevated during the period of
the Olympics. The range of scores is 4.2 pointsvden February 2008 (S18.1:77.2) and February
2008 (S18.1: Olympics:81.4).
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Section 2 A Comparison Between Survey 18.1 andeSutvcontinued

Safety
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Figure 2.6: Satisfaction with How Safe you Feel

Satisfaction with personal safety has fallen bya-significant 0.2 points since Survey 18 (Tablb 2.
It remains at one of its highest level yet recorded

The first major rise followed the defeat of Saddalussein in Iraq at Survey 7 and has been
maintained ever since. This sustained rise may lmeen linked to the positive feelings of relief
following the defeat of Hussein without unleashimgapons of mass destruction, and subsequently
our increasingly strong American alliance. The ri&iring the Olympics (S12) may have been more
due to the overall sense of elevated wellbeing thaspecific feelings of greater safety. The cuoirre
rise is hard to explain but is associated withlatireely low proportion of the sample feeling theat
terrorist attack is likely (see Section 2.8). Tiamge of scores is 5.0 points between April 2001
(51:75.2) and October 2007 (S18: 80.2).

It is interesting to relate these data on safetytht® sense of terrorist threat that is felt by the
population. Since Survey 9 (November 2003) we rasked people ‘whether they think a terrorist
attack is likely in Australia in the near futurei@ if they say ‘Yes’, we ask about the strengtitheir
belief that such an attack will occur.

These data are combined with the population leseiSatisfaction with Safety’ in Table A2.9. Itrca
be seen that the average level of safety satisfactrrelates negatively with the percentage opfeeo
who think an attack is likelyr(= -.49) and less strongly with the strength ofidiehmong those
respondents who think an attack likety= -.15). The correlation of -.49 explains abod®%®of the
variance between these two measures, which im#isant degree of co-variation. Other factorsttha
will be contributing variance to safety are homasi, personal circumstances and, quite posshsy, t
sense of security offered by an effective wellbemigjitary force and alliance with the USA. The
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Section 2 A Comparison Between Survey 18.1 andeSutvcontinued

latter influence, exemplified by the rise in safetlySurvey 7 (defeat of Hussein) may represent a
constant background factor onto which the fluctuagiin terrorist attack probabilities are imposed.

One implication of these results is that raisingaist attack fears through issuing terrorist @ler
harms the safety satisfaction, and thereby commesnihe overall wellbeing of vulnerable members
of the population.
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Section 2 A Comparison Between Survey 18.1 andeSutvcontinued
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Figure 2.7: Satisfaction with Feeling Part of Your Community

People’s satisfaction with feeling part of theimoounity has risen by a non-significant 0.6 points
since Survey 18. It remains statistically highertiSurvey 1.

Apart from the Olympic period elevation (S12), frevious rises are coherently related to times of
major conflict. In the six months following Septeen 11, satisfaction with community connectedness
went up from its lowest level in April 2001, and svanaintained at this higher level for a further six

months. It then fell, but returned to an even aiglevel in the lead-up to the Iraq war (S6). This

higher level was maintained for six months followithe defeat of Hussein (S9), then dissipated only
to be recharged once again following the second @ahbing (S14). This pattern is consistent with

social psychological theory. An external threall wause a group (or population) to become more
socially cohesive. The range of scores is 4.0tpdietween April 2001 (S1:68.6) and August 2004
(S12:0Olympics:72.6).
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Section 2 A Comparison Between Survey 18.1 andeSutvcontinued

Future Security
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Figure 2.8: Satisfaction with Future Security

Satisfaction with future security has risen by an-smnificant 0.2 points since Survey 18. It fell
strongly and significantly by 2.2 points betweenn®ys 14 and 15. Since that it has risen
progressively higher and is now at its highest méed level (73.2).

In previous surveys, satisfaction with future seguiropped to its lowest level immediately follovg
September 11, and then rose to a significantlydrigével six months later (S3). It then rose again
immediately following the Iraq war (S7), and thaadually fell back. This pattern is very similar t
that shown by safety and the explanations are piglsamilar to those that have been stated for the
safety domain. The correlation between the suraegn scores for safety and future security s

45 (Table A2.18). The range of scores is 4.6 tsdietween September 2001 (S2: 68.6) and February
2008 (S18.1: 73.2).
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Section 2 A Comparison Between Survey 18.1 andeSutvcontinued

Dot Point Summary for the Wellbeing of Australians

1. The Personal Wellbeing Index has fallen by asignificant 0.2 percentage points since October
2007. It remains higher than it was in the fitgtvey in April 2001.
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2. Satisfaction with Standard of Living has remdirstable over the past 18 months despite a
succession of raises in interest rates.
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Section 2 A Comparison Between Survey 18.1 andeSutvcontinued

3. Satisfaction with Relationships has decreasets$ towest point yet recorded. However, this i$ no
statistically below the level at Survey 1.
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4. Satisfaction with Future Security is at its léghrecorded level.
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3. Household Income

We ask “I will now give you a number of categories foousehold income. Can you please give me
an idea of your household’s total annual incomeobeftax. Please stop me when | say your
household income category.”

Table 3.1: Income Frequency (Survey 18.1)

Cumulative Survey 18.1
% of

Cumulative respondents to

(Survey 7-18) | this question N % of respondents to this question
Less than $15,000 2495 13.0 51 6.0
$15,000 to $30,000 3714 19.1 132 15.8
$31,000 to $60,000 5700 29.1 226 27.0
$61,000 to $100,000 4192 21.2 207 24.7
$101,000 to $150,000 3148 16.0 137 16.4
$151,000 to $250,000 289 12 68 8.1
$251,000 to $500,000 68 0.3 13 1.6
$500,000 or more 26 0.1 3 0.4
Total 19,632 79.6% 837 87.7% of respondents answered this question

The data in Table 3.1 are derived from Tables Aghtl A3.2. The proportions in each income
category are all within 1.4 percentage points o¥ey 18, even though the overall sample size ig onl
half normal. The three categories $151-250K, $280K and $500K+ were only introduced in
Survey 17. It can be seen that the sample foreéyut8.1 is considerably wealthier than the running
average. This trend started being noticeable ffomvey 16. The reason for this current changets n
known but it should bias the overall Personal Wailg Index to be higher than it would have been
with a regularly proportioned sample.

As background to the data in this chapter, annigdsggincomes are currently as follows:

$15-000- $31,000-

Category <$15,000 $30,000 $60,000
Age pension - single 13,312

- couple 22,204
Disability support Pension - Single <18y 11,596

- Single with children 13,312

- Couple with children 22,204
Unemployment - Single 18-21y 9,048

- Single with children 11,856

- Partnered, no children 9,048

- Partnered, with children 9,932
Minimum full-time wage 25,168
Median full-time wage (July 2006) 36,400
Average full-time wage (August 2006)* 54,652

Average Weekly Earnings (ABS Website)

From the above it is notable that the only peoph® Wwave an income <$15,000 are single people on
some form of welfare support. When people livehvaihother adult, household income moves into the
next income bracket of $15,000-$30,000. This ghlyi significant for the interpretation of results
between these categories, since the presenceasfreephas a substantial effect to facilitate westilg
(see Chapter 11, Report 14.0). Thus, determinimg d¢ause of the below-normal wellbeing
experienced by people with household incomes <$16j6 confounded by the lack of a partner,
disability, unemployment, and single parenthood. this light it is somewhat surprising that SWB
only rises by about two percentage points as inctmaages from <$15K to $15-30K (see Figure 3.1).

The income category of $15-30K contains a very ohigeoup. It includes people on all types of
welfare payment who are living with at least onkeotperson. It also includes people living alone
who are full-time employed on a low wage. It is nmtil the income bracket $31-60K that most
people on welfare are excluded. Even here, howéwusrquite possible for someone on welfare to be

Australian Unity Wellbeing Index, Report 18.1, Fedry 2008 17



Section 3 Household Income continued

living with another person who has a higher incooreto be living in a shared household with other
adults.

The influence of these various factors can onlydetermined by the break-down of data into sub-
groups. This is being progressively achieved & abmbined data-set becomes large enough to
support the reliable analysis of these sub-groups.

3.1. Income and Wellbeing

3.1.1. Personal Wellbeing Index

The relationship between income and the Persondb®ieg Index is given in Table A3.1 for Survey
18.1, for comparative surveys in Table A3.3, anchigimed surveys in Table A3.4. The range of the
Personal Wellbeing Index across income groupip&tcentage points (Figure 3.1).

N | 2,347 3,589 5,571 4,135 3,112 286 68 26
I I I I I I I I
Increment 1.9 1.6 1.5 15 1.4 0.8 35
85 1 83.3
83 4
a1 | * 80.1
Strength * 79.1
of 79 % 77.8
satisfaction 77 | * 76.4 76.5
(PWI) 74.7
75+ 73.2 Normal Rgnge 735
[ER R
71 T T T T T T T
<$15 $15-30 $31-60 $61-100 $101-$150  $151-250 $251-500 $500+

Household Income ($'000)

Figure 3.1: Income and the Personal Wellbeing Index (combined surveys)

The * in Figure 3.1 denote a significant incremientvellbeing from the immediately lower level of
income. There are four such increments coveriegfdlr income levels above <$15,000. The final
increment is at $101-150K where wellbeing is highan it was at $61-100K (Table A3.4). To some
extent these determinations of significance anenatfon of the number of respondents and it idyike
that as numbers accumulate in the highest catagwiyl become significantly higher than the $101-
150K group. From these current data we must cdectbat income loses its ability to reliably raise
wellbeing beyond a household income of $100-150K.

These calculations clearly indicate the diminishietyrns with increasing household income. At the
lowest income level an additional $15,000 buys Ze@centage points of wellbeing, or $7,500 per
point. From the $15-30K baseline, it takes an tamithl $30,000 ($31-$60K) to buy 1.5 percentage
points, or $20,000 per point. The complete catouiaof the cost of a percentage-point rise in the
Personal Wellbeing Index at each income level as/ahin Table 3.2.
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Section 3 Household Income continued

Table 3.2: The Cost of Each PWI Increment

$ Points $ per
Income ($) increment gained point
<15 to 15-30 15,000 2.0 7,500
15-30 to 31-60 30,000 1.5 20,000
31-60 to 61-100 40,000 1.7 23,529
61-100 to 101-150 50,000 1.4 35,714
101-150 to 151-250 100,000 1.3 76,923
151-250 to 251-500 250,000 1.0 250,000

The relationship between income and wellbeing shistrongest connection at the lowest levels of
income. Thus, a rise of $7,500 in gross houseimaidme is sufficient to raise average wellbeing by
one percentage point. To some extent, howeves,alsio reflects the different compaosition of the
household in terms of disability and unemploymastpreviously outlined.

Beyond an income of $15-30, the cost of an addifiggercentage point of wellbeing is around
$25,000-$35,000 up to a gross household incomel6ii-350K. Beyond this the cost becomes
exponential, with the cost of a percentage poigbhd $101-150K doubling to $76,923. Beyond that
the cost leaps to $250,000.

250,000
250,000 -
200,000 4
$ cost of
one PWI 150,000 1
point
increment 100,000 - 76,923
| 35,714
50,000 20,000 23,529
7,500
0 T T T | |
<15,000 15-30K 31-60K 61-100K $101-150K $151-250K

Current Income ($)

Figure 3.2: The cost of purchasing a percentage point of personal wellbeing

There are two further observations on these ddimst, while the extent of significance between

income increments (Table A3.35) is N dependent, tardefore likely to change as more people are
added to each income category, there is no reasaxpect this to change the calculations of
percentage-point costings above. These rely omlthe reliability of each Personal Wellbeing Index

mean score. Here the numbers are large enougé teliable except for the very highest category
(N=68). The second observation is that these caéirm, as a reasonable approximation, the upper
limit of 81 percentage points as the maximum faugr data. This is consistent with many previous
calculations based on other data.

It is also notable, however, that the income gragfiect more than simply differences in household
income. As shown in Table 3.1, the category of <808 is very over-represented by single people on
pensions and people who are unemployed. Sincegliziane and unemployment are both associated
with low SWB, especially for males, these are addél and powerful influences on the low SWB of
the <$15,000 group.
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Section 3 Household Income continued

3.1.2. Personal Domains

Statistical comparisons between income levels fibrParsonal Wellbeing Index and National
Wellbeing Index variables using the combined datao$ Surveys 7-17 are provided in Tables A3.4
and A3.5 respectively.

1. While Table A3.4 shows that the personal domgserally follow the pattern of the Index,
there are a few exceptions. First, some domamsnaensitive to the effects of income. These
include the personal domain of community and th&nal domain of the Environment. This is
so even though they are sensitive to differencésdsn surveys. It is interesting that these are
probably the least personalized (proximal) domaimd, so, are likely the domains least affected
by personal demographics.

It is notable that the only domain to show a digant income x survey interaction (left side of
Table A3.3) is Achieving, and this was caused [@&/ribme change described in Chapter 2 and
Section 2.3 below.

2. The other personal domains show a great dewhuddtion in both the income threshold that
causes the domain value to change, and also oheilree of consistency between surveys.

2.1 In terms of income increments, satisfactiothviiealth is sensitive to income. In each
survey either the lowest possible increment ($1%)30r the $31-60K has shown a
significant difference from <$15K. Interestinglypwever, this sensitivity disappears at
incomes higher than $30K. That is, there are gaady differences in health satisfaction
between the groups with a household income >$3000 surveys.

This pattern likely reflects the fact that peopieserious ill-health are likely to be over-

represented in the lowest income groups. Thusgtheoups, most particularly the <$15
group, comprise an usually high proportion of peaphose ill-health is so severe that the
associated pain or stress is defeating SWB honwsstddowever, other people in this

income group are undoubtedly healthy, and will haeamal levels of health satisfaction.

The consequence of this mixture is an overall lamug mean and a large standard
deviation. The standard deviation of the <$15 graupredictably larger than that for

higher income groups (Table A3.4), as it is alsalfie other domains.

2.2 The domain that shows the greatest sensitatithigh levels of household income is
Standard of Living. The data show incremented|tewé rising satisfaction up to $91-
120K in Surveys 7, 8 and 9, and many other insendgere $150+ > $60-90K. This
degree of enhanced sensitivity reflects the degresatch between the dependent and the
independent variable. These differences have pésapd in Survey 17 and above due to
the new income categories and small Ns. Theyrefillrn as the cell Ns increase with the
addition of further surveys.

2.3 The domain of Achieving has shown good disicration between the income groups.
The wording of this item changed in Survey 11 (frachieve in life’ to ‘are achieving in
life") and this increased the discriminative capadif the domain. Prior to this change
the range of values across the income groups wat #bpoints. The wording change
has increased this to about 12 points. This isistant with the new wording for this
item being more appropriate for the Personal Waeiltpelndex. The income
discrimination occurs up to $61-100K.

These data also allow an examination of the ivgatontribution of the domains to the

income-sensitivity of the Personal Wellbeing Indekhis can be done by observing the
number of significant income group comparisons imittach domain of Table A3.3 from

Survey 7 to the present. These are as follows:
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Section 3 Household Income continued

Number of significant income- % of
group comparisons with domains total
Standard - 139 31.2
Health - 99 22.2
Achieve - 63 14.2
Future Security - 57 12.8
Relationships - 56 12.6
Safety - 31 7.0
Community - 0 0.0
Total - 445 100.0

This is interesting in demonstrating an enormdegree of difference between the
domains in the extent to which they are influenbgdchousehold income. Over half of
the influence (53.4%) is provided by the two dorsaifi Standard of Living and Health.
The contribution of the others is generally untaka being present in some surveys but
not others except for Community which is insensiti@ income.

2.4 Itis notable that ‘community’ is insensitit@income.
3.1.3.  Domain Discrimination with Income
The actual percentage point differences in thedPatsWellbeing Index domains between the highest

income group with reliable data ($251-500K) anddet(<$15K) income groups within each domain
(Table A3.4) are shown below.

15 - 13.6 128
Percentage 103 94 o1
point 10 ' 7.9
change
from 5 |
<$15K to
$250-$500K 0.0
0 ‘
Standard of Health Achieving Future Relations Safety Comm
Living Security

Figure 3.3: Magnitude of Difference Within the Personal Domains from <$15K to $250-500K

This is a logical sequence, in that the top thresans can be more easily ‘bought’ than the three
lowest. Standard of Living is most obviously rethto income, while good medical care can also be
purchased, and people may gain a sense of achiavéayéaving a household income that is higher
than average. On the other hand, safety is hapdiichase. People who feel unsafe may not be able
to purchase arrangements that make them feel gafd.connection to others, either via relationships
or community, requires personal effort rather thaalth.

These results provide important information forementions designed to enhance wellbeing. Very

often such interventions concentrate on the inggsgnal domains, and whether these domains are
amenable to change through such interventions, vthey are not very amenable to change via

wealth, is an interesting issue.

The second point worth noting is that this domaideo shows some relationship with multiple
regression analyses that study the contributioeagh domain to ‘Satisfaction with Life as a Whole’
(Table A2.17).
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Section 3 Household Income continued

Table 3.3: Rank Order of Domains

Predicting Life as a
Points change Whole Survey 4
with income Rank Rank
Standard 13.6 1 .28 1
Health 12.8 2 .04 6
Achieving 10.3 3 .27 2
Relationships 9.1 5 .16 3
Safety 7.9 6 .03 7
Community 0.0 7 .05 5
Future 9.4 4 .06 4

The Spearman Rank Order coefficient between theserankings is .464, which falls well short of
significance (critical value .714). This discoutite possibility that the sensitivity of the donmio
household income is related to the contribution eraygthe individual domains to ‘life as a whole’.

3.1.4. Personal Wellbeing Index Changes Across Surveys x Income
Table A3.6 provides these results. There is amativieend of decreasing wellbeing with time within
the lower income groups. Within three lowest ineohtackets there are six significant differences

and all are in the direction of higher means inli@asurveys. There does not appear to be any
coherent pattern across the income surveys.

3.2. Income and Gender

The gender distribution of income shows more femalethe lower income groupings (Table A3.8).
This is mainly a consequence of relative longeviore females live in single-pension households.

I:l Significant gender difference
82

79.9 80.6
80 A
"o 786
78 A
Strength m&f >$61-100
of
satisfaction
(Fw) m&f > $31-60
72 4 mé&f > $15-30
m&f < $15,000

70 A

68 i T T )
<$15,000 $15,000-  $31,000- $61,000- 101,000-  $151,000- $251,000 $500,000+
$30,000 $60,000 $100,000 = $150,000  $250,000  $500,000

Household Income
Figure 3.4: Gender x Household Income (combined data)

Females tend to have higher wellbeing at all incomeept the highest. The shape of these slopes ar
similar. Both genders show a significant and pesgive rise in Personal Wellbeing up to $101-150K.

Thereafter, increased income provides no reliattecse in wellbeing for either gender. However,

this lack of significance is more related to sniNalues than to the Personal Wellbeing Index mean
scores, which continues to rise.
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Section 3 Household Income continued

In summary, the higher wellbeing of females is ewidthroughout the range of incomes and both
genders conform to the incremental wellbeing ineeeaith rising income shown in Figure 3.1.

3.3. Income and Age

The age distribution of income is provided in TaBg.9 for Survey 18 and Table A3.10 for the
combined survey data. These show a concentrafitmwoincome in the groups aged 66+ years. It
can also be seen from the combined survey datahbanost elderly group has the highest level of
personal wellbeing despite having the lowest hooigeincome. This indicates a decreased reliance
on money, as an external resource. These peopteshievel of personal wellbeing that is much more
highly controlled by internal factors.

The following figure comprises data taken from EafB.10.

—>—<$15 ——o— $15-30 ---A--- $31-60
84 -
---m--- $61-100 —e— $101-150 —A— $151-250
83 A
82 | 81.9
Age-
specific
normative
range
Strength
of
satisfaction
(PWI)
70 A
69 -
68 -
67 -
66 -
65 -
64 |
63 A
621 62.2
61 -
60
Values for 76.9 76.4 75.9 75.6 77.4 79.2 81.7 Upper
normative range 71.8 72.6 72.7 72.4 73.8 74.9 74.7 Lower
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+

Age

Figure 3.5: Income x Age (combined data)

The most obvious feature of this figure is that lbausehold income is seriously compromising the
wellbeing of people aged 26-55. The value of gibihts at 36-45 years is extremely low and it is
clear that these people are living in situationgmtpersonal wellbeing is being severely damaged by
their life circumstances. The people in such hbakks clearly require assistance.
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Section 3 Household Income continued

It can also be seen that:

(@) The effects of low household income to redudddia-age wellbeing is evident for the two
lowest income groups. At an income of $31-60K hilhg remains within the normal range
for all ages.

(b) There is a clear rank-order of wellbeing theflects household income. This is pretty well
maintained at all ages but is most pronouncedamtrmal working age-range of 26-65 years.

3.3.1. Income x Age x Gender

‘ —=— Male <$15,000 - - -®- - - Male $61,000-$100,000 —e—— Female <$15,000 - - -©- - - Female $61,000-$100,000 ‘

85 -

84 |
83 1 m 828
82 | 81.6
o p—
81 - K
Rt
80 ’.’ L 80.4 Age_
79 - e specific
normative
range
Strength
of
satisfaction
e | 60.3 08
58 1
Values for 76.9 76.4 75.9 75.6 7.4 79.2 81.7 Upper
normative range 71.8 72.6 72.7 72.4 73.8 74.9 74.7 Lower
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+

Age

Figure 3.6: Income x Age x Gender (combined data)

These data are taken from Tables A3.11 and A3li3eneral it can be seen that the generally higher
wellbeing of females is evident. However, thera isurious reversal in the low income groups aged
26-35 years in which females have lower wellbeimgnt males. This may be due to marital status
with more females in this age group being solemareThis requires further investigation.

Australian Unity Wellbeing Index, Report 18.1, Fedry 2008 24



Section 3 Household Income continued

3.4. Regression of PWI Domains against Life as a Wh _ ole

Tables A3.26-A3.32 show the regressions of the rsé¥ersonal Wellbeing Index domains against
‘Satisfaction with Life as a Whole’ across the raraj household income. A summary is provided in
Table A3.31. The relative proportion of explairegd! unique variance is shown below:

0.22 + 0.36
0.21 - 0.35 0.35

0.20 - 10%
0.19 -

- + 0.34
Proportion (.18 - Proportion
of 0.17 - 017 1 033  of
exp!alned 0.16 - explained
variance g 45 | + 0.32 variance
(unique) 014 | . (shared)

013 | 014 014 © 0.31 + 0.31
0.12 - + 0.30
0.11 -
0.10 0.29

<$15 $15-$30 $31-$60 $61-$100 $101-$150 $151-$250 $251-$500

Household income ($'000)

Figure 3.7: The Proportion of Unique and Shared Variance by Income

As can be seen, while there is little variationbimth sources of variance, they both seem to show
systematic trends. The variation in the shareihmae component is just 4 percentage points (from
31% to 35%) and its trend-line is down. The variatin the unique variance is slightly higher at 7
percentage points (from 14% to 21%) and its trémel+s rising up to $121-150K, after which it falls
The total B also ranges over 6 percentage points (from 48-54%)

The first conclusion from this is that the Persolétlibeing Index works well at all levels of
household income. The second is that the domapsuee more unique than shared variance as
household income rises. This is shown below.

0.70 -
0.65 -
0.60 -

0.56

0.55 - 0.53
0.52 0.53

U/S 0.50 -
0.45 - 0.46
0.40 - 0.42

0.41
0.35 -

0.30

<$15 $15-$30 $31-$60 $61-$100 $101-$150 $151-$250 $251-$500

Household income ($'000)

Key: U/S = Unique variance divided by shared variance

Figure 3.8: The Proportion of Unique/Shared Variance by Household Income
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Section 3 Household Income continued

This indicates that, as income rises, the domalisg @ larger role in explaining the total variance.
This is consistent with the progressive releasdamhains from the influence of homeostatic failure
due to low income. It can be seen that this rmetioues up to $91-120K after which there is no
further systematic increase. This is the samenmectevel that shows the maximum rise in its effects
on levels of wellbeing (Figure 3.1).

In order to investigate changes in the individuahdin contributions these are plotted below:

—>¢— Standard - - -X- - - Health ——o— Achieving - - -¢- - - Relationship

—aA—— Community - - - A- - - Future —-+4—- Safety

0.38
0.36
0.34 4
0.32 4
0.30 4
0.28
0.26
0.24 4
0.22 4
0.20
0.18
0.16 -
0.14 4
0.12 4
0.10 4
0.08
0.06
0.04 4
0.02 4
0.00
-0.02
-0.04 -

0.27

.- 0.23

0.08
27X 0.07

.-+ 0.04

<$15 $15-$30 $31-$60 $61-$100 $101-$150 $151-$250 $251-$500

Income

Figure 3.9: Domain Variance Contributions x Income (combined data)

These data are drawn from Tables A3.26 to A3.32.
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Dot Summary Points for Household Income:

76.5

1. Personal wellbeing consistently rises N | 2307 a3 SSA_41% 3z o 6 2
with income up to $101-150K. The Increment 1.9 16 15 15 1.4 0.8 3.5
6.4 point gain over this range is _ .y ,

. . . g5 - * =incremental rises in wellbeing
associated with a change in o 833
wellbeing from below to well above srongn ©! . * o 801
the normative range. Whether the L * s ®
. . . el satisfaction N
rise in SWB becomes significant P Z * 747 .
. rmal Rgnge ¥
beyond $101-150K will be revealed n L I_I H e
by the addition of further data. —— ] : : :
<$15 $15-30 $31-60 $61-100 $101-$150  $151-250 $251-500 $500+

Household Income ($000)

Wellbeing reliably rises with income only up to a household
income of $101-150K.

250,000
2. The cost of increasing happiness 2500007
increases with income. One additional 200,000 |
percentage point of wellbeing for seostol 1500,
someone with a household income of ot~ " o
$151-250K is an additional $250,000. '
50,000 20000 23,520 35714
L2 = o [
<15,000 15-30K 31-60K 61-100K $101-150K $151-250K

Current Income ($)

As household income rises it becomes much more expensive
to buy an extra point of wellbeing.

3. Income has the largest effect on the 55, 136 128
domain of satisfaction with Standard of Percsniage 103 9.4 01
Living. It has no systematic influence change e
on satisfaction with Community suw ° H H
Connectior sossoc ] ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 00
Standard of Health Achieving Future Relations Safety Comm
Living Security

Income has no reliable influence on feeling connected to the
community.
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4. Gender

4.1. Overall Distribution

The sample comprised 490 males (50.0%) and 490iésn80.0%) (Table A4.1).

4.2. Gender and Wellbeing

The Index data are presented for this survey ineTAd.1 and analysed across all surveys in Table
A4.2.

4.2.1. Personal Wellbeing Index

On average, across all surveys, females rate thegssk 1 percentage points higher than males on the
PWI (Table A4.2; Figure 4.1). The shaded surveyshis figure indicate those with a significant
gender difference. The gender x survey interadsosignificant. In this current Survey 18.1, the
gender difference is not significant and this is $ixth survey in a row to show this result. TiBis
unique pattern over the seven years of these ssirvey

—a— Male ---©--- Female ‘
78
77 A
76.1
76 - R
- T~ 752 @ 75.6
75.0 ,-° -
75 | P’y 75.6
741
741 o
73 | 73.3 736 73.6
72 A
71.9
71 T 1
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S18.1
Apr Sept Mar Aug Nov Mar Jun Aug Nov Feb May Aug May Oct May Oct Apr Oct Feb
01 01 02 02 02 03 03 03 03 04 04 04 05 05 06 06 07 07 08

Survey

Key: Values above the trend-lines are significantly higher than Survey 1 for males (m) and for females (f).
The female trend-line f2 indicates values higher than S2, S4, S5 and S11.
Shaded boxes denote a significant gender difference.

Figure 4.1: Gender x Survey: Personal Wellbeing Index

The gender difference in Survey 17 of 0.1 points e first time that the male Personal Wellbeing
Index had numerically (but not significantly) exded the female score and the male values over the
past three surveys have been the highest yet matobeging 3.8 points higher than at Survey 1. The
surveys since October 2005 (S14) seem to heralewaana for gender differences in the Personal
Wellbeing Index. Using the reference point of fin& survey, the female scores became signifigantl
higher after one year (S3, March 2002) and remauaethbly higher over the next 2-5 years (S12,
August 2004) with 5/10 surveys during this pericginy higher than Survey 1. Then the female
values returned to normal, with the last six susyesince Survey 13 in May 2005, being no different
from Survey 1.

The male scores, on the other hand, first rose tigher than Survey 1 at Survey 6 (March 2003) and
have essentially remained at this higher level sitgze. The interaction between the genders over
surveys is significant (Table A4.2). This comimgéther of the gender values has been caused by an
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Section 4 Gender continued

increase in male wellbeing. The male levels ofsBeal Wellbeing Index are currently 3.8 points

above the male level at Survey 1 and this diffegersc significant (Table A4.2). The Personal

Wellbeing Index for the females is a non-significam points higher than Survey 1. The reason for
this selective rise in the wellbeing of male is kobwn.

Also remarkable is the consistency of the separdigtween the genders over the 17 surveys, which
has varied from +0.1% at Surveys 17, to -2.5% av&Su3. In other words, the degree of separation
has varied by a maximum of 2.6 percentage poifNs. precedent exists in the literature for such
consistency in survey data. It is also notabl¢ tiia 2.6 point variation is less than the ranfjbaih
male (3.8 points) and female (3.2 points) Pers@¥glbeing Index scores across the surveys, showing
that they are tending to move up or down together.

4.2.2. Personal Wellbeing Domains

All of the domains except Safety show an overaihbr level of satisfaction for females across the
surveys (Table A4.2). Safety, on the other hastljgher for males and is shown below.

84 -
‘—I—Male = =o= =Female

83
82
81

Strength
of

satisfaction

72 T T T T T T T T 1

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 Si3 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18  S18.1
Apr Sept  Mar Aug Nov Mar Jun Sept  Nov Feb May Aug May Oct May Oct Apr Oct Feb
01 01 02 02 02 03 03 03 03 04 04 04 05 05 06 06 07 07 08

Key: The male trend line m denotes values higher than Survey 1
The trend line f1 and m1 denotes values higher than S1, S2
The trend line f2 and m2 denotes values higher than S3, S4, S6
Shaded boxes denote a significant between-group difference.

Figure 4.2: Satisfaction with Safety across all Surveys
The domain of safety is particularly interesting donumber of reasons as follows:

(& Itis the only domain to be generally highemmales. This has occurred on 14/19 occasions
(shaded).

(b) The satisfaction with safety for males hasrrisgnificantly since Survey 16 and the last three
recordings have represented its highest levelsegeirded. It is significantly higher than seven
previous surveys. It is also the highest male domzeing 5.4 points higher than satisfaction
with relationships.

(c) Safety, split by gender, is the domain thatmisst sensitive to the events that have been
impacting on population wellbeing. The trend lirfes both males and females (Figure 4.2)
generate 67 significant differences within gendenoss the surveys (Table A4.2). The next
highest is Future Security with 47 significant diinces. The maximum ‘safety’ value for
females occurred at Survey 12 (Olympics). The maxn value for males (81.7 points)
occurred at Survey 17 and is 6.5 points higher thams at Survey 1. The maximum female
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value (79.9 points) is 4.7 points higher than atv&y 1. This is a remarkable degree of
correspondence.

(d) Safety is one of the three domains to produsgyaificant gender x survey interaction. The
interaction is caused by the rising trend of fensalfety lagging behind males between Survey 1
and Survey 7. Whereas male safety satisfactioa significantly by Survey 4 (one year
following September 11) female safety did not isdil Survey 7 (10 months later following
the end of the Iraq war). Following the end ofjlwear (S7) the safety of both genders was held
above Survey 1 for a period of nine months. Atndénths following the war (S11) female
safety fell to be no different from Survey 1 whitele safety remained higher.

(e) Safety is the only domain that fails to conitdbunique variance to the prediction of satiséacti

with Life as a Whole (see Cummins et al., 2003hihd this gave rise to a discussion in Report
11.0 as to whether safety should be considerednzaitioof the Personal Wellbeing Index.
However, analysis of data from the Internationallidéeng Group (see manual for the Personal
Wellbeing Index) indicates that safety does contgbunique variance to ‘life as a whole’ in
some other countries. Thus, while it may be regdras a ‘sleeper’ domain in Australia, its
inclusion in the Personal Wellbeing Index is fawnfr gender-neutral as the following figures
shows:

---m--- Male - Safety
---©-- - Female - Safety

82 4 —a— Male - PWI LN - -
811 | —o— Female - PWI 798 80.1 803 .99 802 802
80 " -
79 1
Strength 78
of 77 A

safety 76 1
satisfaction 75 1

74 4
73 4
72 4
714
70

S1 S2 S3 sS4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18  S18.1
Apr Sept Mar Aug Nov Mar Jun Sept Nov Feb May Aug May Oct May Oct Apr Oct Feb
01 01 02 02 02 03 03 03 03 04 04 04 05 05 06 06 07 07 08
Survey

Key: Shaded boxes denote a significant gender difference for safety.

Figure 4.3: Gender x Survey (Safety and Personal Wellbeing Index)

In the figure above, safety is plotted along with Personal Wellbeing Index for each gender. What i
evident from this Figure is that for females, tloendin of safety tends to approximate the valudef t
whole index. The largest discrepancy from the ¢teakWellbeing Index is 3.6 points at Survey 15.
This is not true, however, for males. Here thetyaflomain lies consistently and substantially bigh
than the male Personal Wellbeing Index. The lowestrepancy is 3.4 points (S1) and the largest is
6.3 points at Survey 15. Thus, the inclusion détyain the Personal Wellbeing Index acts to reduce
the overall Index advantage for females. It wélibteresting to determine whether this also octurs
other countries.

The second domain that shows a significant intemadietween gender and surveys is Relationships
(Table A4.2).
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Strength

relationship 79 - g .
satisfaction 7g | I

‘—l— Male - - -e- - - Female ‘ 82.9

83 1 82.1 82.5 82.3 82.1 ®
Lo ° B
1 o S, 816 .0, .
82 8L1 g10 80.9 ..~ e 810,
@---- 0., 805 i 801 ©

Rl : 799"

801 79.1.° - . . 794  79.4

of

77 A
76 -
75

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18
Apr Sept Mar Aug Nov Mar Jun Sept Nov Feb May Aug May Oct May Oct Apr Oct
01 01 02 02 02 03 03 03 03 04 04 04 05 05 06 06 07 07

Survey
Key: Shaded boxes denote a significant gender difference.

Figure 4.4: Gender x Survey (Relationship Satisfaction)

Relationship satisfaction has fallen since the iptes/survey, for both genders, but only signifiéant
for males. The value for males is the second lowesrecord, have fallen 2.9 points since the
previous survey.

Over the first 12 surveys, females had higherimahip satisfaction than males. However, follagvin

Survey 12 (Olympics) the pattern has dramaticdignged, with none of the next six surveys showing

a significant gender difference. In fact, the gamdifference in Relationships was quite margirtal a
Survey 1 (2.0 pointsp = .036) and the values for relationship satistactior both genders have
returned to be no different from Survey 1. Theeunrgender difference is 2.2 points.

From this it appears that:

(a) Following September 11 (at S2 for females) tedpre-lrag war (at S6 for males) relationship
satisfaction became stronger.

(b)  This rise was maintained for females, was maadable for males but, for both genders,
returned to Survey 1 values in the post-Olympiaqee(S13-15). The value for Relationship
satisfaction for both genders is now <2 percengagets different from its value at Survey 1.

(c) It is possible that the sense of threat throaegher armed conflict or international sporting
competition caused an increased sense of intemedrsoonding reflected by increased
relationship satisfaction. Since there has beensmch concern over the past 2 years,
relationship satisfaction has returned to normal.

The third domain to show a gender x survey int@ads satisfaction with Future Security. This is
shown in Figure 4.5 below.
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Strength
of
future
security

75 A
74
73 A
72 A
71 A
70 A

‘—I—Male ---©--- Female ‘

74.1

satisfaction
69 -

68 -
67 -

66
S1 S2 S3 sS4 S5 S6 Ss7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14

Apr Sept Mar Aug Nov Mar Jun Sept Nov Feb May Aug May Oct

01 01 02 02 02 03 03 03 03 04 04 04 05 05

Survey
Key: Shaded boxes denote a significant gender difference.

Figure 4.5: Gender x Survey (Future Security Satisfaction)

s15
May

S16 S17 S18 S18.1
Oct Apr Oct Feb
06 07 07 08

Male satisfaction with Future Security is at itghest level yet recorded. It is 5.9 points highan at

Survey 1 and is significantly higher than six o tprevious surveys.
different from its level at Survey 1 but is higliean the five previous surveys.

Female satisfaction is no

The persistent rise in male satisfaction with fatsecurity is hard to understand. It may be rdlade
consistently good economic conditions and the ooeti presence of terrorist attacks and armed

conflict outside Australia.

4.3. Gender and Age

4.3.1. Personal Wellbeing Index

Gender differences with age

Table A4.3 shows no age x gender related differenoetween Surveys 18 and 18.1.

While

differences were recorded between Survey 16 ani ismot clear what might be responsible for such

inconsistency.

Table A4.4 provides the Gender x Age analysis usireyentire databasieom all surveys. The
combined PWI data are shown below (minimum N=1f@8Male 76+y).
80 - ‘—-— Males - - -©- - - Females ‘ 78.8
775 _.--©
78 TR
Strength
of 76 -
satisfaction
(PWI) 741
72 4
mf mf
70 T
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+
Age
Key: Ages linked by < are significantly different for males (m) and for females (f).
Shaded boxes denote a significant gender difference.
Figure 4.6: Gender x Age: Personal Wellbeing Index (combined surveys)
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Section 4 Gender continued

For both genders there is a highly consistent aggad change in the Personal Wellbeing Index. The
initial rise in wellbeing occurs at 56-65 years foales and 66-75 years for females, at which age th
Personal Wellbeing Index rises higher than the geumge-groups. A second rise occurs at 66-75y
(significant only for males), and a third rise &@+7years. Further discussion of these changes is
provided in the chapter on Age.

The pattern of age-related change in the Persomdib#ihg Index is different between genders, with
the age x gender interaction being significant(.03) (Table A4.4). As can be seen from Figu 4
differences between genders (shaded) are signifisatween all age groups except the youngest

group.

The most interesting aspect of this comparisohésslystematic change in the gender difference with
age, as shown below.

3.0
Gender
PWI 20 | 17
difference 1.4 14 12
(Female ’
0.8
minus 1.0 1 0.7
male) 0.0
0.0
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+

Age
Figure 4.7: Gender x Age: Female PWI minus Male PWI (combined data)

There is a very systematic pattern of gender diffee in personal wellbeing that emerges initially,
and most strongly, within the 26-35y groups, aretehfter diminishes.

This lack of a gender difference at 18-25y is sona@lous that Table 4.5 presents these data adtoss a
surveys for verification. As can be seen, not smerey has produced a significant gender difference
at this age.

Report 11.0 investigated whether this marked gediffarence for the two youngest groups applies to
the individual domains. Figure 4.8 in that repentealed that the apparent simplicity of the sudden
increase in the magnitude of gender differencam ft8-25 to 26-35 years is not replicated at thellev
of domains. While three domains (eg. Standard iging) show the same pattern as the overall
Personal Wellbeing Index, others show no age-rélateange (Relationships) or even the reverse
pattern (Future Security). No simple pattern camligcerned.

The reason for the sudden appearance of a genddryeing difference at 26-35 years remains
mysterious.
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4.3.2. Gender x Age: Domains

4.3.2.1. Standard of Living

86 ‘—I—Male ---©--- Female
84 | o 83.6
82 | 800 .-~ _m 818
Strength .
of 80 , /Im&f>18-25
satisfaction 78 - ;
(Standard 7 |
of livin
9) 24 ] m
72
70
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+

Age

Key: Values above the trend-lines are significantly higher than 36-45 for males (m) and for females (f).
Shaded boxes denote a significant between-group difference.

Figure 4.8: Gender x Age: Standard of Living (combined data)

With the exception of the youngest group, fematxltto be more satisfied with their standard of
living than males. However, the age-trends fonddad of living are very similar for both genders
(Table A4.4) and there is no gender x age intazactiFrom an initial value of about 78.5 points,
satisfaction for both genders falls significantlyreach a low at 36-45 years. It does not siganifiky
rise until 56-65 years, at which age it reachesvallof equivalent to the 18-25y group. The lesfel
satisfaction continues to increase until, at 76argeit exceeds both the 18-25y level and the 56-65
level.

This pattern is remarkable in the extent to whicis the reverse of household income. The middle-
age groups have the highest income, and the oipleaps have the lowest income. It may reflect

disposable income but this cannot be determinad fte current data. Whether this pattern is caused
by child-related expenditure is worthy of futureéstigation.

The pattern of Figure 4.8 is also shown by the dosaf Achievements and Community
Connectedness (Table A4.4). The other domains,etiery exhibit a rather different pattern as
follows:

82 - —a— Males ---0--- Females
79.5
80 1 785
78 N 77.4 f <46-55
7750-" o
Strength 26
of m >26-35 745 741
satisfaction 74 |
(Health) m >46-55
72
70 - 70.5
68
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+
Age

Key: Values above the trend-lines are significantly higher than the designated groups for males (m) and for females (f).
Shaded boxes denote a significant between-group difference.

Figure 4.9: Gender x Age: Health (combined surveys)
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Section 4 Gender continued

Satisfaction with health shows a significant gengleage interactionp=.000). At 18-25 years
satisfaction with health is higher for males (TaBk4 : p=.002 Minimum N=1,583). Thereafter the
two genders show a very different pattern of change

Male health satisfaction shows an immediate drof8.af points between 18-25 and 26-35 years.
Thereafter it stabilizes, only to fall significanthgain at 46-55 years.

Female satisfaction, on the other hand, remairaglgtever the 18 to 45 years, until falling sharipyy
2.9 points at 46-55 years. From that age it galglalecreases, also at about 1 percentage paint pe
decade.

The reason for the drop in female health satisfactit 46-55 years is probably associated with the
onset of menopause. The reason for the fall irersatisfaction at 26-35 years may reflect decrgasin
physical fithess which affects males more than femaver this age-range. From 66 years and older
there is no gender difference in health satisfactio

4.3.2.2. Relationships

—&— Males ---0--- Females
86 1 f> 56-65 .0 8538
84 . 83.7
f> 18-25 m> 56-65
82 -
O P
Strength of 80 1 Lo 808 Tt 07?_"} 788 ..-"
satisfaction 78 T T o’ m> 26-35
. } 78 o’ 77.3 77.0
(Relationships) 76.4
76 m> 18-25
74 1 /
72 ] 73.4
70 T T T T . .
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+

Key: Values above the trend-lines are significantly higher than the designated age groups for males (m) and for females (f).
Shaded boxes denote a significant between-group difference.

Figure 4.10: Gender x Age: Relationships (combined surveys)

Even though the gender difference is significardaath age group (minimum N = 1,039), there is also
a significant interaction (p = .027). It is appd#rthat the gender difference in relationship $atison
diminishes with age.
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4.3.2.3. Safety

‘ —&— Males ---o--- Females ‘
82 - 80.8
79.7

80 | 79.4 79.1 79.1 795

Strength S .\72.3-2/5 :
of 78 1 O PO O crmmmn- o Lt T87
satisfaction 76 | 77.4 77.4 77.7 77.9 i lgee-eee O

(Safety) 76.2 76.7

74

72

18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+

Age
Figure 4.11: Gender x Age: Safety (combined surveys)
There is a significant gender x age interactipn.@11) reflecting convergence between the genders

with increasing age. Gender difference in sattgfacwith safety does not occur beyond 66 years
(Minimum N=1,042).

Across the ages, both genders show their lowest t#safety satisfaction quite late in life, at&&
years for females and 66-75 years for males. fférg then reverses, with safety rising for theestd
groups.

4.3.2.4. Community

The other gender x age interaction occurs for Conityip=.000) and is shown in Figure 4.12 below
(minimum cell size = 1,071).

—a— Males ---o--- Females
o 76.8
-TEETTEEEE o 76.9
76 -
] f>36-45 74.9
Strerf'lgth 75 ] 725 714 .- 46-65
: LT 0" s
satisfaction 70 - ]; >i2_32,2 - L
! >18-25 .969.2
(Community) f>1825 .
68 - -
65.5.-" 68.0
66 - -5
64 1 64.7 64.7
62
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+

Age

Key: Values above the trend-lines are significantly higher than the designated groups for males (m) and for females (f).
Shaded boxes denote a significant between-group difference.

Figure 4.12: Gender x Age: Community Connection (combined surveys)

While both genders show increasing satisfactiom Wibmmunity Connection as they get older, there
is no gender difference within the 18-25y groupor&bver, whereas females show a marked 3.7 point
increase in satisfaction from 18-25 to 26-35, malesw no change (0.2 points). Over the following
decade, however, male satisfaction increases bydi®s.

In sociobiological terms, it is possible that tlf83by period covers the ‘breeding years’ duringakhi
men are more concerned with providing for their iaamate family while females are more concerned
with creating mutually supportive ties with otheiotimers for the purpose of joint child care and
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protection. Thus, the initial rise in satisfactiith Community Connection is delayed in males with
respect to females. It could also be tied to aheeage for marriage by females.

NORMATIVE DATA

4.4. Normative Data Based on Individual Scores

4.4.1. Personal Wellbeing Index

The normative data for individuals on the Pers®iallbeing Index are presented below derived from
the individual values of 14,499 males and 16,1 dles (Table A4.14).

105 - 99.1 100.3

100 -

95

90

Strength 85 1
of 80 4
satisfaction 75 1 —_— | 744 75.6
PWI 70 -
65 -

60 -

55 4

50 -

45

49.8 50.8

Male Females

Figure 4.13: Gender Normative Data for Individuals: Personal Wellbeing Index

The vertical bars represent two standard deviatgwoand the mean. In contrast with the normative
data for household income, the groups that diffearehapproximately the same degree of difference at
the top of their distributions (1.2 points) as la bottom (1.0 points). This is also reflectedhia
mean score difference (1.1 points) indicating a ragtnical advantage to females throughout the
distributions.

Australian Unity Wellbeing Index, Report 18.1, Fedry 2008 37



Section 4 Gender continued

4.4.2. Age Norms (individual scores)
These normative data are taken from Table 2 A4.4.

4.4.2.1. Male Norms x Age

110 - 102.4
100.2 100.5
100, 979 %6 98.4 98.8
Strength 90 -
of 80 73.9 735 735 733 75.3 76.7 77.6
Satisfaction 70 1 S X X ¢ S
(PWI) 60 |
ig | 506 505 136 478 504 52.9 52.9
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+
Age - Males
4.4.2.2. Female Norms x Age

1104 oo 9838 09.8 100.9 101.2 101.7 101.8
100
Strength 90 +

of 80 74.3 75.2 74.9 74.7 76.0 775 | 788
Satisfaction 70 - ) ~ 7~ )

(PWI) 60 -
50

20 | 518 51.7 50.1 184 50.7 53.3 55.9

18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+

Age - Females

Figure 4.14: Gender x Age: Normative Data for Individuals: Personal Wellbeing Index

It is apparent that there is greater gender vanadi the bottom of these normative ranges thahneat
top. The following two figures show this in moretail.

Highest Margin of the Normal Distribution (individu al data)

104 -
102 -
Strength
100 -
of
satisfaction 98 |
(PWI)
96 -
96.6
94
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+

Age

Figure 4.15: Gender x Age: Highest Margins of the Normal Range Calculated from Individuals
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Lowest Margin of the Normal Distribution (individua Is)

58 -

57 | —=&— Males ---eo--- Females
56 | .0 559
55 1 533 .-
Strength 54 4 €29
of 53 | 51.8 517 - 52.9
satisfaction 52 1 R o L
(PWI) gé Y — AN % Threshold for
49 | . R : 50.4 depression risk
48 4
47 |
46 ‘ ‘ T T ‘ ‘
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+
Figure 4.16: Gender x Age: Lowest Extent of the Normative Range Calculated from Individuals

In relation to these two figures the following obsdions can be made:

1. The top and bottom of the distributions changé age in quite different ways. The top of the
ranges gradually increases with age Figure 4.15e Hottom of the ranges shows a bi-phasic
pattern, where the range extends downward to 4&8Es, after which it rises.

2. The decrease in the bottom of the distributiants at (36-45y). Two age cohorts of males (36-
45, 46-55y) lie below the threshold (50%) that algrincreased risk of depression, compared
with just one age cohort (46-55y) for females.

3. These patterns are consistent with the meamedgied gender differences shown in Figure 4.6.
In general, the top of the female range is higmetthe bottom of the female range is higher.
This reflects the overall higher Personal Wellbeilmglex score for females over the
intermediate age ranges.

4, These distributions also inform the lack of adgr difference in the Personal Wellbeing Index
of the youngest group. As can be seen, at therlamge margin there is a consistent advantage
to females (Figure 4.16). However, at the top h#f tanges, the youngest group shows a
marginally higher level for males than for femalEgjure 4.13)

5. The lack of a consistent gender difference a&ctbhe age groups makes it unlikely that the
overall gender differences in the Personal Wellpdimdex represent a more positive female
response bias. It also indicates that the drothénlower range margin of the distribution
between 26-55 years is likely to be experientiatiyyoduced. It is notable that this range
coincides with the child-care years. A future gsis should split this analysis into people
living with or without children.

It can be seen that the Personal Wellbeing Ind&xegaare more consistently higher for females when

comparing the bottoms of the gender-specific noreatanges than the tops. The bottom scores

average to a 1.44 point advantage to the femalbereas the top scores advantage females by an
average of just 0.90 points.

These results are consistent with the idea thagi¢ineler difference is not the product of a difféiedn
response bias, but rather due to a higher propodifovulnerable people within the male group.
Moreover, it appears this vulnerability exists lhbges except for the youngest 18-25y group.
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4.5. Normative Data based on Survey Mean Scores

4.5.1.

Survey mean scores (N=18, Table A4.15).

Personal Wellbeing Index and Domains

87 4
85 4 83.6
83 82.3
80.4 80.6
81 4 79.8 79.3 x_80.6
79 4 U 79.1
: 77.3
Normative 77| 762 77.9 76.9 75.9 76.7 7.9 77.3
Personal 76.8 74.6 776
Wellbeing: 75 75.6 m75-5 : : 74.0 73.9
Indexand 74.4 75.9 74.5 m74-7 75.4 75.9 73.3
Domains 73 - 73.9 74.3 74.0 72.7 74.0 7:>L<'0719
711 726 73.0 72.8 — os 70.9
69 4 70.8 68.9 gg9.9
67 - 66.7 67.6 67.9
65 } - | }
Male ‘ Female Male ‘ Female Male ‘ Female Male ‘ Female Male ‘ Female Male ‘ Female Male ‘ Female Male ‘ Female
PWI Standard of Health Achievements Relationships Community Future
Living Security

Figure 4.17: Index and Domains: Normative Personal Wellbeing

The interesting feature of Figure 4.17 is the magld of the 2SD range. This indicates the extént o
variation over the course of the 18 surveys andg,skows the relative volatility of the gendered
domains to world events. These ranges are presaniable 4.2 below.

Table 4.1: Range (2SD) of Personal Wellbeing Mean Scores over Surveys, 1-13

Future
PWI Standard Health Achieve Relations Safety Community  Security
Male 3.3 4.9 3.0 4.0 5.0 5.7 4.2 4.6
Female 3.6 4.1 31 4.0 6.1 6.7 4.3 6.0
Difference M-F -0.3 +0.8 -0.1 +0.0 -1.1 -1.0 -0.1 -1.4

In relation to these values and Figure 4.17 théofeing observations can be made:

1.
2.

The pattern of domain volatility across survisysimilar for males and females.

For both genders, the most volatile domain fistgawith a 2SD range of 5.7 points (males) and
6.7 points (females).

For both genders, most stable domain is ‘heéB® and 3.1 points).
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4.5.2. Normative: Gender x Age

87 4
85 1 82.6 82.7

83 1 80.7
81 79.4

Nomatve 12 ] A 773 76.7 775 . 789

Personal 77 - 75.2 766 5 .

Wellbeing: 75 4 750 747

Indexand 73 5 B 732 75.0
73 1

Domains 73 1 73.8 74.4
714 727 726 73.0 720
69 4 713

67 -
65

Male Female Male ‘ Female Male ‘ Female Male ‘ Female Male ‘ Female Male Female Male Female

18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+

Figure 4.18: Normative Gender x Age

These data have been drawn from Tables A4.16 anti’A4They show that the gender difference in
wellbeing only develops after the age bracket e%8ears.
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Dot Summary Points for Gender

1. Females generally have higher levels
of personal wellbeing than males.
However, this is survey-dependent and
it is curious that there has been no
significant gender difference over the .
past six surveys. g

78

2. The only personal domain to be lower
for females is safety. This dropped
lower following September 11 for .
females but not for males. These .., °

differences were maintained for about
18 months. Since then the gender .
differences have been unpredictable g
but have been significant over the past -
seven surveys.

78
satisfacion
7
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73
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Survey

Females tend to have higher wellbeing than males

Safety Satisfaction
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817 g4 815
198 804 803 99 802 802 / m2
796
793 g 188 50
782 78.1 785 L7930 86 0
= ERMTY] s o ~ 0785 m
4 T g
s 182 " 781 78 T~ o fl
770 769
e
739
St s s 84 S5 s ST S8 S9 S0 S S12 S13 S4 Si5 S5 SI7 S8 Si8d
Apr Sept Mar Aug  Nov Mar Jun  Sept Nov Feb May Aug May Ot May Ot Apr Ot Feb

01 01 02 02 02 03 03 03 03 04 04 04 05 05 06 06 07 07 08

Males tend to have higher satisfaction with personal safety than females.

3. Relationships shows a significant Relationship Satisfaction
interaction between gender and
survey. It seems possible that the sense = w0 @ e
of threat over surveys 2-12 increased ., = +-5hms % L0 0T
the level of relationship satisfaction s = NS
for both genders, but more so for ol .
females than males. Since May 2005 el A e
the satisfaction level of both genders A Sm o Ae N W Sm o R0 My Am m ou My 0w ow
has returned to their baseline Survey 1

values.

The gender difference in relationship satisfaction has disappeared.
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4. Gender differences in personal
wellbeing only emerge at 26-35 years
of age. They then progressively
decrease with increasing age. The
reason for this is not understood.

5. The gender difference in satisfaction
with relationships is most pronounced
in the youngest groups. Males are
lower than female

Strength of
satisfaction

Gender
PWI
difference
(Female
minus
male)

86
84
82

80

(Relationships)

6. Conclusion There are no obvious
gender-related effects of the rate-rises.

76

74

72

70

Age Differences

3.0
2.0 17
14 1.4 12
10 07 0.8
m
0.0 4 ; ; ; ; .
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+
Age
There is no gender difference in wellbeing at 18-25 years.
Gender x Ag e x Relationship Satisfaction
‘ —8&— Males ---0--- Females ‘
> 56-65 .0 858
’ 83.7
> 18-25 m> 56-65
T80 T 794 788 .
778 -7 SRR ot
L. m> 26-35
- 773
° oo 76.4
/ m> 18-25
734
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+

Males have particularly low satisfaction with relationships at 18-25 years.
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5. Age

5.1. Distribution Overall

The sample is well represented in all age groupdl€rA5.1). The minimum number of respondents
is in the 76+y group (N=51) and the maximum in46e55y group (N=236).

5.2. Age and Wellbeing

5.2.1. Personal Wellbeing Index

|:| Age-specific normative range for group mean scores

Value for Survey 18.1
Age-specific normative mean

- 76.1

81.7
80 1 776
79.2
78 1 75.7 | X | 782
749 76.6 774 T
Strength 76.9 736 : X [77.1
of 76.4 T —_
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74 | 745 B P 74.0
74.3 = |k 743 : 738
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18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+

Figure 5.1: Age: Personal Wellbeing Index (Survey 18.1 vs. Normative Data)

All age groups lie within their normal range exceptthe 36-45y group who lie 0.7 points abovetthei
normal range. There is no obvious reason forahisthe result probably reflects a random variation
There is no difference across the age groups é&setisurvey 18.1 values (Table A5.1).
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Section 5 Age continued

5.2.2. Age x Surveys

Figure 5.2 shows the changes in Personal Welldathgx that have occurred for the youngest and the
oldest group (Table A5.2).
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September Pre-lraq Olympics
11 war
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Figure 5.2: Age x Survey (Personal Wellbeing Index)

For the third and consecutive time in seven ye#rs, oldest and the youngest groups are not
significantly different from one another, being asgied by just 1.2 points. The notable features of
this are:

1. Neither group is significantly higher than thvegre at Survey 1 (Table A5.2).

2. The oldest group has shown a decreasing tremdtbe past nine surveys. The current value of
76.1 points is the lowest since Survey 2.

3. The youngest group has dropped from its higleest yet recorded at Survey 18.

In historical terms, the data from Survey 1, imnagely prior to September 11, showed no age-related
differences in personal wellbeing between the yeshgnd oldest groups (Figure 5.2). In subsequent
surveys the three oldest groups showed a progeesxivease in personal wellbeing (Table A5.2). In
contrast, the youngest group remained remarkaldgdgt prior to Survey 12, with a maximum
variation of only 1.9 points. Olympic success arv®y 12 then apparently caused the Personal
Wellbeing Index to rise, but this was a very trémyi effect which had dissipated by the time of the
following Survey 13 (Table A5.2) and the overall @NA across the 15 surveys for this youngest
group was non-significant at that time. This haw/rthanged and the differences across surveys are
significant (Table A5.1). The total range of vauer this youngest group is 5.1 points. This eng
was achieved by the lowest at Survey 16 (72.8thadiighest at Survey 18 (77.1).

In contrast, the oldest group (Table A5.2) has gkednover a range of 7.4 points (Survey 1: 73.1,
Survey 10: 80.54). This rise became significadifferent from Survey 1 six months after September
11 (Survey 3: +5.9 points) and rose significantiaia to reach its peak value (80.4 points) in the
period immediately prior to the Iraq war. ThiswelBon above the first survey continued until Syrve
13, in the period following the Olympic games, aralv seems to be gradually subsiding. It can be
reasonably concluded that the period of elevated $&¥ this oldest group, which spanned the period
between March 2002 (S3) and August 2004 (S12)ows over. However, it still has quite a way to
fall before it returns to the same level as it wasSurvey 1. In summary, the 76+ year group has
shown a 2.5 year elevation in their subjective balig that seems to have been triggered by
September 11, perhaps maintained by a sense ahakthreat through the Irag war and terrorist
threats, and which is now over.
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Section 5 Age continued

The scores for the middle-range age groups haversisporadic changes but, as shown in Table
A5.2, only marginally significant changes over time

Any explanations for this pattern must accountifi@r transitory nature of the rise in the oldesugs
Possible contenders are as follows:

(& The first involves reminiscence regarding tleed®d World War, the fact of survival, and the
mateship of that time.

(b) The second involves heightened arousal. Butrést and anxiety are stimulated by terrorist
atrocities and Australia at war. If the anxiety ¢®@ dampened, then positive arousal dominates.

Anxiety may be quelled if the Government messdhat ‘our side’ is winning the ‘war on
terror’, is seen as credible. Moreover, elderlppe are generally more receptive to such
propaganda. They have a stronger positive regar@évernment than younger people (Table
A5.1), and fewer elderly people consider the téstaisk in Australia to be high (Table A5.1).
As one consequence, the continued media presentatioverseas terrorist activities may have
caused the heightened sense of wellbeing in eldertyralians.

(c) There is evidence from other research thatrgi@eple are better at accentuating the positives
and ignoring the negatives. However, this expianadoes not account for the transitory nature
of the rises in wellbeing, and neither does it actdor the finding of no age-group differences
prior to September 11.

(d) Itis possible that older people, having mastaklished personal and community relationships,
can draw on these more effectively during timethofat to buffer the negative impact of world
events. It may also be that the sense of threetechthese people, many of whom live alone, to
bond and connect more strongly with their peers, tiat these enhanced relationships have
persisted, maintaining the elevated sense of walibe

This last hypothesis is tested by studying thetireanfluence of surveys on the domains. The data
are the mean domain scores for the 76+ year gromp Survey 6, at which point this group’s
Personal Wellbeing Index reached its maximum (Fighr2) through to Survey 15 (Table A5.2).
Thus, each calculation is based on seven domain s&Eaes.

Table 5.1: Mean Domain Score Changes for 76+y (Personal Wellbeing Index)

Values at Values at Values at Survey 6 relative Survey 15 relative
Domain Survey 1 Survey 6 Survey 15 to Survey 1 To Survey 1
Standard 78.06 84.02 82.25 +6.76 +4.19
Health 66.21 72.42 68.02 +6.21 +1.81
Achieve 75.73 77.63 72.94 +1.90 -2.79
Relations 78.23 86.11 78.13 +7.88 -0.10
Safety 71.85 80.01 81.08 +8.16 +9.23
Community 69.92 77.17 75.18 +7.25 +5.26
Future Security 71.45 79.16 76.98 +7.71 +5.53

It can be seen from these figures that the donfalhsito two groups as:

1. One domain (Achieving in Life) has shown little dga. The lower value at Survey 15 may be
largely due to the item wording change (see Chajjter

The fact that the domain of Achieve did not riséhvihe others adds credibility to the reliability
and validity of the changes that have been fouhdome generic influence was the cause, such
as a change in positive arousal (Hypothesis b)oitld be expected that all of the domains
would rise. The fact this has not occurred lendsience to the idea that some more specific
influence is the engine behind these changes.

2.  The other six domains show highly variable levelsalation to Survey 1.
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Section 5 Age continued

5.2.2.1. The Oldest Group

The two domains of Health and Relationships avstithted in Figure 5.3.

‘ —¢— Health = =0= = Relationships ‘
90 ; 87.0 87.8  g71 86.6 87.6  86.9
O~ « 86.2 85.0 86.0 o -
,9. _ 838 ‘ SO, 842 o~ _ g 84.4 840 _ . - -a
85 4 ’ NN " 0- 5" N 0 o0 .. -
> o _ ,
o . . . . © 82.0
Strength 80 78.1 _» * 813 83.2 o e
of ¢ 75.7 ®781
75.3 786 :
satisfaction 75 § X . >s1
73.2 723
oWy 738 732 714
70.2 706 713 710 G99 eos 718 675
65 68.0 68.5
66.2 67.1
60

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 Ss7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18  S18.1
Apr Sept Mar Aug Nov Mar Post- Aug Nov Feb May Aug May Oct May Oct Apr Oct Feb
01 01 02 02 02 03 Iraq 03 03 04 04 04 05 05 06 06 07 07 08
War

Figure 5.3: Age x Survey: 76y+, Health and Relationships

Both of these domains have shown substantial chavitiea range of 9.5 points for health and 9.7 for
relationships.

The significant rises in health satisfaction atv@yré and Survey 9 are remarkable because, for the
population as a whole, this domain has been thet mmssistent showing no significant change
between surveys (Chapter 2). However, over the pd&s years it has remained at a level not
statistically different from Survey 1.

The rise in relationship satisfaction has been npmesistent and has remained fairly consistently
above Survey 1. Its value in the current surveyislifferent from Survey 1.

It is not at all clear why only the most elderlygp is affected in this way. This is discussedepth
in Report 15.0.
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Section 5 Age continued

5.2.3. Personal Wellbeing Domains

Most of the domains show the same pattern of nerelgéed changes as shown in Figure 5.1 (Table
A5.1). The data for Health satisfaction in Surdéy1 are shown below in relation to age-normative
data for groups (Table A5.30).

|:| Age-specific normative range for group mean scores

78.4 Value for Survey 18.1

82 - 82.0
76.6 Age-specific normative mean
801 80.1 76.4

78 | 186 | 77.6 78.4
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o x| 76.5 74.8 74.0 76.0 75.7 750 76.5

761 53 751 75.6 ' :
: ' T | 740
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66 1 66.0
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18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+

Figure 5.4: Age: Satisfaction with Health (Survey 18.1)

In terms of normative data, the cell size is N=L&e A5.14). The following can be noted:
(@) Health satisfaction is within the normal rageall age groups.

(b) Health satisfaction of the oldest group is@@oihts below its hormative mean score.
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Section 5 Age continued

The results in relation to normative Relationsl{ipsble A5.33) are as follows:

9 - I:I Age-specific normative range for group mean scores
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Figure 5.5: Age: Satisfaction with Relationships (Survey 18.1)

In Survey 18.1, all values are below their norm&tinean score and two age groups (18-25 and 36-
45y) lie below their normative range.
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Figure 5.6: Age: Satisfaction with Safety (Survey 18.1)

In Survey 18, all values are within their normaigas.
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Section 5 Age continued

The results in relation to Community Connectionk€aA5.35) are shown below:

82 - I:I Age-specific normative range for group mean scores
722 go7
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Figure 5.7: Age: Satisfaction with Community Connection (Survey 18.1)

Two age groups (18-25 and 36-45y) lie above thaintative range.
5.2.4. Life as a Whole

This increases with age in much the same pattefor #lse Personal Wellbeing Index in Figure 5.1.

5.3. Normative Data Generated from Individual Score s

Table A5.20 has been constructed by averaging éngoRal Wellbeing Index values of all individuals
who fall within each age-range across all surveVhe minimum N=2,173 (76+ year group). These
results are shown in Figure 5.8.

1o 974 978 99.2 100.0 100.7 1011 102.1
100 + : :
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Strength
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satisfacton 70

(PWI) 60 +

507 m12 51.1 49.4 461 50.6 531 545
40 1 1 1 : 1 1 1 1
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+

Years

Figure 5.8: Normative Range for Each Age Group Derived from the Scores of Individuals (Personal Wellbeing
Index)

There are three interesting features of theseatatallows:

(@) They are very regular in two respects. Fhstriange of two standard deviations for the entire
database (N=33,576) conforms almost precisely withtheoretical normal range of 50-100
points. The top of the empirical range (Table A%.2verages 99.8 points and the bottom
averages 50.3 points. Second, the differencesdeetthe ranges of the seven age groupings is
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Section 5 Age continued

(b)

(©)

5.4.

just 5.7 points (from 46.3 : 18-25y to 51.9 : 46/b5 The correlation between the mean and
standard deviation across the seven age group33gNS).

The base of the ranges show a dip in the 36&d#s groups. This indicates a downward
extension of the Personal Wellbeing Index and imgis a higher than usual (compared with the
other age groups) proportion of the sample expeirgnhomeostatic failure (individual values
<50). This is due to the people without partneithiw this age range. Following 55 years this
dip disappears, and of particular interest is #o& bf any downward range extension within the
oldest group (76y+). This indicates that homedstédilure, producing lower Personal
Wellbeing Index scores, is no more common amongntbst elderly sample than among the
younger age groups. This attests to rugged maintenof homeostatic control within the most
elderly group and is consistent with the decoupliggothesis presented earlier.

The top of the range shows a gradual but gergisise. This is quite different from the rise i
the Personal Wellbeing Index calculated using surmean scores, which shows the sudden
emergence of higher scores at 56+ years (Figufg.5Here, the data from individuals show a
gradual rise across all age groups. Beginning ith18-25y group, the increment between
adjacent age ranges is 0.4%, 1.4%, 0.8%, 0.7%,,0148%. One explanation for this rise is
hormesis (Renner, 2003). It is possible that, esple get older, they learn to adapt more
effectively to potentially stressful situations.s Ane consequence, an increasing proportion of
people within the older groups maintain their seitspand the gradual rise in the top of the
wellbeing range reflects this process. It is atemsistent with progressive decoupling of
wellbeing from illbeing.

Normative Domain Scores (raw data)

Tables A5.23 and A5.25 show the accumulated dathdalth and relationships.

130 +

120 1 1152 1135 113.3 113.9 1151 1152 114.3
110 +
100 +
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satisfaction 70 +
(Health) 60 +
50 +
O 40 41.6
30 | . . 39.7
34.0 315 30.1
20 ‘ ‘ ‘ : : 281
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+
Age

Figure 5.9: Age x Satisfaction with Health : Normative Raw Data
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Figure 5.10: Age x Satisfaction with Relationships : Normative Raw Data

It is evident that most of the variation with ageears mainly at the lower margin of each normative
range. The upper range of health varies by justpgrcentage points across the seven age ranges,
which is evidence of remarkable stability. The epange for relationships varies by 6.2 percentage
points. In contrast, the variation across ageh@ kower range for health is 13.8 points and
relationships is 15.5 points. These are remarkaivhylar degrees of change in opposite directions.
The correlation between these lower margins folthesnd relationships is -.79. This is consistent
with the idea of domain compensation, where a deserén one domain is compensated by a rise in
another in order to maintain a steady state of SWB.

5.5. Normative Data from Survey Mean Scores (N=18)
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Figure 5.11: Normative Range for each age group derived from the survey mean scores (Personal Wellbeing
Index: N=18)

Figure 5.11 has been constructed by using the gunean scores (N=17) for each age-group as data
(Table A5.28). The vertical bars denote the rasrgated by two standard deviations on either side o
the age-group mean.

The range for the oldest (76+y) group (7.0 poimgsiar larger than for the middle-age groups (3.2
points for 46-55y group). The rise in this rangevident from the 66-75 (4.4 points) group.

It is also evident that this increased variancedsurring mainly from the top of the range. From
Figure 5.11 it can be seen that the top of the f&fge (81.7 points) is around 6 points higher than
is for the four youngest groups, while the bottoihthe range (74.7 points) is about 2 points higher.
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Section 5 Age continued

Thus, variance is being added to the older grobpsugh the addition of higher survey mean scores,
and this has caused the top of their range to ekgaking the group mean with them.

In summary, there are no differences across theegsirfor groups within the age range 18-55 years.
However, there is a tendency for older groups tmaskignificant variation across surveys, with such
expansion occurring from the top of each range.

A detailed discussion of these differences is abéal in Cummins et al (2004).

5.6. Normative Domain Scores (Survey Mean Scores : N=18)

Tables A5.30 and A5.32 show the accumulative datadalth and relationships.
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Figure 5.12: Age x Satisfaction with Health : Survey Mean Scores

Satisfaction with health shows a falling-contragtjpattern up to 55 years, such that both the tap an
the bottom of the ranges decrease, but with thedtmpeasing faster. At older ages, the top of the
range remains at about 76 points while the bottbtherange continues to fall.

95 -
% 89.7
il 85.3
a5 | 82.7 83.5
Strength 80.6 80.7
78.8
of 207 E
satisfaction 75 | 26.0 76.0 78.1 79.6 )
i i . . 74.9
(Relationships) 0l 721
65 +
60 1 1 1 |
18-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66-75 76+
Age

Figure 5.13: Age x Satisfaction with Relationships

. Survey Mean Scores

Satisfaction with relationships shows a rising gattwith age for both the top and the bottom of the
normal range. The top of the range rises to agrextent. There is a major shift from 18-25 gdar

26-35 years.
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Section 5 Age continued

Dot Summary Points for Age

1. The Personal Wellbeing Index
for the 36-45y group is above
their normative level for Survey
18.1.
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After having risen, all age groups are now returned to be no different from Survey 1.

3. Conclusion There is no
obvious effect of the rate-rises
on the age-related data.
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6. Money Matters

6.1. Shares

We asked: “Does anyone in your household currently own angreb in the stock market (except
from superannuation)?”

80

78 | 77.4

76 | 76.4

PwI Normal range 4.4

74 4 73.4

72

70

Yes No

Figure 6.1: Own Shares x Personal Wellbeing Index

Not surprisingly, people who own shares (41% ofgample) have higher wellbeing than those who
do not (Table A6.1). These people are predomipandle (Table A6.2), aged 36-75 years (Table
A6.3), and with higher income (Table A6.4).

6.2. Cost of Living

We asked:*How worried are you about the cost of living?”

84 - 82.7
82 4
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78 4
76 76.4
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70 4 70.3
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64 . . . . . . . . .
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0/1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Level of worry

Figure 6.2: Worry about cost of living x Personal Wellbeing Index

These data come from Table A6.5. It is appareait Worry about the cost of living is not a major
issue for most people. Only those 9.2% whose le¥elorry is 10/10 have a Personal Wellbeing
Index that is reliably below the normal range.
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Section 6 Money Matters continued

This same pattern is pretty much repeated for ehthe Personal Wellbeing Index domains (Tables
A6.6 to A6.12) with two exceptions. Neither Heafffable A6.7) nor Relationships (A6.9) show a
significant downward trend. It seems that botlthese domains are predominantly influeced by other
concerns.

6.3. Interest Rates

We asked:*How worried are you about interest rises?”

807 790
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75.2 76.4
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Figure 6.3: Worry at interest rates x Personal Wellbeing Index

The data for Figure 6.3 come from Table A6.13. sTiigure is interesting in two respects. First it
shows that worry about interest rates has no impaatellbeing. The slight downward trend is non-
significant and all values remain in the normalg&n

Second, it is most interesting to discover a paaeaburce of ‘worry’ that has no reliable link Wwithe
Personal Wellbeing Index even when the level ofrwi rated as 10/10. This means that the 11.9%
of the sample who registered this extreme levelofry are not simply an extremely anxious or
depressed sub-set of the sample with low wellbelmg to their general psychological state. If this
was the case their group mean would lie below tivenal range. Instead, this appears to be a group
who are able to register a level of extreme conuestim the knowledge that interest rates are clirgbin
but this concern is not personalised, so it do¢sfiect their personal wellbeing.

This is an excellent validation for the sourcesvofry that are associated with low wellbeing. Wher
this is found, the low wellbeing can be reasonaittsibuted to the influence of the specific sounte
the worry.

As might be expected, this pattern does not ditfegender (Table A6.14) or age (Table A6.15).

One further observation relates to the nature ef gnestion and the proportion of the sample
endorsing an extreme level of worry. A crucial edpof the question is that it concerns something
that is not under personal control and is highlgtaliin relation to the self. The rate rises are
controlled by the Reserve Bank and there is notlaEingindividual can do to control the Bank's

decisions on this matter.

They can, however, take control of their own liueshe face of such rises. This may involve primar
control through reduced discretionary spending sewbndary control through such ideas as the rises
will soon cease, their wages are rising, and seetttbfficult times are transitory. Of course, both
forms of control have a limited capacity and at eoevel of difficulty, they will fail to maintain
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Section 6 Money Matters continued

wellbeing, and the Personal Wellbeing Index will.faHowever, for the majority of the sample this
level of difficulty has not yet been reached.

6.4. Investments

We asked:*How worried are you about your investments?”

Table A6.16 shows much the same pattern as Fig@renth only the 4.8% of the sample who rate
their level of worry as 10/10 showing wellbeingdglthe normal range (72.6 points).

There is no interaction of worry about investmewtth gender (Table A6.17) or with age (Table
A6.18.), or with owning shares (Table A6.19).
6.5. Summary

The current series of rate increases has hadditibet on the wellbeing of the Australian popuwiati
To some extent this shows people’s capacity torébsach increases into their lives without distress
It also reflects the gradual nature of these sseh that people have time to adapt.

This latter point has policy implications for gomance. A series of small rate rises is likely & b
better tolerated by the population than a singigdaise.
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Section 6 Money Matters continued

Dot Summary Points for Money Matters

1. Shares:
People who own shares have higher
wellbeing because they tend to be
wealthy.

2. Cost of living:
Only the 9.2% of the sample whose
worry level about the cost of living is
10/0 have lower wellbeing.

PWI

3. Raterises:
No level of worry about rate rises is
linked to low wellbeing.

4. Conclusion The current series of rate
increases has had little effect on the
wellbeing of the Australian population. To
some extent this shows people’s capacity to
absorb such increases into their lives
without distress. It also reflects the gradual
nature of these rises such that people have
time to adapt.

This latter point has policy implications for
governance. A series of small rate rises is
likely to be better tolerated by the
population than a single large rise.
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