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Executive summary 

The Australian Work and Life Index (AWALI) is a national survey of work–life 
outcomes amongst working Australians. It will be repeated annually from 2007 in 
partnership with the SA and WA Governments. AWALI 2007 establishes baseline data 
for work–life outcomes using a range of measures. AWALI 2007 surveyed 1435 
randomly selected working Australians in March 2007 by computer-assisted telephone 
interviews. The survey provides a fair representation of the Australian labour market at 
the time of the survey. Data are weighted by age, highest level of schooling, sex and 
geographic area throughout this report in order to reflect the Australian population 
distribution. 

AWALI measures perceptions of work–life interaction, including both work-to-life and 
life-to-work interactions. Two dimensions of negative interaction are considered: general 
interference (work interference with responsibilities or activities outside work and vice 
versa) and time strain (restrictions on time spent with family or friends and vice versa). 
AWALI also contains measures of work-to-community interaction (interference with 
capacity to develop or maintain community connections and friendships), feeling rushed 
for time and satisfaction with overall work–life balance. 

Work affects most working Australians beyond the workplace. Over half employees 
surveyed find that work sometimes, often or almost always affects their activities beyond 
the workplace (52.6% of the total) and even more find it regularly keeps them from 
spending the amount of time they would like with family or friends (60.7%). Men report 
more spillover from work-to-life, and less satisfaction with their work–life balance 
overall, than women. This reflects their longer hours at work. When hours are controlled 
for, women have worse work–life outcomes than men. Women are much more pressed 
for time, reflecting their greater unpaid work hours.  

Spillover from work to activities and time outside work is much greater than the reverse. 
Most people do not think that their personal life affects their working lives or the time 
they have to give to work. It seems that work time is better protected from personal life 
and its competing demands for time than personal life is protected from work time and 
its demands. Only 5.5 per cent of workers feel that that their personal life takes time 
from their work often or almost always, compared to a quarter who feel the reverse (i.e. 
that work takes away from personal time). The temporal boundary around work and life 
thus appears rather more porous in one direction than in the other. Work pulls more 
from life outside work than life pulls from work. 

Work is also having a significant impact on workers’ community connections. Just under 
half the respondents feel that work interferes with their capacity to build and maintain 
community connections and friendships sometimes, often or almost always. Twenty per 
cent of men said work did so often or almost always and 17.0 per cent of women agreed.  

Australian workers often feel rushed for time. Australian women are especially affected, 
with 55.6 per cent feeling often or almost always rushed or pressed for time compared to 
49.9 per cent of men. When it comes to feeling rushed or pressed for time, women with 
children are distinctive: 72.5 per cent of them often or almost always feel rushed for time 
compared to 44.2 per cent of women without children (45.7% and 56.0% for men). 

However, despite high levels of spillover from work to life, three-quarters of Australians 
(77.2% of women and 74.0% of men) are satisfied with their work–life balance.  

Some suggest that the self-employed can gain control of their working time and better 
reconcile work and family. Our results give little support to this proposition. The self-
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employed report more frequent negative work–life spillover than employees in our 
study, although the difference is small. Specifically, self-employment does not appear to 
offer better work-life outcomes for women with children. In our study, self-employed 
women with children are more likely to report frequent time strain and more frequent 
interference of work with non-work activities than women employees with children. 
Overall, seventy-five per cent of employees and the self-employed  are satisfied with their 
work–life balance. 

Controlling for hours, male employees in permanent employment have the best work– 
life outcomes. There is no statistically significant difference between the work–life 
outcomes of men in fixed term or casual employment arrangements and women in 
permanent, fixed term contract or casual employment: all of these have very similar 
work-life outcomes. 

Longer hours of work are consistently associated with worse work–life outcomes on all 
our work–life measures. Outcomes are worse for both women and men who work long 
hours (45–59 hours), and especially for those who work very long hours (60+ hours). For 
example, more than twice as many employees who work very long hours frequently 
perceive that work interferes with their activities outside work, compared to those 
working around a standard full-time week (35–44 hours).  

While part-timers generally experience less work–life interference than full-timers, for 
women part-time work may not provide very much protection from negative work-to-life 
spillover. Work-to-life interference is worse for women who work long part-time hours 
(16–34 hours), than for full-time women. For example, 16.8 per cent of women who 
work long part-time hours perceive that work frequently interferes with activities outside 
work, compared to 13.5 per cent of full-time women. This raises the possibility that 
longer part-time working does not shield women well from time pressures or work–life 
spillover. 

Less than half the survey respondents had a good fit between their actual and preferred 
hours. Just over 40 per cent of those workers surveyed work more hours than they want 
to, while a smaller proportion (16%) work less. This result is perhaps surprising, given 
that the survey was conducted at a time of very low official unemployment, when 
conditions might be expected to favour a good fit as workers change jobs or negotiate to 
achieve their preferences. Our data provide evidence for the proposition that a good fit 
between hours of work and preferences improves work–life outcomes. For example, 
work frequently interferes with time for family or friends for a third of those who would 
like to work less, compared to 15 per cent of those with a good hours fit. In terms of the 
overall work–life index (a standardised scale averaging five key work–life measures into a 
single Index), there are significant differences between those who have a good fit and 
those who seek different hours. Those with a good match between actual and preferred 
hours have the best work–life outcomes and those who want to work less have the 
worst. 

Work–life spillover is greater for those in poorer quality jobs, and this holds consistently 
for a range of job quality measures (job security, work overload, time and task autonomy, 
flexibility of working time and overall job satisfaction). This effect is consistent for all 
work–life measures. For example, workers who are worried about the future of their jobs 
are more likely to experience a negative spillover from work to activities outside work. 
Lower work overload, more schedule flexibility, more autonomy at work and higher job 
satisfaction are all associated with better work–life outcomes in terms of less work–life 
spillover, having enough time with family and friends, less interference with community 
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connections, less chance of feeling rushed or pressed for time and higher satisfaction 
with one’s work–life balance overall. 

The survey shows that many Australian workers feel stressed at work, especially women, 
and this is associated with poor work-life outcomes. 

Particular occupations are associated with lower levels of work–life interference and 
others with much higher rates. Managers, professionals, community and personal service, 
and technical and trades workers are most likely to experience work–life interference, 
while sales and clerical and administrative workers are least affected. Almost a third of 
managers are not satisfied with their work–life balance (32.1% of men and 30.1% of 
women, compared to the overall average of 25 per cent). Similar proportions of 
community and personal services workers (36.7% of men and 28.9% of women), 
professionals (27.1% of men and 23.6% of women) and technical and trades workers 
(38.5%) are also more likely to be dissatisfied. 

While conclusions about states should be viewed with some caution due to small sample 
sizes in particular states (ACT, TAS), findings suggest that Tasmanians are least likely to 
experience general interference from work to non-work activities. Queenslanders are 
most likely to report time strain (i.e., restrictions on time with family and friends due to 
their work commitments). Western Australians and South Australians are least likely to 
find that work interferes with their community connections. When it comes to feeling 
rushed for time, Tasmanians are the least affected. Compared to all other locations 
combined, there was some indication that work–life outcomes are better in South 
Australia in terms of a less negative spillover from work-to-life. However there is little 
difference for overall satisfaction with work–life balance and feeling rushed for time. 

The average commute of respondents was 4.7 hours a week. Those who do the longest 
commutes have the worst work–life outcomes. A quarter of those who commute for 
more than 10 hours a week find that work frequently interferes with activities outside 
work compared to a fifth of those who commute for 2–5 hours. The effect of long 
commuting times is especially negative in relation to time strain. When commuting and 
working hours combine to create long days, the effects on work–life spillover are 
especially negative. 

Older workers (over 55 years) and workers under 34 years have better work–life 
outcomes than those in their middle years. In terms of education, there are significant 
differences in work–life outcomes between workers with different educational levels, 
ranging from the best for those without post-school vocational or university 
qualifications to the worst for those with university qualifications. This reflects the 
tendency for those with a university education to enter occupations that are more likely 
to be associated with negative work–life spillover, such as management and the 
professions. 

More caring responsibilities are associated with worse work–life outcomes. More 
specifically, parenting is associated with worse work–life outcomes, especially amongst 
those with younger children (four years old or less) and more children (two or more 
children). Parenting and caring responsibilities have a stronger negative effect on work– 
life outcomes for women than for men. Compared to men with or without caring 
responsibilities/children and women without caring responsibilities/children, the worst 
work–life outcomes are reported by women with caring responsibilities for family and 
friends, women with two or more children, and women with children regardless of 
whether they are of preschool (four years old or under) or school age. When it comes to 
feeling rushed or pressed for time, women with children are distinctive: 72.5 per cent of 
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them often or almost always feel rushed for time, compared to 44.2 per cent of women 
without children (45.7% and 56.0% for men, respectively). 

It is widely accepted that working conditions and experiences can affect workers’ physical 
and mental health and well-being. Similarly, our study shows that negative work–life 
spillover is also associated with worse health. Poor work–life outcomes also show a clear 
relationship to (self-reported) physical, mental and social well-being. Men and women 
with the worst work–life outcomes report poorer health, more use of prescription 
medications, more stress, and more dissatisfaction with their close personal relationships. 
Work–life outcomes are imposing high costs – on individuals, families and the broader 
community. This study confirms the importance of work–life issues in Australia and 
creates a firm basis for greater policy and research attention to these questions and their 
effects. 
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Introduction 

More and more Australians are participating in paid work for longer over their life-cycles. 
Women are increasingly contributing to paid work and, in a tight labour market, 
Australia’s economy relies on them. Putting more time and effort into paid work, 
however, has important implications beyond the workplace: it affects personal, 
household and community well-being and health. It affects the nature and quality of care 
for those who rely on workers or live in their households, and it affects fertility 
(McDonald 2000). 

These issues have considerable international purchase. Governments are increasingly 
aware and attentive, at least rhetorically, to work–life issues as a result of their strong 
purchase in community conversation as well as their demographic, health and labour 
market implications. Much of this interest focuses upon the question of reconciling work 
with family responsibilities (OECD 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005), but there is increasing 
interest in issues beyond work–family effects to work–life effects. This larger set of 
effects (which include work–family interaction) is our focus. 

This report on the Australian Work and Life Index (AWALI) is the first of an annual 
survey of work–life interaction in Australia. Collection of the Index data will be funded 
in 2008–2010 through a collaboration of the University of South Australia and the South 
Australian and Western Australian governments with the support of the Australian 
Research Council (ARC), through the ARC linkage project, ‘Work/life balance, well-
being and health: theory, practice and policy’ (ARC LP 0776732). 

Here we describe key results arising from the initial 2007 survey and analyse them by 
gender and other factors. Subsequent publications will go beyond this descriptive 
account to undertake multivariate analysis. Our database is a survey of over 1400 working 
Australians undertaken in March 2007. The concepts and methodology underpinning 
AWALI have been set out elsewhere (URL: 
http://www.unisa.edu.au/hawkeinstitute/cwl/publications.asp).  

Throughout this report we refer to work–life ‘spillover’ or ‘interaction’ rather than 
‘balance’. In our view, work and life interact in complex ways that are better conceived of 
as interactions rather than degrees of balance. The boundaries around them are porous. 
Further, they are shaped by many things: labour market regulation, social supports and 
the cultures prevailing in workplaces and around gender, as well as more local workplace 
and household factors and the personal capacities of individuals. The metaphor of 
balance has at its fulcrum a clever or lucky individual who keeps everything in careful 
equilibrium. In our view this places too much weight on the individual, and too little 
upon their legal, economic, social and cultural surrounding. What is more, the two 
spheres of work and life interact in complex ways: they don’t sit alongside each other, but 
overlap with porous boundaries between the spheres. The effects of each sphere spill 
onto the other, though as this report shows this happens rather more in one direction 
(from work to life) than in the other (from life to work). For these reasons, this report 
assesses work–life interaction or spillover and locates outcomes for individuals in the 
context of their workplace and household situations. 

AWALI contains a number of questions which directly assess respondents’ perception of 
work-to-life interaction and vice versa. AWALI measures two dimensions of influence: 
firstly, the impact of each sphere (work, non-work life) on respondents’ capacity to 
satisfactorily engage in the activities and responsibilities of the other sphere (which we 
term a general strain or interference effect) and secondly, the time available to spend in 
the other sphere (which we view as a time strain effect).  
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AWALI measures work-to-life interactions that include, but are not confined to, work– 
family issues. Those without children also experience spillover from their working lives 
onto their relationships, recreation, households and health and well-being. AWALI also 
measures the effects of work on community connections. Putting more hours into paid 
work affects our relationships beyond home, including our capacity to build friendships 
and support networks in the broader community, but these are generally not investigated 
in assessments of work–life interactions. 

AWALI also employs a commonly used single measure of time pressure in daily life 
(feeling rushed or pressed for time), which is an indirect measure of negative work–life 
spillover. Finally, AWALI includes a general assessment of satisfaction with work–life 
balance. ‘Balance’ rather than ‘interaction’ was the terminology used in this question, as it 
is the most common terminology used in the media and other public discussions and 
hence most likely to be familiar to respondents. In sum, AWALI measures perceptions of 
work–life interaction focusing on work-to-life interaction and life-to-work interaction. 
The first two items study the dimensions of negative interaction: 

• Firstly ‘general interference’ (i.e., the frequency with which work interferes with 
responsibilities or activities outside work and vice versa) and 

• Secondly ‘time strain’ (i.e., the frequency with which work keeps workers from 
spending the amount of time they would like with family or friends and vice versa). 

• Work-to-community interaction, measuring the frequency with which work affects 
workers’ ability to develop or maintain connections and friendships in their 
community. 

• Satisfaction with overall work–life ‘balance’. 
• Frequency of feeling rushed or pressed for time. 

Finally, we bring together the above five measures of work-to-life interaction (excluding 
the distinctive life-to-work interactions) to arrive at an overall work–life index, providing 
an easily understood, overall comparative measure of work–life outcomes. 

While we recognise that work-to-life and life-to-work interactions have both positive and 
negative effects, AWALI 2007 concentrates upon negative interactions, given that these 
are of most immediate policy interest. We hope that AWALI makes a new and useful 
contribution to existing knowledge and policy in five ways: 

1. It includes a random sample drawn from all working Australians, permitting analysis 
of work and family issues but extending more broadly to work–life issues as they 
affect all Australian workers across the life-cycle. 

2. It is annual in nature, allowing for the analysis of change over time, based on a cross-
section of surveyed working Australians. 

3. It includes both work-to-life and life-to-work interactions. 
4. It includes work-to-community interactions. 
5. It analyses a wide range of life issues (including care responsibilities, relationships and 

health outcomes) with a wide range of work effects (including hours of work, job 
quality, forms of employment, industry, occupation and unionisation). This analysis is 
set in the context of geographic, personal and household factors (including gender, 
age, education, location and commuting time).  

Structure of this report 
This report begins in Section 1 with a description of the AWALI 2007 sample and 
analysis of its representativeness relative to the Australian labour force. 

Section 2 then gives a descriptive account of the main outcomes of the survey which 
begins with a discussion of overall work–life outcomes for the whole sample before 
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moving to analysis of work–life issues by a range of factors. This analysis integrates 
discussion of gender throughout (where sample size permits reliable statements).  

Section 3 includes detailed discussion of eight work or job-related factors, as follows: 

1. Employee/self-employed  
2. Form of employment: casual, contract, permanent 
3. Working hours 
4. Fit between actual and preferred hours 
5. Job quality 
6. Occupation 
7. Industry 
8. Unionisation. 

Section 4 includes detailed discussion of ten geographic, personal and household 
characteristics as follows: 

1. State and city/regional location 
2. South Australian outcomes 
3. Length of commute 
4. Gender, age and education 
5. Care responsibilities and children 
6. Income 
7. Health 
8. Close relationships 
9. Utilisation of medical services 
10. Stress. 

Unless otherwise indicated, the findings reported in Sections 2, 3 and 4 refer to 
employees, not self-employed  persons. It is likely that the experience of work is 
qualitatively different for employees of an organisation than for self-employed  persons. 
We investigate these differences in regard to work–life outcomes in Section 3. 

Statistical conventions in this report 
Any differences that are commented upon throughout the report are significant at the 
P < 0.05 level unless otherwise indicated. The Dunn–Bonferroni correction for multiple 
comparisons is used where appropriate to set a more conservative level for statistical 
significance. We sometimes refer to the size of the relationships observed between work– 
life outcomes and a particular factor (e.g., work overload). Within a range of 0 (no 
relationship) and 1.0 (a perfect relationship), the magnitude (i.e., the strength) of the 
association is defined as small (0.10–0.29), moderate (0.30–0.49) and large (0.50 and 
above). 

We also make use of a combination measure of work–life interaction, the work–life 
index. This standardised scale is calculated by taking the average of responses across five 
key work–life questions (work interference with activities outside work, work 
interference with time with family and friends, work interference with community 
connections, satisfaction with overall work–life balance and being rushed for time). 
Principal components factor analysis shows that the five items load onto a single factor, 
indicating it is appropriate to combine the items into a single scale. The scale has a 
satisfactory internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.81).  

The work–life index is a standardised scale with the mean set at 100 and a standard 
deviation of 15. The Index is interpreted in a similar way as a standard IQ score, but 
unlike IQ scores, higher scores on the Index indicate a poorer outcome. For the 
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purposes of this report the Index offers a quick indication of how much particular 
groups vary from the survey average. A higher work–life index score (e.g., 115) implies 
worse work–life outcomes than the average of the survey population, while a lower score 
(e.g., 83) implies better than average outcomes. With this type of standardised scale, 
about 68 per cent of the scores will fall within one standard deviation of the mean (i.e. 
between 85 and 115) and about 95 per cent of the scores will fall within two standard 
deviations of the mean (i.e. between 70 and 130). This type of standardised scale assists 
us to interpret the magnitude of the difference between a score and the survey average. 
For example, since 95 per cent of the sample will have a score between 70 and 130, a 
score of 71 indicates a large difference relative to the average survey score of 100.  
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Section 1: The AWALI 2007 sample, its representativeness and general 
characteristics 

This section provides an overview of the sample and its general characteristics.  

The AWALI 2007 sample is a national stratified random sample of 1435 Australian 
workers conducted through computer-assisted telephone interviews over the two 
weekends of 23–25 March and 31 March to 1 April 2007. Newspoll conducted the 
survey. In accordance with usual Newspoll practice, the respondents were selected by 
means of a stratified random sample process, which included a quota set for each capital 
city and non-capital city area. In each of these categories, a quota is set for each 
telephone area code, with a random selection of household telephone numbers drawn 
from current telephone listings in each area code, and a random selection of an individual 
in each household by means of a ‘last birthday’ screening question.  

Telephone surveys have strengths and weaknesses. They allow fast data collection and 
increased quality controls through interview controls and clarifications, and they permit 
data collection from individuals regardless of their reading and writing ability. A system 
of callbacks and appointments to facilitate a higher response rate and the inclusion of 
responses from people who do not spend a great deal of time at home means that this 
possible distortion is minimised in AWALI. However, the survey is likely to be biased 
against those who do not use a telephone at home. The concepts, methods, literature, 
measures and pre-tests underpinning AWALI are set out in Pocock, Williams & Skinner 
2007, ‘The Australian Work and Life Index (AWALI): Concepts, Methodology & 
Rationale’ (http://www.unisa.edu.au/hawkeinstitute/cwl/publications.asp). 

As a sample drawn from a much larger population, the estimates presented in this report 
may be subject to sampling bias; that is, the estimates may be different from the figures 
that would have been reported had all Australian workers been interviewed. Two 
strategies have been used to address this issue. The total number of completed interviews 
was post-weighted to reflect the latest Australian Bureau of Statistics estimates of the 
Australian population distribution according to age, highest level of schooling completed, 
sex and area. This was done to adjust for differences between the AWALI sample and 
Australian population on these key demographics. 

The reliability of these weighted population estimates can be evaluated by calculating the 
relative standard error for each estimate. This indicates the accuracy of a population 
estimate. Resource and space limitations preclude the calculation of relative standard 
errors for each estimate in this report. Instead, we follow the threshold rule used in the 
HILDA study (Heady, Warren & Harding 2006) set at a minimum of 20 units (i.e., 
participants) that must contribute to the value of a cell for that figure to be considered 
reliable throughout this report. Estimates that do not meet this threshold requirement are 
preceded by an asterisk, indicating that this figure should be interpreted with caution. 
Excluding self-employed participants, the unweighted sample size was 1230 and the 
weighted sample size was 8609. There were 205 self-employed respondents (1226 
weighted). 
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Sample characteristics 
The AWALI 2007 sample was, on the whole, a good reflection of the Australian labour 
market at the time of the survey, as Table 1 shows. It provides a good representation by 
state, age and occupation. However, it over-represents full-time workers and 
professionals, and under-represents the self-employed . 
Table 1 Overview of AWALI 2007 sample characteristics (%) 

Men Women All ABS labour force survey1 

All 57.3 42.7 100 54.9 (male) 
State 

SA 6.7 7.0 6.8 7.4 
WA 11.4 10.8 11.1 10.3 
QLD 20.4 19.7 20.1 20.2 
NSW 33.6 33.8 33.7 32.4 
VIC 24.2 23.5 23.9 24.8 
TAS 2.1 2.4 2.2 2.2 
ACT 1.7 2.7 2.1 1.8 
Total 100 100 100 100 

Geographic location 
City 64.2 67.1 65.4 -
Regional/rural 35.8 32.9 34.6 -
Total 100 100 100 -

Age group 
18–24 14.2 15.9 15.0 17.6 
25–34 24.4 21.5 23.2 21.9 
35–44 22.4 26.6 24.2 23.7 
45–54 23.7 21.9 23.0 22.3 
55–64 11.5 11.8 11.7 12.5 
65+ 3.6 2.2 3.0 2.2 
Total 100 100 100 100 

Higher education 
TAFE/college 40.8 33.2 37.5 NA 
University degree 33.3 37.6 35.2 NA 
None 25.9 29.2 27.3 NA 
Total 100 100 100 NA 

Occupation  
Manager 15.2 10.1 13.1 13.0 
Professional 28.5 33.7 30.7 20.1 
Technician/trade 19.5 2.1 12.1 15.3 
Community/personal service 4.8 9.4 6.7 8.7 
Clerical 6.9 23.4 14.0 15.3 
Sales 5.9 11.7 8.3 9.8 
Machinery operator 8.2 0.9 5.1 6.8 
Labourer 10.9 8.8 10.0 10.9 
Total 100 100 100 100 

Type of employment 
Employee 84.3 91.1 87.5 81.2 
Self-employed  15.7 8.1 12.5 18.8 
Total 100 100 100 100 

Work status 
Full-time (35+ hours per week) 84.2 54.7 71.6 71.9 
Part-time (< 35 hours per week) 15.8 45.3 28.4 28.1 
Total 100 100 100 

Trade union membership 24.1 26.3 25.0 20.3 
Income 

< $30,000 6.3 11.4 8.4 -
$30,000–$59,999 28.9 25.1 27.3 -
$60,000–$89,999 23.5 24.1 23.8 -
$90,000 or more 41.3 39.3 40.5 -
Total 100 100 100 -

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. 1ABS 
Cat. No. 6310.0 November 2006 and Cat. No. 6202.0 May 2007. ABS data for states includes 2.2% from the Northern Territory, and 
includes 15–24 year olds in first age group.  

With regard to household and family structure, Table 2 shows that most respondents 
were living in a household with two or more adults, and 40.6 per cent of households 
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contained one or more children. In most households with children, most of these 
children were of school age. A third of the sample (31.2%) included a child aged four 
years or under in the household. 
Table 2 Household and family structure, AWALI 2007 (%) 

 Persons 
Adults in household 

1 adult 18.3 
2 or more adults 81.7 

Marital status 
Married/de facto  61.1 
Divorced, separated, never married or 38.9 
widowed 

Children in household 
No children 59.3 
1 child 16.9 
2–3 children 22.0 
4 or more children 1.7 

Ages of children1,2 

≤ 4 31.2 
5–12 67.9 
13–17 52.9 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest 
level of schooling completed, sex and area. 1Percentage as proportion of 
respondents with children in the household (weighted n = 4002). 2Total is 
greater than 100 as 23.7% of respondents with children had more than one 
child. 
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Section 2: Overall work–life interaction 

This section describes overall work–life outcomes for men and women who are 
employees. The effects of self-employment are considered in Section 3. Most employees 
who participated in this survey are working full-time (85.6% of men, 54.8% of women; 
71.8% overall), with part-time work more common for women (45.2%) than men 
(14.4%). 

Table 3 sets out respondents’ perception of work-to-life and life-to-work interactions by 
gender. Table 6 sets out their overall satisfaction with their work–life balance. 
Table 3 Work–life outcomes by gender, AWALI 2007 (%) 

 Never/rarely Sometimes Often/almost always Total 
Work interferes with activities outside work 

Men 45.1 32.2 22.7 100 
Women 50.2 33.6 16.2 100 
All 47.4 32.8 19.8 100 

Work interferes with enough time with family or friends 
Men 37.4 35.3 27.3 100 
Women 41.7 37.7 20.7 100 
All 39.3 36.4 24.3 100 

Work interferes with community connections 
Men 51.2 28.1 20.7 100 
Women 54.6 28.4 17.0 100 
All 52.7 28.3 19.0 100 

Personal life interferes with work activities 
Men 70.5 21.9 7.7 100 
Women 70.8 22.9 6.3 100 
All 70.6 22.3 7.1 100 

Personal life restricts time spent at work 
Men 75.6 18.6 5.8 100 
Women 77.8 17.0 5.1 100 
All 76.6 17.9 5.5 100 

Feel rushed or pressed for time 
Men 19.4 30.6 49.9 100 
Women 11.6 32.7 55.6 100 
All 15.9 31.6 52.5 100 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. Table excludes 
self-employed persons. 

Work-to-life interaction 
Work affects the lives of most Australian workers beyond the workplace. Over half of 
those surveyed find that work sometimes, often or almost always affects their activities 
outside work (52.6%) or keeps them from spending the amount of time they would like 
with family or friends (60.7%). More men perceive work-to-life strain than women, a 
result which is replicated across all work-to-life and life-to-work interactions, except 
when it comes to feeling rushed or pressed for time.  

The general interference of work with non-work activities is more frequently reported by 
men, of whom 22.7 per cent said it affects them often or almost always, compared to 
16.2 per cent of women. This reflects the over-representation of men amongst those 
working long hours and women’s greater concentration in part-time work. Only 13.2 per 
cent of all part-timers (men and women combined) said they often or almost always feel 
that work interferes with life outside work, compared to 22.4 per cent of full-time 
employees. 

A similar pattern is evident for the impact of work on time available to spend with family 
and friends (or what we call time strain as a result of work). Most respondents report 
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some time restriction, with 60.7 per cent saying that work keeps them from spending 
enough time with family or friends sometimes, often or almost always. Significant 
differences exist in relation to gender and full-time/part-time work status. The greatest 
burden of time restriction is reported by men: 27.3 per cent of men feel that work often 
or almost always interferes with having enough time with friends or family compared to 
20.7 per cent of women. Over a quarter of full-time workers (27.9%) feel that work often 
or almost always interferes with having enough time with friends or family, compared to 
15.1% of part-time employees. Overall, men working full-time report the most frequent 
interference of work with other life activities, and the most frequent restrictions on time 
with family and friends. 

Life-to-work interaction 
Clearly, spillover from work to life is a widespread experience for Australian workers. 
However, spillover that runs the other way – from personal life to work – is much less 
frequent, as Table 3 shows. Most participants (70.6%) do not think that their personal 
life affects their work activities to any great extent (i.e., never or rarely). Gender has a 
small but statistically significant effect, with men reporting more frequent interference: 
7.7 per cent of men perceive spillover from personal life onto work often or almost 
always, compared to 6.3 per cent of women who do so.  

A similar pattern is evident around how respondents’ personal lives restrict work time. 
Three quarters (76.6%) do not feel that their personal lives restrict work time to any great 
extent. There is a small but statistically significant association by gender, but not by full-
time/part-time work status. Women are marginally more likely to report that their 
personal lives exert few restrictions on their work time (77.8%) than men (75.6%). 
Further analysis reveals that this pattern is sustained only for men and women with 
children. For people without children, there were no differences in time strain from life-
to-work, and women (4.5%) were more likely to report frequent interference 
(often/almost always) from life to work activities compared to men (2.9%). 

Work-to-community interaction is widespread 
Public policy and academic debate about the relationship between work and life outside 
work tend to focus on the reconciliation of work and family, occasionally focusing on 
workers’ capacity to pursue personal and social interests. However, the impact of work 
on workers’ capacity to develop and maintain connections in their community is 
generally overlooked. These effects include the impact of work on social networks, social 
cohesion and social capital. Robert Putnam has drawn attention to these complex and 
multi-faceted concepts and the links between them (Putnam 2000). AWALI includes a 
single measure of the extent to which work is perceived to interfere with respondents’ 
capacity to develop or maintain connections and friendships in their community as a 
broad indicator of the spillover of work onto the broader community fabric. Our 
findings on this issue indicate that work’s interference with community connections is 
surprisingly widespread. 

As shown in Table 3, just under half the respondents (47.3%) feel that work interferes 
with their capacity to build and maintain community connections and friendships to 
some extent (sometimes, often or almost always). Full-time/part-time work status and 
gender had small but statistically significant associations with the perceived interference 
of work on community connections. The most frequent interference is reported by men 
(20.7% said it often or almost always occurred) compared to women (17.0%), and full-
time employees (23.5%) compared to part timers (7.7%; Table 4).  
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Table 4 Work interferes with community connections by gender and work status, employees, 
AWALI 2007 (%) 

Never/rarely Sometimes Often/almost always Total 
Men 

Full time  47.3 30.0 22.7 100 
Part time 74.7 17.1* 8.2* 100 
Total 51.2 28.1 20.7 100 

Women 
Full time  48.9 26.2 24.9 100 
Part time 61.5 30.9 7.5 100 
Total 54.6 28.4 17.0 100 

All 
Full time  47.8 28.7 23.5 100 
Part time 65.2 27.0 7.7 100 
Total 52.7 28.3 19.0 100 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling 
completed, sex and area. *Estimate not reliable. Hours usually worked per week used to 
categorise full-time (35 or more hours) and part-time (34 or less) work status. Table excludes 
self-employed  persons. 

Feeling rushed or pressed for time: women feel it most 
Overall, just over half of all respondents report that work interferes with their activities 
outside work to some extent. This spillover is especially evident from respondents’ 
feelings about being rushed or pressed for time. As Table 5 shows, over half the 
respondents report frequently (often or almost always) feeling rushed or pressed for time 
(52.5%). Women report more frequent feelings of time pressure (55.6%) than men 
(49.9%). Given that women are more likely to work part-time and that part-timers overall 
are less often rushed or pressed for time, this effect for women is pronounced. Working 
part-time offers men more relief from time pressure than it does women. Overall, 
women working full-time are most likely to experience high levels of time pressure in 
their daily lives. 
Table 5 Rushed or pressed for time by gender and work status, employees, AWALI 2007 (%) 

Never/rarely Sometimes Often/almost always Total 

Men 
Full-time 17.0 29.8 53.2 100 
Part-time 34.0 35.4 30.6 100 
Total 19.4 30.6 49.9 100 

Women 
Full-time 8.2 32.4 59.4 100 
Part-time 15.8 33.1 51.0 100 
Total 11.6 32.7 55.6 100 

All 
Full-time 14.0 30.7 55.3 100 
Part-time 21.0 33.8 45.3 100 
Total 15.9 31.6 52.5 100 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of 
schooling completed, sex and area. Hours usually worked per week used to categorise 
full-time (35 or more hours) and part-time (34 or less) work status. Table excludes self-
employed persons. 

Work–life satisfaction: most employees are satisfied with their overall work–life balance 
AWALI also asks respondents about their overall satisfaction with the balance between 
their work and the rest of their life. As shown in Table 6, most respondents (75.4%) are 
satisfied with their work–life balance. There are small statistically significant associations 

14 



with gender and part-time/full-time work status. Women (77.2%) were more likely to 
report feeling satisfied than men (74%), and part-time employees (84.6%) more 
frequently report satisfaction than full-timers (71.8%). Overall, women working part-time 
are most likely to be satisfied with their work–life balance. 
Table 6 Satisfaction with work–life balance by gender and work status, AWALI 2007 (%) 

 Not satisfied Satisfied Total 
Men 

Full-time employees 27.4 72.6 100 
Part-time employees 17.7* 82.3 100 
Total 26.0 74.0 100 

Women 
Full-time employees 29.7 70.3 100 
Part-time employees 14.4 85.6 100 
Total 22.8 77.2 100 

All 
Full-time employees 28.2 71.8 100 
Part-time employees 15.4 84.6 100 
Total 24.6 75.4 100 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, 
highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. *Estimate not 
reliable. Hours usually worked per week used to categorise full-time (35 
or more hours) and part-time (34 or less) work status. Table excludes 
self-employed  persons. Response range on satisfied with work–life 
balance: 1 ‘not at all satisfied’ 2 ‘not very satisfied’, 3 ‘somewhat 
satisfied’, 4 ‘very satisfied’. Responses 1 and 2 categorised as ‘not 
satisfied’, responses 3 and 4 categorised as ‘satisfied’. 

Work–life index by gender and full-time/part-time work status 
Significant differences exist between men and women on their overall work–life index 
scores, moderated to some extent by their part-time/full-time work status, as set out in 
Figure 1. Our overall work–life index is a standardised scale with the average score 
(mean) set at 100 and a standard deviation of 15. It is based on the average of five 
measures of work–life interaction (listed in Table 7). A score higher than 100 indicates a 
worse than average work–life outcome and a score lower than 100 indicates a better than 
average work–life outcome. 

Full-time employees (Index score = 102.2) have much worse overall work–life outcomes 
than part-timers (95.0) (P < 0.001). Women are more likely to be working part-time, and 
also report working fewer hours (average of 32.5 hours) than men (average of 42.2 
hours). When we statistically control for the effects of hours (i.e., by holding work hours 
constant), women (101.4) have worse work–life outcomes than men (98.9) (P < 0.001). 

There were small, but not statistically significant, differences between men and women 
working full and part-time hours. Men who work less than 35 hours a week have better 
overall work–life outcomes than women who do so. Women who work full-time have 
the worst outcomes. Full-time women have a work–life index score of 103.0 (the worst 
work–life outcomes), full-time men 101.7, part-time women 95.8 and part-time men 93.0. 
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Figure 1 Work–life index by gender and full-time/part-time work status, AWALI 2007 (%) 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. Hours 
usually worked per week used to categorise full-time (35 or more hours) and part-time (34 or less) work status. Figure 
excludes self-employed  persons. 

Overall work–life interaction: summary  
In sum, it emerges that work-to-life spillover is much more common than the reverse: 
work interferes with life much more frequently than personal life affects employees at 
work. Work affects time available for family and friends, in particular. It is more 
prevalent than the general interference from work to non-work activities. Sixty per cent 
of Australians feel that work sometimes, often or almost always keeps them from 
spending the amount of time they would like with family or friends. For a quarter of men 
and a fifth of women, work does this often or almost always.  

In terms of general work-to-life interference, over half of all workers feel that work 
interferes with their activities outside work, and for a fifth it does this often or almost 
always. 

Interference the other way, from life to work, occurs much less frequently, with only 7.0 
per cent of workers reporting that their personal life interferes with work and 5.5 per 
cent reporting that their personal life keeps them from spending time they would like on 
work activities. There is only a small gender difference on this, which is interesting in 
view of women’s much greater care responsibilities (see Section 4). Women’s greater care 
responsibilities do not appear to be taking time from work or interfering with work 
generally. However, these responsibilities beyond the workplace go a long way to explain 
women’s more frequent feelings of being rushed or pressed for time.  

An interesting finding is that women are more likely to perceive few work-time 
restrictions resulting from their personal lives (77.8%) than men (75.6%). Men are also 
more likely to perceive frequent interference (often/almost always) from their personal 
lives to their work responsibilities and activities (7.7% of men compared to 6.3% of 
women). These results suggest that the expectation that women are more likely to be 
distracted at work by life outside work than men is misplaced. Instead, we find that men 
are slightly more affected. Women appear to act as personal shock-absorbers of work– 
life interference, working fewer hours to reduce the negative spillover between the two 
domains and enduring higher levels of time poverty as a personal cost of their workforce 
participation and domestic load. 
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AWALI distinguishes the general interference of work on non-work activities from time 
strain (restrictions on time with family and friends due to work commitments). It seems 
that time strain is the more frequent work-to-life effect, than general interference. 
However, the reverse is true when it comes to life-to-work strain, with life-to-work 
spillover more commonly of general strain in nature, than related to time. 

It seems that work time is better protected from personal life and its competing demands 
than personal life is protected from work time. Only 5.5 per cent of workers feel that 
their personal life takes time from their work often or almost always, compared to a 
quarter who feel the reverse is true. The temporal boundary around work and life thus 
appears rather more porous in favour of work. Work pulls more from life outside work 
than life pulls from work. 

Our findings give some substance to concern about how work affects community 
connections, with almost half of all employees indicating that work sometimes, often or 
almost always interferes with their ability to develop or maintain their connections and 
friendships in their communities. For a fifth of all employees it does this often or almost 
always, and men (20.7%) more frequently report this type of interference than women 
(17.0%). Given the importance of community and social relations to general human 
happiness (Layard 2005), this is an important finding. 

The incidence of feeling rushed for time is much higher than general work-to-life 
interference. Over half of the survey population often or always feel rushed for time. 
Unlike work-to-life interference, feeling rushed is more common for women than men, 
with 55.6 per cent often or almost always feeling rushed for time, compared to 49.9 per 
cent of men. 

The incidence of feeling rushed for time amongst all respondents is double the 
proportion of those who agree that their work often or almost always restricts the time 
they would like to spend with family or friends. Factors beyond employment help give 
rise to feelings of being rushed. As we see in Section 4, these include care responsibilities 
for family and friends and parenting responsibilities, which are particularly significant for 
women. 

Given the association between feeling rushed, gender and caring responsibilities that we 
explore below, it seems that the combination of care with paid work goes a long way to 
explaining the higher incidence of feeling rushed, especially amongst women. While 
respondents report considerable work-to-life interference, and a very sizeable majority at 
least sometimes feels rushed for time, most are satisfied with their work–life balance 
overall. 
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Section 3: Work–life outcomes by job characteristics 

3.1 What difference does it make to be self-employed ?  

While some suggest that self-employment can result in an increased risk of poverty and 
insecurity, it is also argued that being self-employed  allows workers to better reconcile 
work and life (Hughes 2006). Specifically, some suggest that women turn to self-
employment as a way of getting control of their working time and better meeting family 
responsibilities while earning. Our results give little support to this proposition (see Table 
7). For each work–life question, the self-employed report more frequent spillover than 
do employees. However, these differences are small and are statistically significant only 
for work interference with community connections and feeling rushed for time. Twenty-
two per cent of the self-employed often or almost always find that work interferes with 
their community connections, compared with 19.0 per cent of employees. The self-
employed are also more rushed for time (57.5% say they are often or almost always 
rushed, compared to 52.3% of employees). 
Table 7 Work–life outcomes of the self-employed compared to employees, AWALI 2007 (%) 

Never/rarely Sometimes Often/almost always Total 
Work interferes with activities outside work 

Employees 47.0 33.1 19.9 100 
Self-employed 47.9 30.0 22.1 100 

Work interferes with enough time with family or friends 
Employees 39.1 36.6 24.3 100 
Self-employed 36.9 35.9 27.3 100 

Work interferes with community connections 
Employees 52.9 28.2 19.0 100 
Self-employed 52.5 24.8 22.8 100 

Feel rushed or pressed for time 
Employees 16.0 31.7 52.3 100 
Self-employed 13.4 29.2 57.5 100 

Satisfied with work–life balance Not satisfied Satisfied 
Employees 24.2 75.8 100 
Self-employed  24.6 75.4 100 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. Response 
range on satisfied with work–life balance 1 ‘not at all satisfied’ 2 ‘not very satisfied’, 3 ‘somewhat satisfied’, 4 ‘very satisfied’. 
Responses 1 and 2 categorised as ‘not satisfied’, responses 3 and 4 categorised as ‘satisfied’. 

Looking at each gender separately, there was no significant difference in the pattern of 
these results except for feeling rushed for time. As shown in Table 8, the experience of 
being rushed or pressed for time is distinctive for women. Frequent time pressure is 
more common for self-employed women (74.2%) than female employees (55.7%), 
whereas male employees are more likely to report an absence of time pressure (19.4%) 
than self-employed men (15.9%). 

When we look at the experience of women with children specifically, these differences 
persist. Self-employed women with children are more likely to report frequent time strain 
and more frequent interference of work with non-work activities than women employees 
with children. 

Work–life index: comparison of the self-employed with employees 
A comparison of self-employed workers and employees shows that on the overall work– 
life index there is a small but significant difference between these groups. The self-
employed have a work–life index score of 101.3 and employees a score of 100 (P < 0.01). 
This difference is slight (and much less than the variance in the other factors discussed). 
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However, it suggests that the self-employed are not securing much more positive work– 
life outcomes than employees. This effect is consistent for men and women.  
Table 8 Rushed or pressed for time by gender and employment arrangement, AWALI 2007 (%) 

Never/rarely Sometimes Often/almost always Total 
Men 

Self-employed  
Total employees 
Total employed 

15.9 
19.4 
18.9 

33.1 
30.6 
31.0 

51.0 
49.9 
50.1 

100 
100 
100 

Women 
Self-employed  
Total employees 
Total employed 

6.5* 
11.6 
11.2 

19.4* 
32.7 
31.7 

74.2 
55.6 
57.1 

100 
100 
100 

All 
Self-employed  
Total employees 
Total employed 

13.4 
15.9 
15.7 

29.2 
31.6 
31.3 

57.5 
52.5 
53.0 

100 
100 
100 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. *Estimate not 
reliable. 

The self-employed work longer hours than employees (41 compared to 38 hours per 
week, respectively). When we control for hours, the overall work–life index score for the 
self-employed is still higher than for employees. In other words, regardless of differences 
in hours worked, the self-employed have slightly worse work–life outcomes than 
employees. 

About the same proportion of self-employed persons and employees work full-time (70.2 
versus 71.8%, respectively). Consistent with the findings for employees, self-employed 
persons working full-time have worse work–life outcomes than part-time self-employed 
persons (Index scores of 104.6 and 94.8, respectively) (P < 0.001). 

As for employees, self-employed men are more likely to be working full-time than 
women (76.8% compared to 52.8%, respectively), whereas part-time work is more 
common for self-employed women (47.2% are part-time). Self-employed men report 
longer working hours (43.6 hours per week) than self-employed women (32.9 hours per 
week). Consistent with the findings for employees, when we control for the effects of 
hours, self-employed women have poorer work–life outcomes (a work–life index score 
of 105.4) compared to self-employed men (100.4) (P < 0.001). 

As for employees, self-employed women who work full-time have the worst work–life 
outcomes (106.5), compared to part-time self-employed women (98.1) and self-employed 
men (104.1 for full-time workers and 92.4 for part-time workers). Further, self-employed 
men working part-time have better work–life outcomes than part-time women.  

The small cell sizes for self-employed women as a group, and self-employed men 
working part-time, are a significant limitation to this analysis. Nevertheless, these findings 
suggest that self-employment may not provide protection from negative work–life 
spillover. More research with a larger sample size is needed for more confident 
conclusions. 

3.2 Form of employment: permanent, fixed term contract and casual employees 

What differences in work–life outcomes exist between employees in different forms of 
employment? Permanent employees report longer working hours per week (an average of 
41.4 hours) compared to contracted employees (an average of 36.9 hours) and casual 
employees (an average of 20.2 hours). When we control for differences in hours, 
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permanent employees have the best work–life outcomes (Index score = 99.7) (P < 
0.001), with no statistically significant difference between the work–life outcomes of 
fixed term contract (101.4) and casual (102.5) employees (Figure 2).  

However, when we disaggregate by gender, the benefits of permanent employment are 
evident only for men: they have the best work–life outcomes. Data shown in Figure 2 are 
adjusted for work hours. 
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Figure 2 Work–life index by gender and casual, permanent and contract employment status, 
AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. Hours 
usually worked per week used to categorise full-time (35 or more hours) and part-time (34 or less) work status. Figure excludes 
employees who nominated ‘other’ as their type of employment contract (unweighted n = 16). Data shown is adjusted (i.e., 
controlled) for work hours. Figure excludes self-employed persons. 

3.3 Work–life interaction and working hours 

In the past 20 years the pattern of working hours in Australia has changed significantly, 
with growth in both part-time and extended full-time working hours. In November 2006, 
36.8 per cent of Australian employees worked overtime (40.8% of men and 32.5% of 
women), and almost half of these (48.0%) were not paid for these hours (ABS Cat. No. 
6342.0, November 2006). In our survey, 33.4 per cent worked more than 45 hours a 
week (20.3 per cent worked more than 45 hours a week, of which 7.7 worked 60+ 
hours). Different working hours are associated with sizeable and significant differences in 
work–life outcomes. We have seen these in relation to full-time/part-time status by 
gender in Figure 1.  

A detailed analysis of working hours reveals a more complex picture. The most striking 
finding is the consistent association between long (45–59 hours) and very long hours 
(60+) and poorer work–life outcomes. This association is very pronounced for men and 
women. More than twice as many men working very long hours often or almost always 
perceive that work interferes with non–work activities, compared with men working 
around a full-time week (35–44 hours). The effect is three times greater among women, 
although the number of women working long hours is small and the result should be 
treated with caution (Table 9). 

Part-timers working short hours (<16 hours a week) have much less frequent work–life 
interference but small cell sizes mean the results, should be treated with caution. Longer 
hours of work are consistently associated with worse work–life outcomes on all our 
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work–life measures. For example, Table 9 shows frequent work interference is associated 
with longer hours. The strength of this association is small but statistically significant. 
Work–life interference is most common for those working more than 60 hours a week 
(40% of men, 43.3% of women and 40.5% of all respondents in this category say they 
often or almost always find that work interferes with activities outside work), and lowest 
for those working less than 16 hours a week (Table 9). An even more marked pattern is 
evident around the interference of work with time for family or friends (Table 10). Once 
again, the effects are consistent for men and women.  
Table 9 Work interferes with activities outside work by gender and hours of work, AWALI 2007 
(%) 

Never/rarely Sometimes Often/almost always Total 
Men 

Short part-time (< 16 hrs) 55.1* 32.6* 12.3* 100 
Part-time (16–34 hrs) 51.5 35.8* 12.8* 100 
Full time (35–44 hrs) 51.4 31.1 17.5 100 
Long hours (45–59 hrs) 38.3 33.2 28.5 100 
Very long hours (60+) 29.9 30.1 40.0 100 
Total  45.1 32.1 22.8 100 

Women 
Short part-time (< 16 hrs) 62.8 29.3 8.0* 100 
Part-time (16–34 hrs) 50.1 33.1 16.8 100 
Full time (35–44 hrs) 58.5 27.9 13.5 100 
Long hours (45–59 hrs) 28.0 49.1 22.9 100 
Very long hours (60+) 15.7* 40.9* 43.3* 100 
Total  49.6 34.0 16.4 100 

All 
Short part-time (< 16 hrs) 60.2 30.4 9.4* 100 
Part-time (16–34 hrs) 50.5 33.8 15.8 100 
Full time (35–44 hrs) 54.2 29.9 16.0 100 
Long hours (45–59 hrs) 35.0 38.3 26.7 100 
Very long hours (60+) 27.3 32.2 40.5 100 
Total  47.1 33.0 19.9 100 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex 
and area. *Estimate not reliable. Table excludes self-employed persons. 

Working long part-time hours compared to working full-time hours may not protect women  
We have observed that men working part-time have better work–life outcomes than 
women working part-time. Although this effect is not statistically significant, it raises 
important questions regarding the potential for part-time work to effectively protect 
women against negative work–life interference. There is some indication that work–to– 
life interference may be worse for women who work long part-time hours (16–34 hours), 
than for women working around full-time hours (35–44 hours; Table 9). For example, 
16.8 per cent of women who work long part-time hours perceive that work often or 
almost always interferes with non–work activities, compared to 13.5 per cent of full-time 
women. Women who work long part-time hours are also more frequently rushed or 
pressed for time (57.0%), than women who work full-time (49.0%). 
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Table 10 Work interferes with enough time with family and friends by gender and hours of work, 
AWALI 2007 (%) 

Never/rarely Sometimes Often/almost always Total 
Men 

Short part-time (< 16 hrs)  60.9 27.5* 11.6* 100 
Part-time (16–34 hrs) 51.5 29.7* 18.8* 100 
Full time (35–44 hrs) 43.9 35.9 20.2 100 
Long hours (45–59 hrs) 28.9 38.2 32.9 100 
Very long hours (60+) 13.4* 32.8 53.8 100 
Total 37.4 35.3 27.3 100 

Women 
Short part-time (< 16 hrs)  67.2 26.4* 6.4* 100 
Part-time (16–34 hrs) 42.9 37.9 19.2 100 
Full time (35–44 hrs) 46.1 35.9 18.0 100 
Long hours (45–59 hrs) 14.9* 51.1 34.0 100 
Very long hours (60+) 11.7* 35.2* 53.1* 100 
Total 41.3 37.9 20.8 100 

All 
Short part-time (< 16 hrs)  65.1 26.8 8.1* 100 
Part-time (16–34 hrs) 45.1 35.8 19.1 100 
Full time (35–44 hrs) 44.7 35.9 19.4 100 
Long hours (45–59 hrs) 24.4 42.4 33.2 100 
Very long hours (60+) 13.0* 33.3 53.7 100 
Total 39.2 36.4 24.4 100 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex 
and area. *Estimate not reliable. Table excludes self-employed persons. 

This pattern does not occur for work–to–community interaction (see Table 11), where 
fewer women working longer part-time hours (10.2%) compared to full-time women 
working 35–44 hours (18.1%) report frequent interference. Women working long part-
time hours are also more satisfied overall with their work–life balance (81.2% are 
satisfied) relative to full-time women (77.6%).  
Table 11 Work interferes with community connections by gender and hours of work, AWALI 
2007 (%) 

Never/rarely Sometimes Often/almost always Total 
Men 

Short part-time (< 16 hrs)  77.3 14.4* 8.3* 100 
Part-time (16–34 hrs) 73.4 19.3* 7.4* 100 
Full time (35–44 hrs) 54.3 29.4 16.2 100 
Long hours (45–59 hrs) 45.2 31.4 23.3 100 
Very long hours (60+) 24.6 27.7* 47.7 100 
Total 51.2 28.2 20.6 100 

Women 
Short part-time (< 16 hrs)  77.4 19.7* 2.8* 100 
Part-time (16–34 hrs) 52.1 37.7 10.2 100 
Full time (35–44 hrs) 58.0 23.9 18.1 100 
Long hours (45–59 hrs) 38.8 29.7 31.5 100 
Very long hours (60+) 13.4* 31.5* 55.1* 100 
Total 54.0 28.7 17.2 100 

All 
Short part-time (< 16 hrs)  77.4 18.0 4.6* 100 
Part-time (16–34 hrs) 57.6 33.0 9.5 100 
Full time (35–44 hrs) 55.7 27.3 17.0 100 
Long hours (45–59 hrs) 43.2 30.9 26.0 100 
Very long hours (60+) 22.3 28.5 49.2 100 
Total 52.5 28.4 19.1 100 

Note Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, 
sex and area. *Estimate not reliable. Table excludes self-employed persons.  

22 



Many Australian women attempt to reconcile work and family through part-time work. 
Most of them work long part-time hours (two–thirds of all female part-timers in our 
sample). This raises the possibility that extended part-time work does not shield well 
from time pressures or negative work–life spillover relative to full-time work. This might 
be explained by a range of factors: it may reflect the lower reliance of part-time workers 
relative to full timers upon external supports (e.g., cleaners and pre–prepared food), a 
lower level of support from their partners, increased participation in non–work activities 
or other characteristics of their jobs or households. 

Turning to the overall work–life index, there is a clear relationship between hours of 
work and work–life outcomes (P < 0.001) (see Figure 3). Among all employees, part-time 
hours (< 35 hours per week) are associated with better work–life outcomes. Long hours 
are consistently associated with worse outcomes relative to the average score of 100, and 
this effect persists as hours increase from standard full-time to moderate long hours, to 
extended long hours. Work hours account for 10 per cent of the variation in work–life 
outcomes as measured by the work–life index. 

Work hours have different effects for men and women (P < 0.001), confirming the 
picture that part-time work is not an effective protector against negative work–life 
spillover for women. Long part-time hours are associated with significantly worse work– 
life outcomes for women compared to short part-time hours. Further, there is no 
difference in work–life outcomes for women working long part-time or standard full-
time (35–44) hours. In contrast, work–life outcomes for men do not differ between short 
and long part-time hours, and men working long part-time hours have better work–life 
outcomes than men working standard full-time hours (35–44 hours).  

There is a consistent association between longer work hours and poorer work–life 
outcomes (P < 0.001) for both men and women. There is a consistent gender difference 
in favour of men across most categories of work hours (P < 0.001). As Figure 3 shows, 
with the exception of employees working short part-time hours (<16 hours) or standard 
full-time hours (35–44 hours), women consistently have worse work–life outcomes than 
men. Overall, women working very long hours (60 or more) have the worst work–life 
outcomes. However, the findings for this group should be interpreted with caution as the 
cell size is small. 

3.4 The fit between actual and preferred hours and work–life outcomes 

Many Australian workers work more hours than they want to, while others work less. 
The latest Australian data on working time preference refers to Queensland (ABS Cat. 
No. 6365.3). In that state in November 2006 just over half of all wage and salary earners 
worked their preferred hours, while one–third wanted to work less and 14.1 per cent 
wanted to work more. In our study, less than of employees (40 per cent) had a good fit 
between their actual and preferred hours, which we defined as one hour or less 
difference between their actual and preferred hours per week (changing this definition to 
two hours or less made little difference to our analysis). Sixty per cent did not have a 
good fit, and most of these wanted to work less. Overall, 43.5 per cent of employees 
wanted to work less. Another group of about 16 per cent wanted to work more. This 
result is perhaps surprising, given that the survey was conducted at a time of low official 
unemployment and high labour demand, when conditions might be expected to favour a 
good fit between workers’ preferences and outcomes through worker mobility or 
negotiating strength. 
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Figure 3 Work–life index by hours of work, AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. 
Estimate for women working 60 or more hours is not reliable. Figure excludes self-employed persons. 

International studies suggest that workers who have a good fit between their working 
time regime and their preferences are likely to have better work–life outcomes (Fagan & 
Burchell 2002; Messenger 2004). From the perspective of the ILO, Messenger has 
included the notion of ‘employee say over working time’ as a key element of ‘decent 
work’ (Messenger 2004). Indeed some countries have taken steps to attempt to make this 
better fit possible for workers through facilitative labour laws that confer a right to 
request a change in hours of work. The Australian Industrial Relations Commission took 
a step in this direction in its 2005 family leave test case decision. This has since been 
removed as a general right through Workchoices changes to federal labour law. Our data 
provide good evidence in support of the proposition that a good fit between hours of 
work and preferences improves work–life outcomes, reinforcing studies in other 
countries. 

Table 12 sets out work–life outcomes for employees with different degrees of fit between 
their actual and preferred hours. It shows how significantly better work–life outcomes 
occur for those workers who can get a better fit between the hours they work and their 
preferences. Most employees who prefer more hours are working part-time (65.7% 
compared to 34.3% working full time), and most employees who prefer fewer hours are 
working full-time (89.4% , compared to 10.6% working part-time) 

Satisfaction with overall work–life balance is very high among those who have a good fit: 
around 85 per cent are satisfied, compared with around 75 per cent of those who would 
like to work more hours and only two–thirds of those who would like to work less. 
Gender differences within these groupings are small. For those with a good fit between 
their hours and preferences, only 12.8 per cent often or almost always feel that work 
interferes with their activities outside work, compared to 27.5 per cent of those working 
more hours than they prefer. Those who would like to work more hours are not much 
different from those with a good fit to preferences. 
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Similarly, work interferes with time for family or friends often or almost always for a 
third of those who would like to work less, compared to 14.9 per cent of those with a 
good hours fit. Only a fifth of those who would like to work more say that work often or 
almost always interferes with their time for family or friends.  
Table 12 Working hours preferences and work–life outcomes, AWALI 2007 (%) 

Never/rarely Sometimes Often/almost always Total 

Work interferes with activities outside work 
Actual and preferred hours match 55.7 31.5 12.8 100 
Prefer more hours 54.5 30.0 15.5 100 
Prefer fewer hours 36.9 35.7 27.5 100 
All 47.3 33.1 19.6 100 

Work interferes with enough time with family or friends 
Actual and preferred hours match 49.1 36.0 14.9 100 
Prefer more hours 44.2 34.6 21.1 100 
Prefer fewer hours 27.8 38.3 33.9 100 
All 39.1 36.8 24.1 100 

Work interferes with community connections 
Actual and preferred hours match 64.1 24.2 11.7 100 
Prefer more hours 56.2 32.3 11.5 100 
Prefer fewer hours 40.8 30.6 28.6 100 
All 52.7 28.3 19.0 100 

Feel rushed or pressed for time 
Actual and preferred hours match 20.8 33.9 45.4 100 
Prefer more hours 17.6 38.4 43.9 100 
Prefer fewer hours 10.9 26.4 62.8 100 
All 16.0 31.3 52.7 100 

Satisfaction with work–life balance Not satisfied Satisfied 
Actual and preferred hours match 15.1 84.9 100 
Prefer more hours 25.1 74.9 100 
Prefer fewer hours 33.1 66.9 100 
All 24.5 75.5 100 

Note . Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. Hours match 
defined as 1 hour or less difference between actual and preferred hours per week. Table excludes self-employed persons. 

Not surprisingly, those with a good fit of hours to preferences (as well as those who 
would like to work more) have much less work–to–community spillover than those who 
would like to work less. The latter group are more likely to be working longer hours. 
Over a quarter of those who would like to work less find that work frequently interferes 
with community connections.  

In sum, the proportion of those with a good hours fit who experience frequent work to 
life interference is small, especially among women. For example, only 9.6 per cent of 
women whose working hours match their preferences often or almost always experience 
interference from work to activities outside of work or to their community connections, 
compared to 15.4 per cent and 13.5 per cent of men, respectively. On all measures of 
work-life interference, men are more likely to perceive frequent interference than 
women, whether their hours match their preferences or exceed or fall short of them. 

However, the reverse occurs around feeling rushed: women are more likely to experience 
frequent feelings of being rushed than men, regardless of the fit of their actual and 
preferred hours. For example, 67.3 per cent of women who preferred fewer hours felt 
often or almost always rushed compared to 59.3 per cent of such men; 47.6 per cent of 
women who sought more hours felt often or almost always rushed for time (40.8% men), 
not much different from the proportion of ‘rushed’ women (46.9%) whose hours 
matched their preferences.  
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In terms of the overall work–life index, there are significant differences between those 
with a good fit and those who seek more and seek less hours (P < 0.001; see Figure 4). 
Those with a good match of actual and preferred hours have the best work–life 
outcomes. Those who are working less than they want also have better than average 
outcomes. Those who are working more than they want, however, have the worst 
outcomes. This effect is partly explained by the fact that many who want to work less are 
working long hours. When we control for differences in hours, however, this pattern, 
while moderated, is sustained. Controlling for hours, the adjusted work–life index scores 
are 95.9 for those with a good fit, 100.8 for those who prefer to work more hours and 
103.6 for those who would like to work less. This pattern is observed for men and 
women. Figure 4 shows the original (unadjusted for hours) Index scores. 

Actual and preferred hours Prefer more hours Prefer fewer hours
match

Figure 4 Work–life index by fit between actual and preferred hours, AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. 
Hours match defined as one hour or less difference between actual and preferred hours per week. Original data shown 
(not adjusted for work hours). Figure excludes self-employed persons. 

3.5 Job quality and work–life outcomes 

We now turn to the association between job quality and work–life outcomes. Many 
aspects of a job can affect work–life outcomes, including the demands that a job makes 
(for example, the workload) and the resources it supplies (for example flexibility and 
satisfaction). AWALI assesses six job characteristics: work overload, job insecurity, time 
and task autonomy, work schedule flexibility and overall job satisfaction. Recent reviews 
of the work–life balance literature have highlighted work overload and work schedule 
flexibility as important job characteristics likely to affect work–life interaction (Byron 
2005; Eby et al. 2005). AWALI also contains two items assessing employees’ autonomy 
at work. Lack of autonomy in the workplace combined with high work pressure are well 
established as a key psychosocial risk factors for negative health outcomes such as 
anxiety and depression (Michie & Williams 2003) and increased risk of coronary disease 
(Jones & Fletcher 2004). AWALI measures two aspects of autonomy: control over how 
and control over when work is performed. It also measures job satisfaction. Low levels 
of job satisfaction have been linked to a range of undesirable outcomes for individual 
employees and their employers, including mental and (self-reported) physical health 
(Faragher, Cass & Cooper 2007), work performance (Judge et al. 2001) and turnover 
(Tett & Meyer 1993). The high proportion of Australian employees employed casually 
makes the issue of job insecurity of considerable policy interest. 
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Table 13 Job quality outcomes by gender, AWALI 2007 (%) 
Strongly or Strongly or 
somewhat somewhat 
disagree agree 

Men 
Work load (often seem to have too much work to do) 43.9 56.1 
Job security (worry about the future of the job) 65.9 34.1 
Flexible working time (working times can be flexible to meet own needs) 34.6 65.4 
Freedom when to do work (a lot of freedom to decide when to do work) 48.8 51.2 
Freedom how to do work (a lot of freedom to decide how to do work) 27.0 73.0 
Job satisfaction (satisfied with present job) 15.7 84.3 

Women 
Work load (often seem to have too much work to do) 47.6 52.4 
Job security (worry about the future of the job) 72.4 27.6 
Flexible working time (working times can be flexible to meet own needs) 27.7 72.3 
Freedom when to do work (a lot of freedom to decide when to do work) 50.8 49.2 
Freedom how to do work (a lot of freedom to decide how to do work) 28.0 72.0 
Job satisfaction (satisfied with present job) 11.9 88.1 

All 
Work load (often seem to have too much work to do) 45.5 54.5 
Job security (worry about the future of the job) 68.8 31.2 
Flexible working time (working times can be flexible to meet own needs) 31.6 68.4 
Freedom when to do work (a lot of freedom to decide when to do work) 49.7 50.3 
Freedom how to do work (a lot of freedom to decide how to do work) 27.5 72.5 
Job satisfaction (satisfied with present job) 14.0 86.0 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. Table 
excludes self-employed persons.  

On each of the job quality measures, substantial proportions of employees report low 
quality working conditions and experiences (Table 13). Specifically, 54.5 per cent of 
employees agreed somewhat or strongly that they are overloaded at work, 31.2 per cent 
are worried about the future of their jobs (job insecurity), 31.6 per cent have low 
flexibility around their schedules (job schedule flexibility), 27.5 per cent have little 
freedom to decide how to do their jobs (work task autonomy), 49.7 per cent have little 
freedom about when to do their jobs (work time autonomy) and 14.0 per cent are 
strongly or somewhat unsatisfied with their jobs (job satisfaction). Each of these 
indicators of poorer quality jobs is associated with worse assessments of work–life 
interference. 

As Table 14 shows, spillover from work onto activities outside work is greater for those 
in poorer quality jobs, and this holds consistently for all six job quality measures and 
across the five work–life measures. For example, 27.7 per cent of those who experience 
work overload often or almost always feel that work interferes with activities outside 
work, compared to only 10.5 per cent of those with no overload. Workers who are 
worried about the future of their jobs are more likely to experience frequent spillover 
(26.7%) from work to activities outside work, compared to 16.6 per cent who have 
secure jobs. 

Similarly, those with less flexible work schedules are more likely to experience spillover 
from work to activities outside work (27.4%) than those who have flexibility (16.5%). 
Freedom about when work is done and how it is done has a similar set of associations. 
Those with lower job satisfaction are more likely to report negative work–life spillover. 
Similarly, there are clear associations between poor job quality and time pressure 
(frequently feeling rushed for time) as indicated, for example, by work overload. Sixty-
eight per cent of overloaded workers are frequently rushed, compared to 33.8% of those 
who are not. Sixty-three per cent of those who lack flexibility feel rushed, compared to 
47.8% who have flexibility. 
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Table 14 Job quality and work–life outcomes by gender, AWALI 2007 (%) 
Never/rarely Sometimes Often/almost always Total 

Work interferes with activities outside work 
Work overload 35.7 36.6 27.7 100 
No work overload 61.5 28.0 10.5 100 
Job security concerns 39.0 34.3 26.7 100 
No job security concerns 51.0 32.4 16.6 100 
Job schedule flexibility 50.4 33.1 16.5 100 
No job schedule flexibility 41.0 31.7 27.4 100 

No freedom when to work 42.4 32.5 25.1 100 
Freedom when to work 52.3 32.8 14.9 100 

Freedom how to work 50.2 32.0 17.8 100 
No freedom how to work 39.8 34.8 25.3 100 
Job satisfaction 49.3 33.2 17.5 100 
No job satisfaction 36.1 30.6 33.3 100 
Total  47.4 32.8 19.8 100 

Work interferes with enough time with family or friends 
Work overload 27.2 37.8 35.0 100 
No work overload 53.8 34.3 11.9 100 

No freedom when to work 33.3 38.0 28.7 100 

Job security concerns 31.7 35.1 33.3 100 
No job security concerns 42.7 37.0 20.3 100 
Job schedule flexibility 43.4 36.5 20.1 100 
No job schedule flexibility 31.0 35.2 33.9 100 
Freedom when to work 45.2 34.5 20.2 100 

Freedom how to work 42.0 35.0 23.0 100 
No freedom how to work 31.8 39.8 28.3 100 
Job satisfaction 41.6 37.2 21.2 100 
No job satisfaction 26.1 30.6 43.3 100 
Total  39.3 36.4 24.3 100 

Work interferes with community connections 
Work overload 42.4 30.9 26.7 100 
No work overload 64.7 25.2 10.1 100 

No freedom when do work 45.1 28.9 26.0 100 

Job security concerns 41.9 33.6 24.5 100 
No job security concerns 57.2 26.0 16.7 100 
Job schedule flexibility 56.6 28.3 15.0 100 
No job schedule flexibility 43.4 28.6 28.0 100 
Freedom when to work 59.3 28.0 12.6 100 

Freedom how to work 55.9 27.0 17.1 100 
No freedom how to work 44.2 31.6 24.2 100 
Job satisfaction 55.3 28.7 16.0 100 
No job satisfaction 37.2 26.0 36.8 100 
Total  52.7 28.3 19.0 100 

Feel rushed or pressed for time 
Work overload 6.6 25.3 68.1 100 
No work overload 27.0 39.2 33.8 100 

No freedom when to work 12.9 29.0 58.1 100 

Job security concerns 12.0 27.8 60.2 100 
No job security concerns 17.5 33.6 48.9 100 
Job schedule flexibility 17.5 34.7 47.8 100 
No job schedule flexibility 12.2 24.5 63.3 100 
Freedom when to work 18.8 34.1 47.1 100 

Freedom how to work 18.3 32.3 49.4 100 
No freedom how to work 9.8 29.6 60.6 100 
Job satisfaction 17.5 32.8 49.7 100 
No job satisfaction *5.8 23.4 70.9 100 
Total  15.9 31.6 52.5 100 

Satisfaction with work–life balance Not satisfied Satisfied 
Work overload 32.9 67.1 100 
No work overload 14.6 85.4 100 
Job security concerns 38.8 61.2 100 
No job security concerns 18.3 81.7 100 
Job schedule flexibility 19.9 80.1 100 
No job schedule flexibility 34.9 65.1 100 
Freedom when to work 17.4 82.6 100 
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Table 14 continued 

Satisfaction with work–life balance  Not satisfied Satisfied Total 

No freedom when to work 32.5 67.5 100 
Freedom how to work 20.2 79.8 100 
No freedom how to work 36.1 63.9 100 
Job satisfaction 18.8 81.2 100 
No job satisfaction 58.7 41.3 100 
Total  24.6 75.4 100 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and 
area. Response range on all job characteristics measures 1, ‘strongly disagree’; 2, ‘somewhat disagree’; 3, ‘somewhat 
agree’; 4, ‘strongly agree’. Responses 1 and 2 categorised as absence of job characteristic (e.g., no work overload), 
responses 3 and 4 categorised as presence of job characteristic (e.g., work overload). Table excludes self-employed 
persons. 

Similar findings of negative work–life spillover are evident for low levels of job security 
and autonomy. With the exception of job satisfaction, over 60 per cent of employees 
with poor job quality are also dissatisfied with their overall work–life balance. The 
relationship between job satisfaction and work–life balance satisfaction appears to be 
slightly weaker, with 58.7 per cent of dissatisfied workers also reporting dissatisfaction 
with their work–life balance. 

Good quality jobs across a range of job characteristics are thus associated with better 
work–life outcomes. Lower work overload, more secure employment, more schedule 
flexibility, more autonomy at work and higher job satisfaction are all associated with less 
negative work–life spillover, having enough time with family and friends, less 
interference with community connections, less chance of feeling rushed or pressed for 
time and better self–assessments of work–life balance. 

The overall work–life index scores in relation to job quality are set out in Figure 5. There 
is a consistent and significant difference between employees with a good quality jobs 
compared to poor quality jobs (P < 0.001). Those with poor job quality on each of the 
five measures had the worst work–life outcomes. This effect is particular strong for work 
overload, which accounted for 16 per cent of the variation in work–life outcomes. These 
effects are consistent for men and women. It is interesting to note that on each of the job 
characteristics those in poor quality jobs reported longer working hours. However, 
statistically controlling for work hours does not result in any meaningful changes to the 
figures reported or the interpretation of the data. Figure 5 presents the original data not 
adjusted for work hours. 

3.6 Occupation and work–life outcomes 

Particular occupations are associated with lower levels of work–life interference and 
others with much higher rates. Managers, professionals and community and personal 
service workers have the poorest work–life outcomes, while sales, clerical and labouring 
workers have the best work–life outcomes. When we statistically control for the length of 
work hours, however, it is clear that occupational differences in work hours partly 
explains these outcomes. After adjusting for work hours, this pattern of the best and 
worst outcomes persists, although the magnitude of the differences between the various 
occupations is reduced. 

29 



W
or

k-
Li

fe
 In

de
x 

(s
ur

ve
y 

av
er

ag
e 

=1
00

) 

115 

110 

105 

100 

95 

90 

85 

Good quality 
Poor quality 

Work load Job security Job schedule Freedom Freedom how Job 
flexibility when work work satisfaction 

Figure 5 Work–life index by job quality, AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. Good 
quality defined as ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ on positively worded items (e.g., ‘have a lot of freedom to decide when do work’) 
and ‘disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’ on negatively worded items (e.g., ‘often seems like have too much work to do’). Poor quality 
defined as ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ on negatively worded items, and ‘disagree’ or ‘strongly disagree’ on positively worded items. 
Original data shown (i.e., not adjusted for work hours). Figure excludes self-employed persons. 

Figure 6 below illustrates these differences. It shows that employees in management, 
professional and community and personal services occupations have higher average 
work–life index scores and thus worse work–life outcomes than other occupations. This 
pattern is consistent for both full-time and part-time workers. Within each occupation, 
part-time workers have significantly better work–life outcomes compared to their full-
time counterparts. Overall, full-time community and personal service workers have the 
worst work–life outcomes. However, due to small cell sizes for part-time workers in 
some occupations (managers, technical and trades workers, machinery operators and 
drivers) these findings should be interpreted with caution. 

Almost a third of managers are not satisfied with their work–life balance (32.1% of men 
and 30.1% of women) and similar proportions of community and personal services 
workers (36.7% of men and 28.9% of women) and professionals (27.1% of men and 
23.6% of women). Dissatisfaction with work–life balance is also high for machinery 
operators and drivers (38.5%).  

Managers, professionals and community and personal services workers tend to indicate 
the most frequent negative spillover from work to activities outside work and from work 
to having enough time with family or friends. Technical and trades workers also report 
frequent spillover. Managers report the most frequent spillover from work to community 
connections: a quarter of both female and male managers felt that work often or almost 
always interferes with community connections, with technical and trades workers also 
reporting frequent interference with community connections (22.0%). Managers are also 
the most rushed for time (65.3% of male and 66.0% of female managers report being 
often or almost always rushed for time). Professionals (57.2%) and technical and trades 
workers (60.1%) also report relatively high frequencies of time pressure in daily life.  

30 



85 

90 

95 

100 

105 

110 

115 

W
or

k-
Li

fe
 In

de
x 

(s
ur

ve
y 

av
er

ag
e 

= 
10

0)
 

Full-time 
Part-time 

Managers ProfessionalsTechnicians & Community & Clerical & Sales workers Machinery Labourers 
trade workers personal administrative operators & 

service workers drivers 
workers 

Figure 6 Work–life index by occupation and full-time/part-time work status, AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. Hours 
usually worked per week used to categorise full-time (35 or more hours) and part-time (34 or less) work status. Estimates for 
part-time workers, management, technical and trades, machinery operation and driving occupations are not reliable. Original 
data shown (i.e., not adjusted for work hours). Figure excludes self-employed persons. 

3.7 Industry and work–life outcomes 

There were few respondents in some industries (wholesale trade, rental/hiring and real 
estate, in particular). The following comments regarding industry differences, therefore, 
should be treated with caution. Public administration and safety stands out as an industry 
with comparatively poor work–life outcomes (Figure 7), followed by construction; 
manufacturing; and rental, hiring, and real estate services, although in each case the 
differences from the survey average are small. In terms of overall work–life satisfaction, 
over a third of those working in public administration and safety services are not satisfied 
with their work–life balance and just under this proportion in information, media and 
telecommunications; electricity, gas, water and waste services; manufacturing and the 
retail trade. 

3.8 Does union membership deliver better work–life outcomes? 

Twenty-seven per cent of the employees surveyed belong to unions. We found very little 
difference in work–life outcomes between union and non–union members. For example, 
about three-quarters of both union members and non-union members are satisfied with 
their work–life balance. Just over half of both groups feel they are often or almost always 
rushed for time. Among both groups, similar proportions feel that work often or almost 
always interferes with activities outside work.  
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Figure 7 Work–life index by industry, AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. Estimates 
for wholesale trade, rental/hiring and real estate not reliable. Figure excludes self-employed persons.  

There is a significant difference around time: union members are more likely to perceive 
that work interferes with enough time for family or friends (28.9% compared to 22.6% 
of non–union members). Considering all measures together, union membership is 
associated with a slight but significant difference in work–life outcomes and this effect 
persists when we control for hours worked. The overall work–life index score for union 
members across the five measures of work–life was 102.6 compared to 99.2 for non– 
unionists, suggesting that union members have slightly worse work–life outcomes than 
non–unionists, although this small difference may reflect occupational or public/private 
sectoral differences associated with union membership.  
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Section 4: Work–life outcomes and geographic, personal and 
household characteristics 

Work–life outcomes might be expected to vary by a number of geographic variables: by 
state, or whether one lives in a city, regional or rural setting. We might also expect work– 
life outcomes to vary depending upon the length of workers’ commute. This section 
begins with these geographic aspects, then moves on to household (children and caring 
responsibilities) then personal characteristics (education, age, health, stress and nature of 
close relationships). 

4.1 Geographic location: work–life outcomes by state 

Our data do not suggest that work–life outcomes differ a great deal for city versus 
rural/regional employees. Rural/regional workers experience more frequent work 
restrictions on time with family and friends (26.7% compared to 23.1% of city workers) 
and are more likely to be dissatisfied with their overall work–life balance (26.5% 
compared to 23.7% of city workers). However, rural/regional workers are less likely to 
be rushed for time (50.5% compared to 53.5% of city workers). Rural/regional and city 
workers do not differ significantly on the overall work–life index (99.7 and 100.2, 
respectively). This result persists when differences in work and travel hours are 
controlled for, and is consistent for men and women. 

The data suggest some differences between states. Tasmanians are least likely to 
experience general interference from work to personal life. Queenslanders are most likely 
to report time strain arising from work. Western Australians and South Australians are 
least likely to find that work interferes with their community connections. Almost 80 per 
cent of workers in Victoria and Western Australia and just over 75 per cent of workers in 
New South Wales and South Australia are satisfied with their work–life balance overall, 
and around 70 per cent of employees in Tasmania, the Australian Capital Territory and 
Queensland are satisfied. When it comes to feeling rushed for time, Tasmanians are the 
least affected. 

Figure 8 shows the overall work–life index outcomes by state. Tasmanians, Western 
Australians and South Australians have slightly better work–life outcomes although the 
differences are not large and not all are significant (small numbers of employees makes 
comparisons with the ACT unreliable).  

4.2 Work–life outcomes in South Australia 

The South Australian Government has included an objective to ‘improve the quality of 
life for all South Australians through maintenance of a healthy work–life balance’ in its 
strategic plan (South Australian Government 2007, p 2). Table 15 sets out South 
Australian work–life outcomes relative to other states and national averages.  
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WA TAS SA NSW VIC QLD ACT 

Figure 8 Work–life index by state, AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, 
sex and area. Small numbers of respondents from the ACT make comparisons with this state unreliable. 
Figure excludes self-employed persons. 

Table 15 Work–life index by state, AWALI 2007 % 
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Never/rarely Sometimes Often/almost always Total 
Work interferes with activities outside work 

South Australia 52.6 29.7 17.7 100 
All states excluding South Australia 47.0 33.1 19.9 100 
All states 47.4 32.8 19.8 100 

Work interferes with enough time with family or friends 
South Australia 45.1 29.3 25.6 100 
All states excluding South Australia 38.9 36.9 24.2 100 
All states 39.3 36.4 24.3 100 

Work interferes with community connections 
South Australia 60.8 20.5 18.7 100 
All states excluding South Australia 52.1 28.8 19.0 100 
All states 52.7 28.2 19.0 100 

Feel rushed or pressed for time 
South Australia 15.9 35.0 49.1 100 
All states excluding South Australia 15.9 31.3 52.8 100 
All states 15.9 31.6 52.5 100 

Satisfaction with work–life balance Not satisfied Satisfied 
South Australia 22.1 77.9 100 
All states excluding South Australia 24.8 75.2 100 
All states 24.6 75.4 100 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. Table 
excludes self-employed persons.  

Table 15 shows that relative to other states, South Australians have lower levels of work– 
to–life interference in the form of less frequent time strain, general interference and 
interference with community connections. Although these differences are small, they are 
statistically significant. However, South Australians’ satisfaction with their overall work– 
life balance and their feelings of being rushed or pressed for time do not differ from 
respondents in other states. The difference between South Australia and all other states 
on the overall work–life index is not significant, but in the direction of South Australians 
having slightly better than average work–life outcomes (SA 99.2, all other states 100.2). 
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4.3 Commuting and work–life outcomes 

The average commute in the survey group is 4.7 hours (slightly more for men than 
women). This compares to an average commute time of 3 hours 37 minutes (4 hours for 
men, 3 hours for women) reported by Flood and Barbato (Flood & Barbato 2005) in 
their analysis of commuting times in Australia. In our study, 73.5 per cent of employees 
commute for five hours or less a week.  

Those who do the longest commutes have the worst work–life outcomes. For example, a 
quarter of those who commute for more than 10 hours a week find that work interferes 
with activities outside work often or almost always, compared to a fifth of those who 
commute for 2–5 hours. With the exception of overall satisfaction with work–life 
balance, similar gaps exist for time strain, interference with community connections and 
feeling rushed for time. The gap between these two groups was widest for time strain 
(restriction of time with family and friends). 

The overall work–life index outcomes by length of commute are set out in Figure 9. 
There is a clear relationship between longer commute times and poorer work–life 
outcomes (P < 0.001). With the exception of the difference between long (6–9 hours) 
and very long (10 or more hours) commute times, there is a statistically significant 
difference between each group, as shown in Figure 9. Workers with long and very long 
commute times have the worst work–life outcomes. 
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Figure 9 Work–life index by work commute time, AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex 
and area. Figure excludes self-employed persons. 

When commuting and working hours combine to create long days, the effects on work– 
life outcomes are especially negative. A third of survey participants spend more than 50 
hours a week working and commuting to and from work, and within that group 12.9 per 
cent spend more than 60 hours doing so. Forty-five per cent of this latter group are not 
satisfied with their work–life balance, compared to twenty percent or less of those whose 
combined work and commute time is less than 44 hours a week.  

The overall work–life index scores by combined work and commuting hours are shown 
in Figure 10. Once again, the negative impact of long hours on work–life outcomes is 
clear (P < 0.001). Workers with a work and commute time commitment of more than 50 
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hours have the worst work–life outcomes. With the exception of the difference between 
workers with time commitments of 16–35 and 35–44 hours, all differences between the 
groups shown in Figure 10 are statistically significant (P < 0.05). The combination of 
work and commute hours account for 10 per cent of the variation in work–life index 
scores. 
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Figure 10 Work–life index by total hours spent working and commuting, AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. Figure 
excludes self-employed persons. 

4.4 Work–life outcomes by age and education 

Age 
Older workers have better work–life outcomes than those in their middle years when 
caring responsibilities are more intense (Figure 11). The lower overall work–life index 
scores (indicating better work–life outcomes) among 18–34 year olds and 55–64 year olds 
are significantly different from others (P < 0.05). Within the mid–range of ages (25–34, 
35–44, 45–54) the differences are small and mostly non-significant. Index scores range 
from 84.3 for those 65 years old or more, 94.0 for 55–64 years, 99.2 for 18–24 year olds 
and worse than average outcomes in the 35–44 (101.7) and 45–54 (101.1) age groups. 
The highest Index score and hence the worst work–life outcomes are reported by those 
aged 25–34 years (102.6). 
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Figure 11 Work–life index by age (years), AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex 
and area. Figure excludes self-employed persons. 

Education 
In terms of education, there are significant differences in work–life outcomes between 
workers with different educational levels, ranging from the best for those without post-
school vocational or university qualifications to the worst for those with university 
qualifications (P < 0.001) (Figure 12). Those without any education past high school have 
an overall work–life index score of 95.8, compared to 102.5 for those with a degree or 
diploma from a university. This difference is most likely due to differences in occupation. 
University educated respondents tend to be in professional and managerial occupations 
and hours, and respondents with vocational qualifications have the highest 
representations in the community and personal service and technical and trade 
professions. As previously discussed, these occupations are associated with the worst 
work–life outcomes. 
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Figure 12 Work–life index by education, AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, 
sex and area. Figure excludes self-employed persons. 
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4.5 Work–life outcomes, caring responsibilities and children  

The quality of work–life interaction is likely to be influenced by a workers’ caring 
responsibilities. AWALI assesses care responsibilities in relation to care of family and 
friends and care of children. As expected, women report more care responsibilities than 
men (19.7 hours per week compared to 10.8 hours for men; P < 0.001). This gap persists, 
but is slightly smaller, when differences between men and women’s work hours are held 
constant. 

There are small but statistically significant differences in work–life outcomes depending 
upon workers’ responsibilities for care and children (P < 0.001). More care is associated 
with worse work–life outcomes. The overall work–life index score for those without care 
responsibilities for family and friends was 97.0 compared to 102.3 for those with these 
care responsibilities (see Figure 13).  

Caring responsibilities had slightly stronger effects on work–life outcomes for women 
than men. When we control for work hours, women with caring responsibilities have the 
worst work–life outcomes (103.2), followed by men with caring responsibilities (101.4) 
and women with no caring responsibilities (98.6). Men with no caring responsibilities 
have the best work–life outcomes (95.5). Each difference between these groups is 
statistically significant (P < 0.01). 

Parenting is also associated with significant differences in work–life outcomes. The ages 
and number of children have significant effects (P < 0.001). Parents of young children 
(four years old or under) or multiple children have worse work–life outcomes. The 
work–life index for those without children was 97.3, compared to 103.4 for those with 
children over five years old and 105.9 for those with children four years old or under (see 
Figure 13). The Index score for parents with one child is 103.2, compared to 104.9 for 
parents with two or more children. 
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Figure 13 Work–life index by care responsibilities, and the presence, age and number of children, 
AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. Figure excludes 
self-employed persons. 
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Similar to caring responsibilities for family and friends, parenting responsibilities also 
have a slightly stronger effect on women’s work–life outcomes than men’s, after 
controlling for differences in work hours (P < 0.001). Index scores for men and women 
without children are better than average (95.8 and 98.9, respectively). In comparison, 
women with two or more children have the worst work–life outcomes (106.1), followed 
by women with one child (103.5) and men with two or more children (103.6), and then 
men with one child (102.7). With the exception of parents with one child, fathers have 
better work–life outcomes compared to mothers regardless of the number of children. 
Further, for both men and women, there is no difference between parents with one child 
compared to two children. 

In regard to the age of children, we again see different patterns of association with work– 
life outcomes for mothers and fathers (P < 0.001). Of particular interest is the 
observation that having children at school age compared to preschool children provides 
some improvement to men’s work–life outcomes but not to women’s. For women, 
having children, regardless of their age, is associated with poorer work–life outcomes. 
Specifically, the worst work–life outcomes are reported by parents with preschool–aged 
children (four years or under) (men 105.1 and women 105.0) and women with school– 
aged children (5 years and over) (105.1). There are no significant differences in Index 
scores between these three groups. Men with school–aged children (102.3) have slightly 
better work–life outcomes compared to fathers with preschool–aged children and 
mothers with school–aged children (the difference with mothers of preschool children is 
not significant).  

There do not appear to be significant differences between those who live in couple 
households and single parents. On average, single parents work fewer hours than those 
in couple households, which may go some way towards alleviating the extra demands of 
parenting in single–adult households.1 

Examining responses to the individual questions that comprise the overall work–life 
index also reveals some interesting differences in the relationship between parenting and 
work–to–life interference. Men with children perceive much more frequent interference 
than for men without children, while the gaps between women with and without children 
are narrower. For example, 29.6 per cent of men with children feel that work interferes 
with activities outside work often or almost always compared to 17.9 per cent of childless 
men (19% and 14.3% for women, respectively; Table 16). 

Similar differences exist around satisfaction with work–life balance: 30.1 per cent of men 
with children are not satisfied compared to 23.2 per cent of childless men, while there is 
no statistically significant difference between women with and without children (22.6% 
and 23.1%, respectively). When it comes to feeling rushed or pressed for time, however, 
women with children are distinctive: 72.5 per cent of them often or almost always feel 
rushed for time compared to 44.2 per cent of women without children (45.7% and 56.0% 
for men). 

1 ANCOVA analysis on Index scores by parental status (single vs dual parent household) indicated that work hours are 
a significant covariate. Although parental status is not a significant predictor of Index scores, the trend is for the 
adjusted mean score for single parents to be higher (indicating poorer work–life outcomes) compared to parents in 
couple households. The number of single parent respondents was relatively small in this survey, and hence power for 
this analysis is weak and these findings should be treated with caution. 
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Table 16 Work–life outcomes by gender and presence of children, AWALI 2007 (%) 
Never/rarely Sometimes Often/almost always Total 

Work interferes with activities outside work 
Men 

No children 51.1 31.0 17.9 100 
Children 36.6 33.8 29.6 100 
Total  45.1 32.2 22.7 100 

Women 
No children 54.5 31.2 14.3 100 
Children 43.7 37.3 19.0 100 
Total  50.1 33.6 16.2 100 

All 
No children 52.7 31.1 16.3 100 
Children 39.8 35.3 24.9 100 
Total  47.4 32.8 19.8 100 

Often feel rushed or pressed for time 
Men 

No children 23.9 30.3 45.7 100 
Children 13.0 31.0 56.0 100 
Total  19 30.6 49.9 100 

Women 
No children 16 39.7 44.2 100 
Children *5.1 22.4 72.5 100 
Total  11.6 32.7 55.6 100 

All 
No children 20.4 34.6 45.0 100 
Children 9.5 27.2 63.3 100 
Total  15.9 31.6 52.5 100 

Satisfaction with work–life balance 
Not satisfied Satisfied 

Men 
No children 23.2 76.8 100 
Children 30.1 69.9 100 
Total  26.0 74.0 100 

Women 
No children 22.6 77.4 100 
Children 23.1 76.9 100 
Total  22.8 77.2 100 

All 
No children 22.9 77.1 100 
Children 27.0 73.0 100 
Total  24.6 75.4 100 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. *Estimate not 
reliable. Table excludes self-employed persons. 

4.6 Income and work–life outcomes 

Significant differences in work–life outcomes exist by income level. Overall, work–life 
interference is lower, and work–life satisfaction is higher among workers living in 
households with incomes lower than $30,000 (see Table 17). However, these findings 
should be interpreted with caution due to small cell sizes for low income households 
(< $30 000) who experience frequent interference. 

Almost a quarter of those earning more than $90,000 often or almost always perceive this 
interference. Sixty per cent of these high income earners were often or almost always 
rushed for time, compared to about half of those earning $30,000 to $89,999. Once 
households have an income higher than $30,000 – a level that is quite modest by today’s 
standards – there are relatively small differences in work–life interference. 

This income effect reflects occupational differences between high and low income 
earners. In our study most managers (66%) and professionals (56.7%) were earning 
$90,000 or more and, as previously discussed, these professions have the poorest work– 

40 



life outcomes. Labourers and sales workers were the most common occupations in the < 
$30,000 income bracket, and these occupations also have the best work–life outcomes. 

Table 17 Work–life outcomes by income, AWALI 2007 (%) 
Never/rarely Sometimes Often/almost always Total 

Work interferes with activities outside work  
< $30,000 71.8 16.8* 11.5* 100 
$30,000–$59,999 55.2 28.1 16.7 100 
$60,000–$89,999 43.0 36.9 20.1 100 
$90,000+ 39.7 37.0 23.3 100 
All respondents 47.2 33.0 19.8 100 

Work interferes with enough time with family or friends 
< $30,000 68.8 21.4* 9.8* 100 
$30,000–$59,999 42.2 34.5 23.2 100 
$60,000–$89,999 35.6 40.3 24.1 100 
$90,000+ 32.3 39.3 28.4 100 
All respondents 38.6 36.9 24.5 100 

Work interferes with community connections 
< $30,000 69.3 23.2* 7.5* 100 
$30,000–$59,999 54.7 27.7 17.6 100 
$60,000–$89,999 46.9 30.5 22.6 100 
$90,000+ 48.0 30.0 21.9 100 
All respondents 51.2 29.0 19.8 100 

Feel rushed or pressed for time 
< $30,000 32.3 30.0 37.7 100 
$30,000–$59,999 19.8 32.4 47.8 100 
$60,000–$89,999 17.2 32.3 50.4 100 
$90,000+ 9.8 30.7 59.5 100 
All respondents 16.1 31.5 52.4 100 

Satisfaction with work–life balance Not satisfied Satisfied 
< $30,000 16.2* 83.8 100 
$30,000–$59,999 24.4 75.6 100 
$60,000–$89,999 29.5 70.5 100 
$90,000+ 24.7 75.3 100 
All respondents 25.1 74.9 100 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. *Estimate 
not reliable. Table excludes self-employed persons. 

Analysing all the measures of work–life together, significant differences exist in the 
overall work–life index by income (P < 0.001; see Figure 14). However, these differences 
are modest in size for incomes over $30,000. 
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Figure 14 Work–life index by income, AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and 
area. Figure excludes self-employed persons. 
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4.7 Health and work–life outcomes 

Work plays an important role in most people’s lives beyond providing the means to 
obtain the basic necessities of life. It is widely accepted that work can have significant 
positive and negative impacts on psychological and social well–being (Layard 2005). 
Working conditions and experiences can also benefit or impair workers’ physical health. 
It is thus not surprising that there is evidence that the negative work-life spillover is also 
associated with impaired  physical and mental health (Allen et al. 2000). 

Our survey confirms this relationship between work–life outcomes and workers’ health. 
While effects vary by gender and in strength, the overall relationship is consistent across 
a range of work–life measures. We used a single–item self-report measure of general 
health sourced from the SF–12 survey: ‘In general would you say your health is …’, with 
a five–point response scale ranging from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent) (Ware, Kosinski & 
Keller 1996). Overall, 14.3 per cent of workers surveyed felt in poor health (15.6% of 
women; 13.3% of men). As Figure 15 shows, there is a clear relationship between work– 
life outcomes and health. Men and women with the worst work–life outcomes also have 
the poorest health (P < 0.001). This effect is stronger for women than men.  
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Figure 15 Work–life index by gender and self-reported health, AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex 
and area. Response range 1, ‘poor’; 2, ‘fair’; 3, ‘good’; 4, ‘very good’; 5, ‘excellent’. Responses 1 to 2 
categorised as ‘poor health’, responses 3 to 5 categorised as ‘good health’. Figure excludes self-employed 
persons. 

As we have discussed in previous sections, it is clear that both the length of work hours 
and the degree to which preferred and actual hours match have a significant impact on 
work–life outcomes. It is also likely that work hours have an impact on health. As Table 
18 shows, those with a better fit between actual and preferred work hours, and those 
with shorter working hours, have better self-reported health outcomes. These 
relationships, however, were statistically significant only for women. Women with poor 
health are more likely to have a mismatch between their actual and preferred hours 
(70.0%) than women with good health (56.7%). For most workers the mismatch occurs 
as a function of working more hours than preferred. Consistent with this pattern, women 
with poor health are more likely to report working long hours (26.9%) than women with 
good health (21.0%). However, this finding should be treated with caution due to the 
small cell size for women with poor health who are working long hours. 
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Table 18 Working hours (fit and length) and self-reported health outcomes by gender, AWALI 
2007 (%) 

Actual and preferred Prefer more hours Prefer less hours Total 
hours match 

Men 
Good health 40.5 15.5 44.0 100 
Poor health 35.7 16.9* 47.5 100 
Total 39.9 15.7 44.4 100 

Women 
Good health 43.3 15.5 41.2 100 
Poor health 29.9 21.7* 48.3 100 
Total 41.2 16.5 42.3 100 

All 
Good health 41.7 15.5 42.8 100 
Poor health 32.9 19.2 47.9 100 
Total 40.5 16.0 43.5 100 

Shorter hours (1–34) Full-time hours  Long hours (45+) Total 
(34–44) 

Men 
Good health 14.0 43.3 42.7 100 
Poor health 16.3* 42.4 41.3 100 
Total 14.3 43.2 42.5 100 

Women 
Good health 46.1 32.9 21.0 100 
Poor health 36.4 36.7 26.9* 100 
Total 44.6 33.5 21.9 100 

All 
Good health 28.1 38.8 33.1 100 
Poor health 26.0 39.7 34.3 100 
Total 27.8 38.9 33.3 100 

Note . Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. *Estimate not 
reliable. Hours match defined as 1 hour or less difference between actual and preferred hours per week. Response range on self-report 
health question: 1 ‘poor’, 2 ‘fair’ 3 ‘good’, 4 ‘very good’ 5 ‘excellent’. Responses 1 to 2 categorised as ‘poor health’, responses 3 to 5 
categorised as ‘good health’. Table excludes self-employed persons. 

4.8 Use of medical services and work–life outcomes 

AWALI also contains two behaviour-based self-report measures of health: the number of 
visits to a health professional in the past four months and number of prescription 
medications purchased over the same time period.  

Consistent with the self-reported health ratings, self-reported health–related behaviours 
indicate a relationship between poorer work–life outcomes and poorer health. As shown 
in Table 19, with the exception of feeling rushed for time, respondents who have the 
most negative spillover from work–to–life or are dissatisfied with their work–life balance 
are also most likely to make frequent visits to a health professional (four or more times in 
the past four months). Similar patterns are also evident in regard to frequent purchases of 
prescription medication. With the exception of feeling rushed for time, those who report 
the most frequent work–life interference and least satisfaction with their work–life 
balance are most likely to purchase prescription medication frequently (four or more 
purchases in the past four months). 
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Table 19 Work life outcomes by visits to health professional in past four months, AWALI 2007 
(%) 

 Never/rarely Sometimes Often/almost always Total 
Work interferes with activities outside work 

No visits 48.1 33.4 18.5 100 
1 visit 48.5 33.2 18.2 100 
2–3 visits 47.6 33.8 18.6 100 
4 + visits 42.7 29.0 28.4 100 
Total 47.4 32.8 19.8 100 

Work interferes with enough time with family or friends 
No visits 40.8 36.2 23.0 100 
1 visit 39.0 39.0 22.0 100 
2–3 visits 39.0 37.5 23.6 100 
4 + visits 35.7 30.3 34.0 100 
Total 39.3 36.4 24.3 100 

Work interferes with community connections 
No visits 52.7 28.2 19.1 100 
1 visit 53.0 31.0 16.0 100 
2–3 visits 53.5 27.3 19.2 100 
4 + visits 50.8 24.0 25.1 100 
Total 52.7 28.3 19.0 100 

Feel rushed or pressed for time 
No visits 18.2 31.0 50.8 100 
1 visit 17.1 31.7 51.2 100 
2–3 visits 10.8 30.5 58.6 100 
4 + visits 13.4 35.1 51.5 100 
Total 15.9 31.6 52.5 100 

Satisfied with work–life balance Not satisfied Satisfied 
No visits 22.5 77.5 100 
1 visit 23.4 76.6 100 
2–3 visits 25.8 74.2 100 
4 + visits 31.4 68.6 100 
Total  24.6 75.4 100 

Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. Table 
excludes self-employed persons. Response range on work–life balance satisfaction 1, ‘not at all satisfied’; 2, ‘not very satisfied’; 3, 
‘somewhat satisfied’; 4, ‘very satisfied’. Responses 1 and 2 categorised as ‘not satisfied’, responses 3 and 4 categorised as ‘satisfied’. 

4.9 Stress in daily life and work–life outcomes 

AWALI contains a single–item measure of respondents’ stress in their life in general, 
including home and work. We measure stress on a five–point scale ranging from 1 (not at 
all stressed) to 5 (very stressed). Overall, 46.5 per cent of workers surveyed felt somewhat 
or very stressed (52.6% of women and 41.5 % of men). Similar to the health findings, 
poorer work–life outcomes are associated with higher levels of stress.  

In short, the survey confirms high levels of stress amongst Australian workers, especially 
women, and this is associated with poor work-life outcomes. As shown in Figure 16, men 
and women with the worst work–life outcomes also report feeling stressed in regard to 
their life in general (P < 0.001). Indeed, feelings of stress account for about 20 per cent 
of the variation in the Index scores. This relationship was slightly stronger for men than 
women. 
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Figure 16 Work–life index by gender and self-reported stress in daily life, AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex 
and area. Response range 1, ‘not all stressed’; 2, ‘not very stressed’; 3, ‘somewhat stressed’; 4, ‘very stressed’. 
Responses 1 & 2 categorised as ‘not stressed’, responses 3 & 4 categorised as ‘stressed’. Figure excludes self-
employed persons. 

4.10 Satisfaction with close relationships and work–life outcomes 

AWALI also contains a measure of social well–being, assessed in terms of the quality of 
close relationships. Similar to the findings on health and stress, men and women who 
report the worst work–life outcomes are less satisfied with their close relationships (P < 
0.001) (Figure 17).  
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Figure 17 Work–life index by gender and satisfaction with close relationships, AWALI 2007 
Note. Data weighted by Australian Bureau of Statistics data on age, highest level of schooling completed, sex and area. 
Response range 1, ‘not all satisfied’; 2, ‘not very satisfied’; 3, ‘somewhat satisfied’; 4, ‘very satisfied’. Responses 1 & 2 
categorised as ‘not satisfied’, responses 3 & 4 categorised as ‘satisfied’. Figure excludes self-employed persons. 
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Conclusion 

This study confirms a basis for the lively and widespread community conversation 
underway in many Australian homes and workplaces. Spillover from work to home and 
community life affects many Australians. With rising workforce participation rates, these 
effects reach into a growing proportion of homes. People are giving a lot to work – and 
taking a lot home from it as well. There are high levels of interaction between work, 
households and communities.  

Spillover the other way – from home to work – is much less frequent. Surprisingly, it is 
less frequent for women than men, contradicting the common belief that working 
women, with their greater responsibility for domestic work and care, are likely to be more 
affected at work by their family lives than men. 

Many workers find that work interferes with their friendships, social relations and 
community interactions. We know all too little about the long term effects of this 
interference on our social capital and the resilience of our social fabric. 

Long hours now affect many Australians and the effects extend well beyond the 
individual to wider social life. Working hours matter a great deal to the nature and level 
of work–life interaction. Long hours are especially associated with more frequent 
negative spillover into workers’ personal lives and higher levels of time pressure and time 
strain. They affect the time that workers have for their friendships, social and community 
connections. Existing literature suggests that these issues are very important to personal 
happiness and to wider social trust (Layard 2005).  

At the other end of the spectrum, part-time hours are associated with better work–life 
outcomes. However, long part-time hours (16-34) are not associated with less negative 
work–life spillover for women, than full-time work. This perhaps explains the ongoing 
pressure that so many women report (Pocock 2003) despite the fact that a high 
proportion of Australian women try to deal with their work–life spillover by working 
part-time (most of them for 16-34 hours). 

The findings suggest that a good fit between preferred and actual working hours is very 
important to work–life outcomes. Many Australian workers are not working their 
preferred hours, and the work–life consequences of this are significant. Better public 
policy and labour law to support requests to change hours are essential. 

The quality of jobs is important. Poor quality, insecure, high pressure jobs with low levels 
of worker say are associated with worse work–life outcomes. Once, again this has 
implications for workplace and public policies. 

Some of the most influential workplace players are most affected by long hours and by 
work–life pressures: managers and professionals. They are in charge in many locations. 
What does their lived experience of poor work–life outcomes mean for those they 
supervise and manage? What cultures are being re-created through their expectations and 
the transmission of their own stresses? These questions deserve closer study in Australia. 

It seems that women are acting as shock absorbers for the increasing reach of work into 
our lives and communities. Many work part-time to manage their paid and unpaid 
responsibilities, but this does not save them from high levels of pressure and stress.  

The current work–life situation in Australia is imposing health and medical costs on our 
communities and the individuals who have poor work–life outcomes. At present these 
are privately experienced and uncounted. They are likely to be substantial. They deserve 
more public attention. 
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This study provides some important indicators about who is most affected by the 
complex and changing interactions between work and life outside work, what kinds of 
jobs they hold and what kinds of households they live in. But many questions remain. 
We hope to explore these in further iterations of AWALI in coming years as well as 
through qualitative studies that allow us to investigate beneath the surface of survey data.  
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