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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

The Australian Unity Wellbeing Index monitors the subjective wellbeing of the Australian population. 

Our first survey was conducted in April 2001 and this report concerns the 33rd survey, undertaken in 

April 2016. Our previous survey had been conducted about 7 months earlier, in August 2015. The 

intervening period for this survey incorporated the 2016 Federal Government elections which were 

held in July this year.  

Surveys 1-30 involved a telephone interview with a random sample of 2,000 Australians, selected to 

represent the geographic distribution of the national population. For the 31st to 33rd surveys, the same 

recruitment methods were followed, only the sample was reduced to 1,000 people. This sample size is 

sufficient for reliable analytical purposes. The surveys comprise the Personal Wellbeing Index (PWI), 

which measures people’s satisfaction with their own lives, and the National Wellbeing Index (NWI), 

which measures how satisfied people are with life in Australia. Other items include a standard set of 

demographic questions and other survey-specific questions. Chapter 10 and 11 in this report concern 

the wellbeing of people within Marginal Electoral Divisions and Australian Federal Electoral 

Divisions over the years. These two chapters are available as separate reports (Capic, et al., 2016; 

Silins, et al., 2016) from the Australian Centre on Quality of Life website 

(http://www.acqol.com.au/reports/auwbi.php). The final chapter 12 concerns the special topics for 

Survey 33 involving Homeostatically Protected Mood and Relationship Support. The findings 

presented in this chapter are preliminary and will be used in preparation of a manuscript for a journal 

publication.  

The Theory 

The theoretical framework for the interpretation of data is the theory of Subjective Wellbeing 

Homeostasis. This proposes that each person has a ‘set-point’ for personal wellbeing that is internally 

maintained and defended. This set-point is genetically determined and, on average, causes personal 

wellbeing to be held at 75 points on a 0-100 scale. The normal level of individual set-point variation, 

is between about 70-90 percentage points. The provision of personal resources, such as money or 

relationships, cannot normally increase the set-point on a long term basis due to the genetic ceiling.  

However, they can strengthen defences against negative experience. Moreover, for someone who is 

suffering homeostatic defeat, the provision of additional resources may allow them to regain control 

of their wellbeing. In this case the provision of resources will cause personal wellbeing to rise until 

the set-point level for that person is achieved.  

We propose that low levels of personal resources, such as occasioned by low income or absence of a 

partner, weaken homeostasis. If personal challenges such as stress or pain exceed the homeostatic 

resources, homeostasis is defeated, and subjective wellbeing decreases below its normal range. 

The Analyses 

All data have been standardized to a 0-100 range. Thus, the level of wellbeing is referred to in terms 

of percentage points. Reference is also made to normal ranges. These have been calculated for PWI, 

NWI, and each of their domains, by combining data across all surveys to date. Thus normal ranges 

represent a range in which 95% of the survey means lie. Normal ranges for PWI and its domains have 

also been calculated separately for every demographic group: income, gender, age, household 

composition, marital status and work-status. These are referred to as group specific normal ranges. 

These results are reported in separate tables at the start of every chapter in the Appendices (Part B 

Report).  

  

http://www.acqol.com.au/reports/auwbi.php
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Summary of the Results 

Personal Wellbeing Index: 

 The level of personal wellbeing in Australia has been rising over the last 16 years, which is 

evident from total PWI scores and all other domains except for the Health and Achieving in Life 

domains.  

 Apart from the Health, Achieving in Life and Relationships domains, all other domains have 

reached their highest level ever recorded by these surveys. 

 Of concern, is the long-term decline in health satisfaction over the last 16 years.  

National Wellbeing Index: 

 The NWI has not changed since last year but is significantly lower than in 2014 (S31).  

 Satisfaction with all national domains is within their respective normal ranges.  

Terrorist Threat: 

 The frequency of those who think a terrorist attack is likely has increased by about 10 percent 

since last year, and is now the highest on record (74.8 percent of the sample).  

 Similarly, the strength of this belief has also increased by 7.9 percent since the last year’s survey 

and it is the highest ever recorded (M=73.4).  

 Despite the increased terror awareness, there are no significant differences in PWI levels this year 

between those who thought a terrorist attack is likely and those who did not.  

Household Income: 

 The pattern of wellbeing scores generally increased relative to income, entering the normal range 

with household income levels above $15,000, exceeding the normal range with the income levels 

above $61,000 and reaching its peak with the income levels of $251,000-$500,000.  

 The highest scoring group are those with a household income of $250,000-$500,000 (M=81.1); 

this group is also characterised by significantly higher wellbeing than those with a household 

income between $31,000-60,000 (M=75.2).  

 Significant differences between income groups are most apparent on the Standard of Living 

domain. Specifically, those reporting an income of $100,000 or above generally scored higher on 

this domain (M=83.2-88.0) than those in the lower two income groups: $15,000-$30,000 

(M=76.4) and $31,000-60,000 (M=80.1).  

Gender: 

 Overall, females reported higher wellbeing levels than males, on all domains except for Health 

and Personal Safety. The only significant differences between the groups is in satisfaction with 

achieving (F: M=75.5; M: M=72.8) and community connectedness (F: M=76.1; M: M=71.4). 

 The national wellbeing scores were nearly identical for males and females on most domains, with 

the exception that females reported being significantly more satisfied than males with the 

economy (F: M=62.6; M: M=58.9) and overall life in Australia (F: M=84.9; M: M=82.0).  
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Age: 

 PWI levels for all age groups are either within or above the normal PWI range. They are highest 

for the oldest group (76+) (M=79.7) and lowest among 36-45 year olds (M=74.4). The oldest 

group also have significantly higher PWI levels than the 46-55 year old group (M=75.1). 

 The oldest adults are significantly more satisfied with future security (M=78.2) than the young 

adults (18-45 age groups: M=70.6-73.6).  

Household Composition – who people live with: 

 The wellbeing of those living alone, with their partner and with others is the highest it has ever 

been; for those living with their parents it is the lowest it has been in ten years. 

 Those living with their parents have the lowest PWI levels (72.0) scoring below normal range on 

most domains. Yet (together with those living with other adults), they scored highest on Safety 

(M=84.0 both).  

 Those living only with a partner are the highest scoring group, scoring above the normal ranges 

on PWI and all domains except for Health. They also have significantly higher PWI levels 

(M=79.1) than those living alone (M=74.5), with parents (M=72.0) or with children only 

(M=72.9).  

 In terms of personal relationships, the two groups (partnered with or without children) scored 

significantly higher (M=83.1-85.9) than all other groups (M=66.0-73.8).  

Marital Status: 

 The Married group scores are consistently higher than the normal range on all wellbeing 

measures, and their PWI scores (M=78.8) are significantly higher than for the Never Married 

(M=72.7), Separated (M=71.3) and Divorced (M=72.8) groups. The later three groups score 

below the normal range on PWI.  

 Achieving in life scores are significantly higher for the Married (M=76.6) than the Never Married 

(M=68.8) group. The two groups differ in age and household composition (see Table A 7.2). The 

Married group are mostly middle-age (36-55 = 30.8%)) or older adults (56+ = 60.1%), partnered 

with children (27.7%) or without children (65.3%), while the Never Married group are mostly 

young adults (49.3%)who either live alone (38.6%) or with their parents (37.9%). 

Work Status: 

 Consistent with prior surveys, the most vulnerable group are the Unemployed. Almost all groups 

scored within or above the normal ranges except for the Unemployed group, who scored well 

below the normal range on all domains except for Personal Safety. Scores on almost all domains 

decreased even further than last year by five points. Their worst performing domain is Achieving 

in Life, which is approximately 18 points below the normal range.  

 Full-time students reported satisfaction with personal safety 5.2 points higher than the normal 

range. This group includes predominantly 18-25 year old adults (65.2%) who still live with their 

parents (see Table A 8.2). Thus, it appears that individuals feel the safest while living with their 

parents.  

 The wellbeing of all Work status groups appears to have risen over the past 16 years, except for 

the unemployed and volunteers who do not follow this trend.   
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Life Events: 

 For the ‘no event’ group, the average wellbeing is just above the normal range (M=78.2).  

 A recent negative life event is associated with a significant decrease of approximately 6.7 points 

from the normal range.  

 The three groups (1. ‘no event’, 2. ‘positive event’ and 3. ‘both positive and negative event’), 

reported significantly higher wellbeing than ‘negative event’ group. 

 Over the past 33 surveys, PWI levels appear to be increasing for the ‘no event’, ‘positive event’ 

and ‘both positive and negative event’ groups. However, a downward trend appears to exist for 

the ‘negative event’ group.  

Special Survey Topics: 

Report 33.1 - Marginal Electoral Divisions (MEDs): 

 The ten most MEDs lie within the lower band of the PWI Normative Range with a mean of 75.1. 

These included five labour held marginal seats: McEwen (VIC), Parramatta (NSW), Lingiari (NT), 

Bendigo (VIC), Lilley (QLD); and five coalition held marginal seats: Barton (NSW), Petrie (QLD), 

Eden-Monaro (NSW), Dobell (NSW) and Capricornia (QLD). 

 The comparisons between individual MEDs revealed no significant differences. The MED with the 

highest PWI is Bendigo, which lies above the PWI Normative Range. The MEDs with the lowest 

PWI are Barton and Parramatta, which lie at the bottom of the Normative Range. 

 

Report 33.2 – Wellbeing in Federal Electorates 

 Twenty-eight electorates have wellbeing that is significantly higher than average. Most are in 

Victoria (36%) and New South Wales (25%) with the remainder in South Australia (14%), 

Queensland (7%), Tasmania (7%), Western Australia (7%), and the Australian Capital Territory 

(4%).  

 

 The ten electorates with the highest PWI scores are: Mayo (SA), which had the highest score, 

followed by Murray (VIC), Mallee (VIC), Gilmore (NSW), Maranoa (QLD), Franklin (TAS), 

Mitchell (NSW), Kennedy (QLD), O’Connor (WA) and Berowra (NSW).  

 

 Of the top ten electorates, six are in rural areas: These include Murray (79.15) and Mallee (79.05) 

in Victoria’s north, Gilmore (78.92) on the NSW south coast, Maranoa (78.82) and Kennedy 

(78.41) in north Queensland and the big rural seat of O’Connor (78.33) in southern Western 

Australia.  

 

 The ten electorates with the lowest PWI scores were Blaxland (NSW), which had the lowest 

score, followed by Holt (VIC), Cowan (WA), Chifley (NSW), McMahon (NSW), Werriwa 

(NSW), Moncrieff (QLD), Calwell (VIC), Hinkler (QLD) and Scullin (VIC).  

 

 Of the bottom ten electorates, seven are in metropolitan areas. These are the four western Sydney 

seats of Chifley (71.56), McMahon (71.86), Werriwa (72.00) and Blaxland (71.22) and 

Melbourne suburban electorates of Holt (71.38), Calwell (72.63) and Scullin (72.90). 
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Homeostatically Protected Mood and Relationship Support: 

 This chapter examines the influence of HPMood and its individual affects (content, happy, and 

alert) on relationships between wellbeing measures (PWI, GLS, NWI and GNW), RS, income and 

age. 

 

 The results show that HPMood is the strongest covariate in 5/10 relationships, affect content in 

4/10 and affect happy in 1/10. The affect alert failed to make a significant reduction in variance 

between the pairs. 

 

 The strongest single reduction in variance was achieved after removing HPMood variance from a 

relationship between GLS and RS. This was a reduction of 73.5%, from r=.35 to r=.10; a 

reduction from a correlation of medium strength, to one that is trivial. This indicates that most of 

the variance in the RS response can be explained by mood, rather than cognition.  

 

 The affect content is a stronger covariate than happy in 7/10 relationships. The affect happy 

dominates in relationships between GLS and RS (Zchangehappy=65.1%, Zchangecontent= 53.4%) 

PWI and GLS (Zchangehappy=49.9%, Zchangecontent= 37.8%), and PWI and RS 

(Zchangehappy=37.1%, Zchangecontent= 32.7%). There remains considerable shared variance in 

relationships between PWI and GLS (r=.42), and GLS and RS (r=.31) between these variables 

even in the absence of the affect happy. 
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1 Introduction 

The Australian Unity Wellbeing Index (AUWI) is a barometer of Australians’ satisfaction with their 

lives and life in Australia. Unlike most official indicators of quality of life and wellbeing, it is 

subjective – it measures how Australians feel about life, and incorporates both personal and national 

perspectives. The AUWI measures quality of life as experienced by the average Australian. 

The Index yields two major numbers. The Personal Wellbeing Index (PWI) is the average level of 

satisfaction across seven aspects of personal life – standard of living, health, achieving in life, 

personal relationships, safety, community connectedness, and future security. The National Wellbeing 

Index (NWI) is the average satisfaction score across six aspects of national life – the economy, the 

environment, social conditions, governance, business, and national security.  

A considerable body of research has demonstrated that most people are satisfied with their own life.  

In Western nations, the average value for population samples is about 75 percentage points of 

satisfaction. That is, on a standardised scale from 0 (completely dissatisfied) to 100 (completely 

satisfied) the average person rates their level of life satisfaction as 75. The normal range is from 70 

points to 80 points. We find the PWI to always fall within this range.  However, levels of satisfaction 

with aspects of national life are normally lower, falling in the range 55 to 65 points in Australia. 

The first index survey, of 2,000 adults from all parts of Australia, was conducted in April 2001. At the 

present time a total of 33 surveys have been conducted. The data for this most recent Survey 33 were 

collected in April 2016. Copies of earlier reports can be obtained either from the Australian Centre on 

Quality of Life website at Deakin University (http://www.acqol.com.au/reports/auwbi.php) or from 

the Australian Unity website (www.australianunity.com.au). This report concerns the most recent 

survey. 

The same core index questions, forming the PWI and NWI are asked within each survey. In addition 

we ask two highly general questions. One concerns ‘Satisfaction with Life as a Whole’. This abstract, 

personal measure of wellbeing has a very long history within the survey literature and its 

measurement allows a direct comparison with such data. The second is intended as an analogous 

‘national’ item.  It concerns ‘Satisfaction with Life in Australia’.  

Each survey also includes demographic questions and a small number of additional items that change 

from one survey to the next. These explore specific issues of interest, either personal or national.  

Such data have several purposes. They allow validation of the Index, the creation of new population 

sub-groups, and permit further exploration of the wellbeing construct. 

1.1 Understanding Personal Wellbeing 

The major measurement instrument used in our surveys is the PWI. This is designed as the first level 

deconstruction of ‘Satisfaction with Life as a Whole’ and the manual can be found at 

http://www.acqol.com.au/iwbg/wellbeing-index/index.php. It comprises seven questions relating to 

satisfaction with life domains, such as ‘Health’ and ‘Standard of Living’. Each question is answered 

on a 0-10 scale of satisfaction. The scores are then combined across the seven domains to yield an 

overall Index score, which is adjusted to have a range of 0-100. 

On a population basis the scores that we derive from this PWI are quite remarkably stable. Appendix 

A2 presents these values, each derived from a geographically representative sample of 2,000 

randomly selected adults across Australia, except for the Surveys 31 to 33 which each comprised 

1,000 randomly selected adults. As can be seen, these values range from 73.8 to 76.7, a fluctuation of 

less than 3 points. How can such stability be achieved? 

We hypothesise that personal wellbeing is not simply free to vary over the theoretical 0-100 range. 

Rather, it is held fairly constant for each individual in a manner analogous to blood pressure or body 

http://www.acqol.com.au/reports/auwbi.php
http://www.acqol.com.au/iwbg/wellbeing-index/index.php
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temperature. This implies an active management system for personal wellbeing that has the task of 

maintaining wellbeing, on average, at about 75 points. We call this process Subjective Wellbeing 

Homeostasis. 

The proper functioning of this homeostatic system is essential to life. At normal levels of wellbeing, 

which for group average scores lies in the range 73.9 to 76.7 points, people feel good about 

themselves, are well motivated to conduct their lives, and have a strong sense of optimism. When this 

homeostatic system fails, however, these essential qualities are severely compromised, and people are 

at risk of depression. This can come about through such circumstances as exposure to chronic stress, 

chronic pain, failed personal relationships, etc. 

Fortunately for us, the homeostatic system is remarkably robust. Many people live in difficult 

personal circumstances which may involve low income or medical problems, and yet manage to 

maintain normal levels of wellbeing. This is why the Index is so stable when averaged across the 

population. But as with any human attribute, some homeostatic systems are more robust than others. 

Or, put around the other way, some people have fragile systems which are prone to failure. 

Homeostatic fragility, in these terms, can be caused by two different influences. The first of these is 

genetic. Some people have a constitutional weakness in their ability to maintain wellbeing within the 

normal range. The second influence is the experience of life. Here, as has been mentioned, some 

experiences such as chronic stress can challenge homeostasis. Other influences, such as intimate 

personal relationships, can strengthen homeostasis. 

In summary, personal wellbeing is under active management and most people are able to maintain 

normal levels of wellbeing even when challenged by negative life experiences. A minority of people, 

however, have weaker homeostatic systems as a result of either constitutional or experiential 

influences. These people are vulnerable to their environment and may evidence homeostatic failure. 

An important feature of our survey analyses is the identification of sub-groups which contain a larger 

than normal proportion of people in homeostatic failure. These groups need additional resources in 

order to regain homeostatic control and normal levels of wellbeing. 

1.1.1 The influence of homeostasis 

The purpose of SWB homeostasis is to maintain the wellbeing of each individual person close to their 

genetically-determined set-point, which averages 80 points (Cummins, Li, Wooden and Stokes, 

2014).  However, of course, wellbeing fluctuates around its set-point. These fluctuations can be very 

large if homeostasis is defeated in the presence of an unusually good or bad experience. While such 

experiences are unusual, when they do occur, people will normally return quite quickly to a level of 

wellbeing that approximates their set-point once again. 

For these reasons, the wellbeing of individuals is normally highly predictable. It is lying within a 

restricted range around their personal set-point, called the set-point-range. The homeostatic processes 

attempt to hold each individual’s wellbeing within this range. Therefore, since there is a normal 

distribution of set-points probably between about 70 and 90 points, there is an associated distribution 

of overlapping set-point-ranges. This explains why the population mean is so predictable. The 

distribution of scores conforms to the distribution of set-point ranges, and these are genetically 

determined. 

Why, then, does the mean of the survey samples vary from one time to the next? The answer, we 

propose, is that events which are experienced by the whole population will exert a systematic 

influence on the wellbeing of the individuals making up the whole sample. These influences will act 

to cause the wellbeing of each affected individual to be more likely to lie either above or below its set-

point. Thus, a national event, such as Olympic success, will exert a systematic influence, such that 

each person’s wellbeing will be more likely to be found above their set-point than below. In other 

words, a meaningful national event will systematically change the probability of measured wellbeing, 
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being dominated by scores that lie within the upper or lower halves of the set-point-ranges.  

Moreover, the stronger and more universal the experience, the more likely is each individual level of 

wellbeing to be found above or below its set-point, and the more the sample average will deviate from 

80 points. 

So, how much variation in survey mean scores is possible? There are two answers to this. The first 

involves a catastrophic experience, such as might occur in a sudden financial depression, such as 

might have happened if the 2007-2009 economic down turn had continued in Australia. In this event, 

the average wellbeing of the sample would possibly sink below any approximation of the normal 

range as a high proportion of the population suffer homeostatic defeat. This, however, will be a most 

unusual situation and one not yet experienced in the history of these surveys. 

The second form of variation in survey mean scores will reflect systematic shifts in the probability of 

wellbeing being found above or below each set-point, but within each set-point range, and under 

homeostatic control. The extent of such variation depends on a number of factors as: 

(a) The strength and ubiquity of the experience. 

(b) The width of the set-point-range. In a recent study by Cummins et al (2014), the average set-point 

range has been shown to be around 19 points. That is, on average, a movement of less than 10 

points on either side of the set-point is considered normal and within a set-point range. The 

boundaries of this range demarcate homeostatic failure and so wellbeing would normally be 

maintained much closer to the set-point. 

(c) The strength of homeostasis. The influence of homeostasis is to control small fluctuations around 

the set-point. However, as wellbeing strays further and further from the set-point, homeostatic 

forces are increasingly unleashed to rein it back. We propose that these controlling forces increase 

in intensity with distance from the set-point until they lose control and SWB goes into free-rise or 

free-fall under the control of the experience. 

The total variation of population mean scores to date is 2.9 percentage points, or about 1.5 points on 

either side of the average set-point. This represents just 25% of the set-point-range. What this 

indicates is that the mood of the nation normally fluctuates within only a very tight band of values.  

What is not known is the extent that these small movements indicate anything important about the 

frequency of psychopathology or changed behaviour at a national level. 

1.2 The Survey Methodology 

A geographically representative national sample of adults who are fluent in English, was surveyed by 

telephone over the period 4th April to 13th April. Interviewers asked to speak to the youngest person in 

the house who is 18 years or over.  The sample was stratified to represent the Australian population in 

terms of geographic location based on the proportions from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (2015). 

Gender is equally proportioned in this sample. Data collection was carried out by the same company 

that has been involved with the project since 2006 (I-view).  

The response rate and the interview length for the April 2016 are compared with those in August 2015 

surveys in Table 1 below.  
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Table 1.1 Response rate and Interview length 

 2015 –  

S32 General 

population 

2016 –  

S33 General 

population 

2016 –  

S33.1 Marginal Electoral 

Divisions (MEDs) 

Response Rate 33% 36% 37% 

Interview Length 

(minutes)  

9.3 9 8.8 

All responses are made on a 0 to 10 scale, unless otherwise specified. The satisfaction responses are 

anchored by 0 (not at all satisfied) and 10 (completely satisfied). Data are then converted to a standard 

0 – 100 point scale. Initial data screening was completed before data analysis. This process includes 

identifying invalid values and treating them as missing.  

1.3 Presentation of results and type of analysis 

In the presentation of results to follow, the trends that are described in the text are all statistically 

significant at p<.05. More detailed analyses are presented in the Appendices within the Part B Report. 

These are arranged in sections that correspond numerically with sections in the main report. All 

Appendix Tables have the designation ‘A’ in addition to their numerical identifier (e.g. Table A 9.2).  

All satisfaction values are expressed as the strength of satisfaction on a scale that can range from 0 to 

100 percentage points. 

In situations where homogeneity of variance assumptions has been violated, Dunnett’s T3 Post-Hoc 

Test has been used. In the case of t-tests we have used the SPSS option for significance when equality 

of variance cannot be assumed. 

The raw data for this and all previous reports are available from the Australian Centre on Quality of 

Life website: http://www.acqol.com.au/reports/auwbi.php 

1.3.1 Internal Report Organisation 

(a) Chapter 2 presents a comparative analysis of Personal and National Wellbeing and Terrorist 

Attack beliefs with previous surveys.  

(b) Chapters 3-8 present the major groupings of independent (demographic) variables.   

(c) Chapter 9 concerns Life Events. 

(d) Chapters 10 and 11 include two special topics available as independent reports: Report 33.1- 

Marginal Electoral Divisions and Report 33.2-Wellbeing in Federal Electorates. 

(e) Chapter 12 concerns the final special topic for this survey, which is: Homeostatically Protected 

Mood and Relationship Support. 

(f) The Summary of all the results is presented in the Executive Summary on pages 10 – 13 of this 

report. 

(g) The supporting tables are presented as appendices in a separate volume (Part B Report). 

 

 

 

http://www.acqol.com.au/reports/auwbi.php
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1.4 Glossary of Terms 

Normal Ranges: These set the boundaries within which ‘normal’ values will fall. Each range 

is generated by computing the distance of two standard-deviations on either 

side of the mean. There are various types of range as: 

 a) Generic normative range: These are calculated using survey mean 

scores as data. For example, the generic Personal Wellbeing Index 

normal range for groups has been calculated using each overall survey 

Personal Wellbeing Index mean as data, so N for this calculation is the 

number of surveys. 

This is the most commonly employed source of reference in the report. 

The range reflects the extent of variability between surveys and the 

95% probability that any future survey mean will fall within this range. 

Any group mean score can be compared against this range to indicate 

the extent of its ‘normality’. 

b) Group specific normative ranges: These are calculated using the mean 

scores of specific groups within surveys as data (e.g. people who are 

retired). 

c) Generic normative ranges for individuals: These are calculated using 

the scores from individuals as data. For example, the generic Personal 

Wellbeing Index normative range for individuals has been calculated 

using the Personal Wellbeing Index scores from all of the people 

involved in the surveys. So N for this calculation is the number of 

people within all of the combined surveys. 

This range reflects the variability between people and the 95% 

probability that the score from any single person will fall within this 

range. 

d) Specific normative ranges for individuals: These are calculated using 

the scores from individuals within specific groups as data.  Thus, there 

is a specific normative range for the individuals who are full-time 

retired, and there is a 95% probability that the score from a retired 

person will fall within this range. 

These normative ranges are found in the appendices at the start of their 

respective chapters. 

Homeostatically 

Protected Mood 

(HPMood): 

A genetically-derived individual difference in mood comprising the three 

affects of Content, Happy and Alert.  It accounts for the majority of variance 

in Subjective Wellbeing. 

Personal Wellbeing 

Index (PWI): 

The Personal Wellbeing Index comprises seven domains rated on 

satisfaction. All results from the Index are standardised into a scale 0-100. 

Subjective 

Wellbeing (SWB): 

The output from the Personal Wellbeing Index. It measures how satisfied 

people are with their lives. 

Wellbeing: An abbreviation of subjective wellbeing as measured by the Personal 

Wellbeing Index and other domains.  



Personal and National Wellbeing Over Time 

19 

2 Personal and National Wellbeing Over Time 

Caveat: We have been unable to find the raw data files for the first survey, and this problem may 

extend to the second survey. We thus regard the low values for these surveys with caution. 

2.1 Comparison Between Survey 32 and Survey 33 

Table 2.1 Means and standard deviations of the 32nd and 33rd survey 

Question 
S32 S33 Point change 

from August 
2015 

Significance 
of change 

Mean SD Mean SD 

Age 59.49 16.17 56.89 17.96 -2.60 .001 

     
 

 

PERSONAL WELLBEING INDEX 75.97 12.25 76.11 12.29 0.14 .801 

Personal domains       

1. Standard of Living 79.77 15.53 80.57 15.26 0.80 .245 

2. Health 74.63 19.08 73.04 19.79 -1.59 .068 

3. Achieving 73.67 18.55 72.92 19.17 -0.75 .375 

4. Personal relationships 80.59 20.03 80.89 19.75 0.30 .739 

5. How safe you feel 79.99 17.12 81.66 16.04 1.67 .025 

6. Community connect 73.55 18.83 72.49 19.39 -1.07 .215 

7. Future security 71.94 19.60 72.79 19.28 0.84 .336 

Life as a whole 78.25 15.60 77.58 16.73 -0.67 .353 

       

NATIONAL WELLBEING INDEX 63.14 14.55 60.87 14.61 -2.27 .001 

National domains       

1. Economic situation 64.92 18.23 60.54 18.94 -4.38 .000 

2. Environment 65.42 17.62 63.89 18.25 -1.54 .057 

3. Social conditions 65.90 17.32 63.18 17.10 -2.72 .000 

4. Government 53.21 26.04 48.47 25.11 -4.75 .000 

5. Business 61.88 17.50 60.43 17.95 -1.45 .072 

6.National security 69.05 19.18 69.03 19.04 -0.02 .982 

Life in Australia 83.39 17.15 82.11 18.32 -1.28 .109 

       

Likelihood of Terrorist Attack 65.49 24.05 73.38 19.75 7.89 .000 

 

Table 2.1 compares the means for Survey 32 and Survey 33. The PWI and all of its domains have 

remained stable in relation to the previous survey, except for the domain of Personal Safety, which 

rose by 1.67 points. The NWI and all of national satisfaction domains have followed a negative trend 

since the last survey, with the significant drop in the NWI and satisfaction with economic situation, 

social conditions and government. Comparative results between all past surveys are found in Tables A 

2.3 through A 2.19.  

Note:  The shaded blue area in subsequent figures shows the generic normal range (GNR) for survey 

mean scores.  
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The Major Indices 

2.2 Personal Wellbeing Index 

 

Figure 2.1 Personal Wellbeing Index 
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Historical: The Personal Wellbeing Index has been generally rising over the last 16 years and it is 

currently, numerically, at its highest level yet recorded (76.7 points). The survey mean scores have 

varied by just 3.1 points.  

Both positive and negative events appear to be associated with increases in the wellbeing of the 

Australian population. In terms of the negative events, it appears that the presence of external threat 

coincides with rises in population wellbeing. This has occurred first following September 11 in 2001 

and reached its maximum about 6 months after the event. The second occurred immediately following 

the Bali Bombing and ran into the build-up in tension surrounding the Iraq war.  

The first occasion the PWI reached the high value of 76.3 points coincided with the Athens Olympics 

in August 2004 (Survey 12.0). This was an unusual survey since data were collected over the Olympic 

period, and the high scores possibly reflect the national elation at the amazing success of our athletes 

at these games. The high levels at Survey 22 may have reflected the sense of relief that Australia 

escaped the recession and that people’s savings and superannuation funds remained secure. There was 

also continued low unemployment, low levels of inflation, and the breaking of the drought.  In 

addition, there may be an element of positive downward comparison against countries that have not 

been so lucky. 

In terms of other national influences, Australia was remarkably politically stable over the first six 

years of these surveys, but quite unstable since then. These changes are described under ‘Satisfaction 

with Government’. 

Current status: The Personal Wellbeing Index score recorded for Survey 33 is numerically the 

highest it has ever been, with the current value of 76.7 points. This value is close to the top of the 

already narrow normal PWI range (3.1 points). While PWI has not changed significantly over the past 

10 years, since May 2006, it is significantly higher than the 7 of the first 16 surveys (S1, S2, S4, S5, 

S13, S15 and S16).   
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2.3 Personal Wellbeing Domains 

2.3.1 Standard of Living 

 

Figure 2.2 Standard of Living 
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Historical: The overall trend in satisfaction with standard of living is rising. The values for this 

domain have generally increased significantly since Survey 22 compared to the earlier surveys (see 

Table A 2.5).  

It is interesting to note that the rise in satisfaction with standard of living between May 2006 (S15) 

and October 2007 (S18) occurred despite a succession of 0.25 point rises in interest rates. It is also 

interesting that the rise in wellbeing from April 2008 (Survey 19) commenced in the face of the 

continuing economic down-turn. 

There were probably two reasons for this. One was that the various economic stimulus packages 

released by the Government provided households with additional discretionary income. The second 

was that the poor national economic situation has had a serious negative effect on only a minority of 

the population. The people adversely affected were those who had lost their job, or who were reliant 

on interest from shares or other investments for their income. But these people were in a great 

minority. While a majority of people had lost wealth with the downturn, for the most part their 

investments were intact and so they felt they could just wait for the economy to recover. And, in the 

meantime, if they still had a job and a mortgage, and if their wage has not diminished, then they were 

better off financially than maybe they had ever been due to the decrease in interest rates and, so, their 

mortgage payment. 

Current status: Satisfaction with standard of living has reached its peak in the current survey (80.8 

points), exceeding its normal range. It is significantly higher than in 20 other surveys between S1 and 

S26.   
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2.3.2 Health 

 

Figure 2.3 Health 
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Historical: While satisfaction with health has been on a downward trend since Survey 14 (2003), it 

only reached significance in Survey 26 (2011). Despite the downward trend, this is generally the most 

stable domain, with few significant changes between individual surveys. It is evident that satisfaction 

with personal health is less influenced by either world or national events compared with other 

domains.   

Current status: Satisfaction with health has risen by 1.8 points from its lowest point in the previous 

survey (73.0 points) and it now lies slightly above its all-time average (74.8 points) but still at its 

highest point in the last 11 years.  
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2.3.3 Achieving in Life 

 

Figure 2.4 Achieving in Life 
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Historical: From Survey 1 to Survey 10, satisfaction with ‘what you achieve’ did not change.  It was 

marginally higher at Survey 6 (Pre-Iraq war), and over this period the range of scores was 1.8% 

between April 2001 (S1:73.2) and March 2003 (S6:Pre-Iraq war: 75.0). 

In Survey 11 the wording of this item changed from ‘How satisfied are you with what you achieve in 

life?’ to ‘How satisfied are you with what you are currently achieving in life?’. The reason for this 

change was to make it more explicit that the question referred to current life rather than to some past 

aggregation of achievement. 

The effect of this word change has significantly reduced the score for this domain. The average value 

over Survey 1 to Survey 10 is 74.47 (SD=0.45).  The average value over Survey 11-Survey 20 is 

72.96 (SD = 0.53). So it appears to still be a highly reliable measure that has stabilised about 1.5 

points below the original item.  

Current status: Achieving in life has not significantly changed since Survey 26 and it has currently 

reached its highest point of 74.2 points since the change in the wording of the question. 
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2.3.4 Personal Relationships 

 

Figure 2.5 Personal Relationships 

  



Personal and National Wellbeing Over Time 

  29 

Historical: In the first five years of the Australian Unity Wellbeing Index (S1-S13), satisfaction with 

personal relationships has been most volatile. This trend stabilised and continued slowly upward 

following a marked drop from the top of the normal range at 81.4 points in Survey 12, to its all-time 

lowest point at the bottom of the normal range in Survey 13.  

Current status: Satisfaction with personal relationships has decreased since Survey 32 by a non-

significant 1.6 points. While this is the second largest decrease in survey scores between two 

consecutive surveys since 2013, it is not statistically significant.  
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2.3.5 Personal Safety 

 

Figure 2.6 Personal Safety 
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Historical: The overall trend shows that satisfaction with safety is gradually rising. The first major 

rise in Safety satisfaction followed the defeat of Saddam Hussein in Iraq at Survey 7. This may have 

been linked to the positive feelings of relief following the defeat of Hussein without unleashing 

weapons of mass destruction, and subsequently our increasingly strong American alliance. The rise 

during the Olympics (S12) may have been more due to the overall sense of elevated wellbeing than to 

specific feelings of greater safety.  

It is interesting to relate these data on safety to the sense of terrorist threat that is felt by the 

population. Since Survey 9 (November 2003) we have asked people ‘whether they think a terrorist 

attack is likely in Australia in the near future’ and, if they say ‘Yes’, we ask about the strength of their 

belief that such an attack will occur. These results are reported in Chapter 2.10.  

Current status: Satisfaction with personal safety is the highest it has ever been (82 points), despite 

the alerts of a probable terrorist attack in the near future. Satisfaction with personal safety is 

significantly higher than in the seventeen surveys prior to Survey 24.  
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Community Connectedness

 

Figure 2.7 Community Connectedness 
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Historical: The satisfaction with community connectedness has been on the rise over the years. Apart 

from the Olympic period elevation (S12), rises are coherently related to times of major conflict or 

national distress. In the six months following September 11, satisfaction with community 

connectedness went up from its lowest level in April 2001, and was maintained at this higher level for 

a further six months. It then fell, but returned to an even higher level in the lead-up to the Iraq war 

(S6). This higher level was maintained for six months following the defeat of Hussein (S9), then 

dissipated, only to be recharged once again following the second Bali bombing (S14). It then rose to 

record levels immediately following the Victorian bushfires in February 2009. This pattern is 

consistent with social psychological theory. A perceived source of threat will cause a group (or 

population) to become more socially cohesive. However, it must also be noted that the level of safety 

satisfaction also rose at the time of the Athens 2004 Olympics (Survey 12), and around the period of 

the election of the new Labour Government (Surveys 18).   

At the time of Victorian bushfires, the Satisfaction with Community was 0.3 points higher than it was 

at the time of the Athens Olympics, and 4.4 points higher than it was in Survey 1. It seems self-

evident that this rise was due to the increased sense of community generated by the tragedy of the 

floods and fires. These events generated an enormous out-pouring of sympathy and tangible 

assistance, which caused the population to experience a heightened sense of belonging to the 

‘Australian family’.  

It is interesting that this elevated level of satisfaction with community connection has been maintained 

over the past 5 years. The range of scores over the whole survey series is 5.1 points, between April 

2001 (S1:68.7) and September 2014 (S31: 73.6). 

Current status: People’s satisfaction with feeling part of their community (73.7 points) has risen to 

its record high. This is a significant increase since Survey 19 and it is significantly higher than for 

prior ten surveys. 
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2.3.6 Future Security 

 

Figure 2.8 Future Security 
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Historical: Satisfaction with future security dropped to its lowest level immediately following 

September 11, and then recovered to move in much the same range up to Survey 15 (May 2006). The 

pattern of satisfaction with future security over the period between S18 and S25 is very similar to that 

shown by the Standard of Living domain and the PWI levels.  

Current status: Satisfaction with future security (73.3 points) is the highest it has ever been, and it is 

significantly higher than eight surveys prior to Survey 21.  
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2.4 Life as a Whole 

 

Figure 2.9 Global Life Satisfaction 
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“How satisfied are you with your Life as a Whole?” 

Historical: Overall life satisfaction appears to be relatively stable over the years, with only few 

significant changes between consecutive surveys. The most evident fluctuations being the initial rise 

one year following September 2001 (S3). Next was the peak in Survey 12 (Athens Olympics) and 

subsequent regression to its lowest point do date in Survey 13 (76.8 points). From May 2006 to 

September 2011 (S15-S26), two major rises and falls occurred, which correspond to the global 

economic instability, which has also shaped other wellbeing domains in a similar way. Since 2006, 

Global Life Satisfaction has been generally on a slow rise, reaching its highest point in Survey 31 

(78.2 points). 

It is of considerable interest to note the different patterns of the PWI (rising) and GLS (stable). The 

reason for this difference is not known. 

Current status: Satisfaction with life as a whole sits at 77.7 points, increasing only marginally since 

the last survey (0.1 points). The current GLS level sits in the middle of its normal range.  
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2.5 National Wellbeing Index 

 

Figure 2.10 National Wellbeing Index 
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Historical: The National Wellbeing Index, like the Personal Wellbeing Index, started from a low 

initial value in April 2001. The reason for this low value is not known. What is apparent is that the 

National Wellbeing Index is more volatile than the Personal Wellbeing Index due to the relatively low 

level of homeostatic control. The highest it has ever been was between years 2009 and 2010 (S22 – 

S24), which correlates with the stock market recovery following the two stimulus packages issued by 

the Labour Government in response to the oncoming economic recession. In times of economic and 

national stability, NWI generally sits between 60 and 63 points. 

Note: No test of significance can be run against Survey 1 due to a different composition of the NWI at 

that time. 

Current status: The National Wellbeing Index lies at 60.4 points, a decrease of further 0.5 points 

since S32 (60.9 points). The NWI now shares the 5th lowest reading with three other surveys (S6, S26 

and S27). The current NWI is significantly lower than six other surveys in the last 9 years (S18, S19, 

S22, S23, S24 and S31).   
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2.6 National Wellbeing Domains 

2.6.1 Economic situation 

 

Figure 2.11 Economic Situation 
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Historical: This domain rose significantly from its baseline (S1) immediately following September 11 

(S2) and again six months later (S3). This was followed by a sustained and gradual rise up to Survey 

18. It then showed a precipitous 12.4 point fall over the 12 month period between Survey 19 (April 

2008) and Survey 21 (May, 2009). The reason is almost certainly tied to the major fall in the stock 

market over this period. It then recovered to its high levels within two year period, between Survey 22 

(September 2009) and Survey 24 (September 2010). It is highly likely that this increase in satisfaction 

with economy owes to the two stimulus packages issued by the Labour Government at the time to 

stimulate the economic growth and avoid falling into recession. Following this two year period, this 

domain returned to its lower levels, only 1.5 points higher than its low level at the time of the stock 

market crash, and it has lingered within the narrow range of 60-64 points since. 

Current status: Current satisfaction with the economic situation sits at 60.8 points, which is similar 

to last year’s result of 60.5 points. It appears that people’s confidence in economy did not fully 

recover following the Global Financial Crisis (GFC) in 2008, as the trend of low satisfaction with 

economy in Australia continues today.  

  



Personal and National Wellbeing Over Time 

  42 

2.6.2 State of Natural Environment in Australia 

 

Figure 2.12 Environment 
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Historical: From Survey 1 in April 2001 to Survey 23 in April 2010, Australia experienced the worst 

drought in recorded history. This changed in September 2010 with the highest rainfall recorded across 

all states and territories. Similar rainfall was reported in March 2011. Except for a small portion of 

Western Australia, the drought was over. 

The record of satisfaction with the environment in Figure 2.15 shows little correspondence with the 

objective record. Prior to Survey 16 this domain was very stable, fluctuating by only 3.0 points over 

the time-series, even though the drought was steadily deepening over this period. While the level of 

satisfaction did occasionally move to be significantly higher than Survey 1, the reasons were not clear. 

Most likely these single changes mirrored fluctuations in the National Wellbeing Index overall, rather 

than anything directly attributable to the environment.  

This pattern changed dramatically between October 2005 (Survey 14) and October 2006 (Survey 16) 

when satisfaction fell by 5 points, to a level below the normal range, as it was at that time. 

Satisfaction then remained significantly below its value at Survey 1 for at least the next six months, 

up to Survey 17. Then in October 2007 (Survey 18) it returned to be no different from Survey 1 once 

again. This is the only domain to have fallen significantly below the level of Survey 1 values in any 

survey. 

The cause of this fall in satisfaction is both remarkable and attributable. In the period prior to Survey 

16, Al Gore’s film ‘An Inconvenient Truth’ had been released and widely discussed in Australia.  

Moreover, in the few months prior to Survey 16 the media had repeatedly featured ‘global warming’ 

and the various doomsday scenarios. This negative publicity, backgrounded by the continuing 

drought, caused people to feel less satisfied with the natural environment. 

This decreased level of satisfaction is interesting for two reasons. First, it is one of the few times we 

have been able to link a change in a particular domain to a national phenomenon (negative publicity).  

Second, it reinforces the separate performance of objective and subjective variables. The actual state 

of the natural environment had not changed discernibly between Survey 15 and Survey 16. 

It is also interesting that this lower satisfaction lasted somewhere between 6-12 months. However, 

sometime within this period, people generally adapted to the negative information and it lost its power 

to influence satisfaction with the environment. 

During 2008 the levels of satisfaction returned to their previous level, but during the following year, 

in 2009, the ‘Environment change sceptics’ gained media ascendancy. Their claims, that the evidence 

for human-induced climate change was false, was a message many people wanted to hear. The 

following Survey 22, in September 2009, reflected their renewed hope as sudden increase in 

satisfaction with the natural environment.  

The summer of 2009/2010 was mild over much of Australia; very different from the searing heat and 

bushfires experienced a year earlier. This seemed to reinforce the sceptics’ message. Then, as stated 

earlier, by Survey 24 in September 2010, the rains had come and most of Australia was mainly 

drought-free for the first time in a decade. Thus, satisfaction with the environment has remained at 

very high levels ever since. 

In summary, these changes in satisfaction reflect two major influences. First is personal experience of 

the natural environment, making people more likely to believe global warming when they experience 

hot and dry conditions. Second, people’s attitudes also reflect media messages, but the strength of this 

influence seems highly dependent on both the prevailing conditions and the passage of time.  

The weakest effect on satisfaction with the natural environment is the actual trend data showing 

global warming and the long-term consequences of such change. Thus, public opinion concerning the 

state of the natural environment should not be used by policy-makers for the planning of any long-

term goals.  
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Current status: The satisfaction with the state of the natural environment (62.5 points) is the lowest it 

has been in the last seven surveys, since September 2009 (S22: 61.2 points). This may be attributed to 

the media’s increased focus on, and people’s increased awareness of, global warming. Around the 

time the current survey was taking place, scientists published a press release about the unprecedented 

events of coral bleaching across the Great Barrier Reef and were urging the Government to take 

immediate action. The lack of responsiveness from the Government gained global media attention, 

which may have increased public concern and decreased satisfaction about the state of natural 

environment in Australia.  
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2.6.4 Social Conditions in Australia 

 

Figure 2.13 Social Conditions 
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Historical: Looking over the whole record, the decrease in satisfaction with social conditions, evident 

following September 11 (S2), persisted until October 2006 (Survey 16), after which it gradually 

climbed to its highest point at the time in Survey 22 (65.6 points) over the period of four years (S17-

S23). The cause of this rise is uncertain. However, satisfaction with social conditions remained high 

for the next five years (S23-31), after which it regressed below its 2009 level.  

Current status: Satisfaction with social conditions (62.9 points) is slightly lower than last year (63.2 

points) and it sits around its all-time average. However, the current level of satisfaction with social 

conditions has not significantly changed in the last 10 years (since Survey 16). 
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2.6.5 Government Satisfaction  

 

Figure 2.14 Government 
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Historical: Over Surveys 1-18, Prime Minister Howard led the Liberal Party to successful re-election 

in both November 2001 and October 2004.  During this period, satisfaction with government recorded 

its highest level of 58.8 points immediately following September 11 (Survey 2, September 2001) and 

its lowest level at Survey 16 (52.6 points). The 2.7 point fall over the 18 month period prior to 

electoral defeat, from Survey 13 to Survey 16, is significant.  

At the time of Survey 18 (October 2007) it was looking as though a change of Government was likely 

at the November 2007 election, and indeed this transpired. Kevin Rudd became the new Labour Prime 

Minister. Satisfaction with Government rose in anticipation of his election by a significant 2.1 points 

between Surveys 17 to 18, and a further 5.4 points between Surveys 18 and 19. This took the total 12-

month rise, from April 2007 to April 2008, to its all-time high (61.4 points).  

The high level of satisfaction with government was sustained over two years, despite this being the 

time of a Global Financial Crisis. The two stimulus packages issued following the stock market crash, 

managed to maintain people’s confidence in their government. However, following this, the levels of 

satisfaction crashed to a record-low within two years (44.5 points). This may have been triggered by 

the criticism of the costly Labour government strategies to stimulate the economy at the time of crisis.  

Shortly after Survey 29 (April, 2013), on 27 June 2013 Kevin Rudd replaced Julia Gillard as Prime 

Minister. As can be seen from Figure 2.14, this change in leader failed to raise satisfaction with 

government, and the Labour party suffered a resounding loss in the election.  

Shortly after Survey 30, on September 7th 2013, Kevin Rudd and the Labour Party were defeated in 

the federal election and the Liberal party regained power under the leadership of Tony Abbott. The 

increase of 9.2 points since the previous survey was encouraging for the Liberal Party. However, 

within a year, satisfaction with government dropped by a significant 4.7 points.  

In summary, this is the most volatile domain, dropping twice below the normal range, once following 

the two stimulus packages issued by the Labour Government and again when Rudd replaced Julia 

Gillard as Prime Minister. Since then, the satisfaction with government remained within the lower end 

of the normal range.  

Current status: The satisfaction with government has increased since last year by non-significant 1.8 

points. However, until today, satisfaction with government remains below its pre-GFC level (50.3 

points).  



Personal and National Wellbeing Over Time 

  49 

2.6.6 Business in Australia 

 

Figure 2.15 Business 
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Historical: Satisfaction with Business has generally been rising between Survey 2 and Survey 23. The 

terrorist attacks (eg. September 11) did not, as had been widely predicted, drive the global economy 

into recession. Moreover, the Australian economy has performed better than expected over the entire 

period of these surveys, with very little impact of the global recession that so severely affected 

business in many other countries. The highest it has ever been was immediately following the 

stimulus packages issued by the government in response to GFC. 

Current status: Satisfaction with Business is currently at its lowest point since Survey 6 in March 

2003 (58.9 points). It has been sloping down since Survey 31 in 2014. It may be that the fear of 

recession is on the rise and that people feel reluctant to invest their savings into any business ventures 

until they feel safer about the world economy.  
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2.6.8 National Security 

 

Figure 2.16 National Security 
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Historical: Satisfaction with national security has been following an upward trend since Survey 2 

until Survey 19 in April 2008, slightly declining immediately after major terrorist attacks (eg. 

September 11 – S2; Bali bombing – S5; Second Bali Bombing – S14) and rising again by the 

following survey. It is notable that the rise in Survey 19 in April 2008 parallels the rise in Satisfaction 

with Government.  

This leaves open the question of why there was such a surge in satisfaction with this domain over the 

period 2006-2009. There are two potential contenders: 

(a) The diminishing threat from terrorism. Over the period 2006-2008 the proportion of our sample 

expecting a terrorist attack ‘in the near future’ dropped from around 60% to 40% and this level 

may represent a stable baseline (Figure 2.20). However, this does not explain the rise in 

satisfaction with national security following the First Bali Bombing (Figure 2.16). 

(b) The arrival of illegal immigrants by boat. This started to become a significant problem for 

Australia around the turn of the millennium. Whereas in 1997/8 only 157 people arrived by boat, 

two years later (1999/2000) the numbers had swelled to 4,175. The Howard Government 

responded to this by instigating increasingly harsh penalties for arrivals, which were 

internationally publicised and were associated with a reduced number of new arrivals. The Labour 

Government, elected in November 2007, was known to have a more humane attitude. Moreover, 

conditions in Sri Lanka and Afghanistan continued to deteriorate, and new arrivals increased once 

again. The rise in the number of boat people has continued and the issue was particularly televised 

prior to the federal government election in September 2013. While this could, perhaps, be 

partially responsible for the fall in National Security from October 2008 to May 2009 and from 

September 2012 to August 2013, it obviously cannot explain the continuing high levels of 

satisfaction with National Security, particularly in the recent surveys. 

Current status: Satisfaction with national security, currently at 69.9 points, is at its highest point in 8 

years (since Survey 20 in October 2008) and only one point below its highest recorded level. It is 

interesting to consider the increase in this domain despite the national terror alert. It appears that faith 

in Australia’s national security is strong despite this alert or that in the absence of major terrorist 

attacks in Australia, people have adapted to living under conditions of terror alert.   
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2.7 Life in Australia 

 

 

Figure 2.17 Life in Australia
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Historical: This domain rose consistently from April 2001 (Survey 1) to March 2002 (Survey 3) by 

around 15 points and has since remained fairly stable and high since. The major change occurred 

between S2 and S3, when the level of satisfaction rose by 10.9 points, immediately following the 

September 11 attack. The reason for this early rise between April 2001 and March 2002 is not known. 

However, it is notable that it involves both Survey 1 and Survey 2, thereby giving credibility to the 

initial survey. 

Current status: Satisfaction with life in Australia (83.4 points) has increased non-significantly (1.3 

points) since the last survey. It remains at a high level and well within its normal range. This may well 

be due to the fact that Australia has weathered the economic storm so well and people are contrasting 

Australia with other countries that have not been so lucky.   



Personal and National Wellbeing Over Time 

55 

2.8 Personal and National Wellbeing over the years  

 

Figure 2.18 Personal Wellbeing Index and National Wellbeing Index by year 

  

Figure 2.24 shows the stability of both the PWI and the NWI over time. The NWI is slightly more 

volatile, and consistently about 12-15 points lower than the PWI. 

2.9 Personal and National Wellbeing in 2014 and 2015 

A summary of the changes in population wellbeing is shown in Figure 2.19 below. In this figure, the 

vertical lines show the generic normal range for the Personal Wellbeing Index and for each domain 

(Table A2.2). The circle and cross indicate the strength of satisfaction in Surveys 32 and 33, 

respectively. 

 

Figure 2.19 Survey 32 & 33 PWI and Domains vs. Domain Normal Ranges Based on Survey Mean 
Scores (N=33) 

It can be seen that the Personal Wellbeing Index lies close to the top of its normal range, as do the 

other domains except, for Personal Relationships. Standard of Living domain currently exceeds its 

normal range. Looking at the normative ranges, the most stable domains are for Global Life 

Satisfaction, Health and Achieving in Life, while the most volatile domain is Personal Safety. 
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Figure 2.20 Survey 32 & 33 NWI and Domains vs. Domain Normal Ranges Based on Survey Mean 
Scores (N32) 

The wellbeing levels lie within normal ranges for all domains, and they are fairly similar to 2015. The 

normal ranges for national wellbeing are generally wider than for the personal wellbeing. This is most 

likely due to the increase in satisfaction between the Survey 1 and Survey 3 for most domains 

(Natural Environment, Business and National Security), and particularly for global satisfaction with 

life in Australia. If the first two surveys were excluded, the normal ranges for most domains would be 

much narrower, resembling those of the personal wellbeing domains. However, inclusive of all 

surveys, the narrowest normative range is for Social Conditions domain and the widest is for the 

Government in Australia. Neither of the two domains were affected by the dramatic increase in 

wellbeing from Survey 1 to Survey 3.  

2.10 Likelihood of a terrorist attack 

The national terrorism threat level remained high since it was raised in September 2014. Since then, a 

siege at the Lindt Chocolate Cafe in Sydney occurred in December 2014, in which two hostages died 

and another three were wounded. Following this event, the Australian Government has reviewed the 

Counter Terrorism arrangements in order to combat the latest terrorist trends in Australia and around 

the globe.  

During the last year, a series of terrorist attacks occurred in Paris in November 2015, claiming 130 

lives and injuring many more. Then few days prior to this survey, in April 2016, three coordinated 

terrorist attacks occurred in Belgium, which killed 32 people and wounded more than 300 other 

victims. These events may have raised fears of terrorist attacks occurring in the near future in 

Australia. However, despite the increased terrorist threat alert in Australia and the awareness of 

terrorist attacks around the world, the wellbeing of those who thought a terrorist attack is likely 

remained within the normal range and not significantly different to those who did not think terrorist 

attack is likely (see Table A2.21).  



Personal and National Wellbeing Over Time 

57 

 

Figure 2.21 Percentage who think a terrorist attack is likely 

Figure 2.21 shows the percentage of respondents in each survey (since Survey 9) who think that a 

terrorist attack in Australia is likely in the near future. As markers of such attacks, the first Bali 

Bombing occurred prior to Survey 5 (November 2002), which was one year prior to the start of this 

record. The Second Bali Bombing occurred in October 2005, just before Survey 14. 

The proportion of those who think a terrorist attack is likely is highest on record. This is perhaps 

influenced by the continuing high terrorist threat alert since September 2014 and the terrorist events 

frequently occurring all around the world.  

 

 

Figure 2.22 Strength of Belief in a Terrorist Attack 

Figure 2.22 shows data drawn only from people who consider a terrorist attack likely (e.g. the 

percentage who said ‘Yes’ in each survey). These people are asked to rate the strength of their belief 

that such an attack will occur. The mean scores representing the strength of their belief for each 

survey are shown. 

As can be seen, the current strength of belief in the likelihood of a terrorist attack is the highest on 

record (M=73.4), which is a 3.1 points increase since the previous record high in 2014. However, 

prior to Survey 31, the strength of this belief has been relatively stable fluctuating at around 60 to 65 

points.  

The strength of belief generally correlates positively with the proportion of people who think terrorist 

attack is likely (18/25 times). The largest increase in the proportion of people responding ‘Yes’ to a 

terrorist attack since the previous survey occurred in October 2005 (Survey 14). The largest increase 

in the strength of belief in a terrorist attack occurred this year (Survey 33).  
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2.11 State/Territory Comparisons using Cumulative Data 

Table A2.23 shows the mean Personal Wellbeing Index score for each State and Territory using the 

combined data (N = 59,568).  The results are shown below. 

 

Figure 2.23 State/Territory Comparisons using Combined Data using Combined Data (Personal 
Wellbeing Index) 

Statistical tests of significance show that VIC, SA, TAS > NSW, WA. However, it is important to 

note that these differences, though significant due to the large number of cases, are very small, with 

the maximum difference between States of only 1.3 points. So an important perspective on these 

results is that the means for all states and territories fall well within the normal range (73.9 – 76.8 

points).  

2.11.1 State/Territory Comparisons over Time 

 

Figure 2.24 State x Surveys (Personal Wellbeing Index) 

The comparisons in Figure 2.23 are derived from Table A2.24. Unfortunately the numbers of 

respondents from Tasmania, ACT and NT are too small to be reliable, and so have not been included. 

These small numbers come about because our sampling for each survey is based on a proportional 

basis relative to the geographic distribution of population across Australia. 
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What is evident from this pattern of change is that the five States were not much different from one 

another. Following this, while the average for each survey tended to rise, the rate of rise was slowest 

in WA and NSW. In Surveys 15/16 and Surveys 19/20, PWI for WA and QLD both dropped close to 

the Survey 1 levels. However, by Surveys 21/22 (May/Sept 2009) all of the states had a level of SWB 

that was higher than the first survey (and no different from one another). In the most recent survey, all 

the states, except for WA, have a maximum difference between them of 1.6 points. WA sits 2.2 points 

below QLD, which has the second lowest scores of the 5 states (76.2 points) in the current survey. 

2.12 Conclusions 

Our preferred explanation for the general rise in wellbeing following September 11 is that the sense of 

an external threat caused people to become more socially cohesive. This elevated their satisfaction 

with the domains of Relationships, Community Connectedness and Safety. Satisfaction with standard 

of living also rose. This sense of threat was then maintained after the first Bali Bombing and the start 

of the war with Iraq. It is not clear why wellbeing in WA failed to also consistently rise at the time of 

these events.  

It is also evident that WA is the most volatile state in terms of wellbeing over time. This is not simply 

due to the small numbers of respondents since this number is higher than SA. One possible reason 

may be that WA has a more heterogeneous population than the other states, due to the large influx of 

new workers to the service and mining industries. Whilst this influx has continued through the period 

of these 33 surveys the relatively low wellbeing in WA has been inconsistent and not evident over the 

past 8 surveys. Overall, the states have shown a similar stable trajectory over the past 16 years.  
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3 Household Income 

Prior to Survey 17, household income categories have been defined as: < $15,000, $15,000-$30,000, 

$31,000-$60,000, $61,000-$100,000, $101,000-$150,000, and >$150,000. Since then the last category 

was expanded to account for three new income groups: $151,000-$250,000, $251,000-$500,000, and 

> $500,000. Table 3.1 presents the distribution of household income according to these categories for 

Survey 33, and for the cumulative data (Surveys 1-33). 

Table 3.1 Income Frequency (Survey 33 and Cumulative Surveys 1-33) 

  Survey 33     Cumulative (Survey 1-33) 

  N %     N % 

<$15 000 39 4.8   <$15 000 5,386 11.0 

$15 000 - $30 000 164 20.2   $15 000 - $30 000 9,504 19.4 
$31 000 - $60 000 168 20.7   $31 000 - $60 000 12,976 26.5 
$61 000 - $100 000 166 20.5   $61 000 - $100 000 10,268 20.9 
$101 000 - $150 000 136 16.8   $101 000 - $150 000 7,875 16.1 
$151 000 - $250 000 99 12.2   $151 000 - $250 000 2,311 4.7 
$251 000 - $500 000 34 4.2   $251 000 - $500 000 561 1.1 
>$500 000 5 0.6   >$500 000 144 .3 

Total 

811 100.0   

Total 

49,025 100.0 

 

Table 3.1 shows that most of the sample in this survey (78.2%) earns between $15,000 and $150,000. 

The distribution of income in Survey 33 categories is comparable to that of the cumulative data. The 

only exception is the proportion of people living on a household income of < $15,000 in Survey 33, 

which is less than half the proportion in the combined survey data. This is expected as rising incomes 

move people into the next category. 

The Appendix Table 3.2 shows the different demographic breakdown for every income group. Those 

on an income less than $60,000 are mostly age pensioners who either live alone or with their partner. 

Those living on an income of >$60,000 are mostly middle-aged, full-time employed individuals who 

live with their spouse either with or without children.  

Figure 3.1 compares the wellbeing of different income groups in Survey 33 against the normal ranges 

for every domain. Data for normal ranges come from Table A2.2 and the survey means by Income 

groups from Table A3.3. 

  

Figure 3.1 PWI for Household Income groups (S33) compared to PWI generic normal range 
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Figure 3.1 reveals that overall, PWI levels rise with household income levels. The PWI reaches the 

normal range with the income of $15,000 or more and exceeds the normal range with the income of 

$61,000. While the most vulnerable group are those living on an income of less than $15,000, their 

PWI level is not far below normal level (0.8 points lower). The highest scoring group are those with 

the household income of $250,000-$500,000 and they have a significantly higher wellbeing than those 

with household income between $31,000-60,000. However, the sample for the two largest income 

groups are very small ($251-$500K=34; >$500K=5), thus these results need to be interpreted with 

caution.  

 

 

Figure 3.2 Standard of living for Household Income groups (S33) compared to generic normal range 

Figure 3.2 reveals that income groups above and below $100,000 differ significantly on satisfaction 

with standard of living. All income groups above $100,000 score above the normal range.  

 

 

Figure 3.3 Health for Household Income groups (S33) compared to generic normal range 

Figure 3.3 shows that those on an income of $101,000-$150,000 are significantly more satisfied with 

their health than the $15,000-$30,000 group. Thus result may infact be more related to the 

respondents’ age than their income levels (see Table A3.2).  
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Figure 3.4 Future Security for Household Income groups (S33) compared to generic normal range 

Future security is highest for those on an income of $251,000-$500,000, and it is 6.5 points above the 

normal range. It is also significantly higher than for those on an income of $31,000-$60,000.  

 

Figure 3.5 displays different income groups and their scores on the PWI and domains. 

 

Figure 3.5 PWI and domains for different income groups (S33) 

The pattern of wellbeing scores across all domains is fairly similar for all income groups. The 

wellbeing scores for participants earning below $60,000 are generally lower on most domains than 

those of participants earning above this income level. Those earning less than $15,000 report lowest 

PWI levels. These scores are driven by the lower satisfaction with standard of living, achieving in life, 

personal relationships, personal safety and future security compared to other groups. It is likely that 

the participants in this group are mostly widowed pensioners, who are no longer in full-time 

employment and are living modestly of their life’s savings. On the other hand, they are particularly 

satisfied with their community connectedness, and their satisfaction with health is better than the two 

groups living on a household income of $15,000-$30,000 and $31,000-$60,000. Perhaps, the latter 

two groups are still in paid employment and share their income with other family members, thus the 

pressures of ‘making ends meet’ may be impacting on their health. It is also interesting that the high 

scoring group (>$500,000) are less satisfied with future security than most other groups and are least 

satisfied with their community connectedness. Keeping in mind that this group is quite small (N=5) it 
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is possible that these are bogus responses, or that they are genuine responses reflecting hard working 

individuals who may be earning good income to secure their financial future and therefore have less 

time to spend with their social networks. 

Figure 3.6 shows the PWI scores for each income group, compared to the income-specific normal 

ranges. These results come from Tables A3.1 and A3.3-A3.10. 

 

Figure 3.6 PWI scores for each income group compared to income-specific normal ranges 

Figure 3.6 reveals that for all income groups the average PWI score remains within the normal range, 

except for the $61,000-$100,000 group, which is only marginally above normal range. It is important 

to note that the normal range for the >$500,000 group is 20 points wide compared to the normal 

ranges of all other groups, which range by about 5 points. The reason for this is that this group 

comprises only 0.3% of the overall sample over the years, and therefore variation between the 

individual scores are more explicit compared to the groups with larger sample sizes. 

3.1 Comparisons between Survey 32 and Survey 33 

The series of figures that follow compare the results on wellbeing scores at Survey 32 and Survey 33 

for each income group separately, against the group specific normal ranges. The differences between 

survey scores are also reported in terms of statistical significance. These results can be found in 

Appendix Tables A3.1 and A3.3-3.10. 

Figure 3.7 compares the findings for Survey 32 and Survey 33 for those earning less than $15,000.  
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Figure 3.7 PWI and domain scores for less than $15,000 (S32 vs S33) 

For the household income group living on less than $15,000, wellbeing in Survey 33 is higher across 

all domains than in Survey 32. Furthermore, the satisfaction with standard of living, health, 

community connectedness and global life satisfaction exceeds its group-specific normal ranges, even 

though the scores on most domains are still lower than for most other income groups (see Figure 3.2). 

For this income group, there were no significant differences on any domains in Survey 33.  

Figure 3.8 compares the findings for Survey 32 and Survey 33 for those earning between $15,000 -

$30,000.  

 

Figure 3.8 PWI and domain scores for $15,000 - $30,000 (S32 vs S33) 

Again, the wellbeing scores in Survey 33 are generally higher across all domains than in Survey 32, 

however, these differences are not significant. The PWI and domain scores in Survey 33 are within 

their normal ranges for every domain, except for satisfaction with personal safety where the scores are 

slightly above normal.  

Figure 3.9 compares the findings for Survey 32 and Survey 33 for those earning $31,000-$60,000.  
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Figure 3.9 PWI and domain scores for $31,000 - $60,000 (S32 vs S33) 

For the $31,000-$60,000 income group, PWI and domain satisfaction has generally gone down since 

the last survey, with the significant decrease in satisfaction with standard of living and future security. 

Satisfaction with the Community Connectedness domain remained slightly higher than in the previous 

survey and close to the top of the normative range. 

Figure 3.10 compares the findings for Survey 32 and Survey 33 for the household income of $61,000 

- $100,000.  

 

Figure 3.10 PWI and domain scores for $61,000 - $100,000 (S32 vs S33) 

The PWI and domain scores for the Survey 33 are generally higher than in the previous survey with 

the significant increase in the satisfaction with health. While the satisfaction with personal 

relationships decreased since the previous survey, this decrease is not significant.  

Figure 3.11 compares the findings for Survey 32 and Survey 33 for those earning $101,000 - 

$150,000.  
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Figure 3.11 PWI and domain scores for $101,000 - $150,000 (S32 vs S33) 

The PWI and domain scores for the Survey 33 sample are within their normal ranges for every 

domain, except for satisfaction with personal relationships where it falls below the normal range. On 

the other hand, the satisfaction with health has from below the normal range in the previous survey to 

the top half of the normal range in the current survey. Both the decrease in satisfaction with personal 

relationships and the increase in health are statistically significant. 

Figure 3.12 compares the findings for Survey 32 and Survey 33 for those earning $151,000 - 

$250,000.  

 

Figure 3.12 PWI and domain scores for $151,000 - $250,000 (S32 vs S33) 

Interestingly, while this group shows small variations in most domain scores since the previous survey 

the satisfaction with health does not follow the rising trend of the lower income groups. In fact, the 

satisfaction with health in this income group sits just below the normal range, even though this 

difference is not significant.  

Figure 3.13 compares the findings for Survey 32 and Survey 33 for those earning $251,000-$500,000.  
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Figure 3.13 PWI and domain scores for $251,000 - $500,000 (S32 vs S33) 

The PWI and domain scores for the Survey 32 and Survey 33 are relatively similar with no significant 

differences between surveys and all lying within their normal ranges. However, while satisfaction 

with health and personal relationships have notably moved from the top of the normal range in the 

previous survey to the bottom of the range in the current survey, the satisfaction with achieving in life 

has moved in the opposite direction.  

Figure 3.14 compares the findings for Survey 32 and Survey 33 for those earning over $500,000. 

 

Figure 3.14 PWI and domain scores for > $500,000 (S32 vs S33) 

For the >$500,000 income group, survey scores generally lie within the normal range because they are 

generally wider than for any other income group. This is primarily due to the small samples in this 

income group and the large variations between their scores. Thus, only the large differences in survey 

scores are shown to be significant, such is the decrease in community connectedness by 16 points 

since the previous survey.  

3.2 Changes over time 

In previous reports, an annual household income of $100,000 has been identified as the threshold 

beyond which income no longer has the capacity to reliably raise wellbeing. In the following figure, 

income groups have been collapsed into two categories: $100,000 or less and more than $100,000. 
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Figure 3.15 shows the changes in wellbeing for these two categories over time. These results come 

from Table A3.20. 

 

Figure 3.15 Changes in wellbeing over time for =<$100,000 and >$100,000 

The wellbeing of those earning >$100,000 is consistently about 4 points higher than for those earning 

<=$100,000. However, it is noteworthy that the income for the <=$100,000 group has been steadily 

rising over the last 4 years, reaching its all-time high in the current survey. The PWI for this group is 

currently lying in the top of the normal range.   
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4 Gender 

The sample for Survey 33 comprised 500 males (50.0%) and 500 females (50.0%). The Appendix 

Table A 4.2 shows that males and females do not differ in terms of other demographic variables, 

except for more females (29.2%) living alone compared to males (17.5%). This is most likely because 

women tend to outlive their partners, thus end up living alone in the final years of their life.  

The first section of this chapter compares the results for males and females in the current sample. The 

second section compares Survey 33 against Survey 32 and the normative ranges generated from the 

gender data. This section therefore allows the Survey 33 data to be compared with the average of 

similar past data.  

4.1 Gender differences Survey 33 

These results come from Table A4.3 and show the scores for males and females on the PWI and 

domains. 

 

Figure 4.1 PWI and domains for males and females (Survey 33) 

In the current survey, females scored generally higher on all domains except for the domains of 

Health and Personal Safety where males score slightly higher than females. However, the only 

significant differences in satisfaction are for the Achieving in Life and Community Connectedness 

domains. 

These results come from Table A4.3. 
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Figure 4.2 NWI and domains for males and females (Survey 33) 

For the national wellbeing domains, scores were near identical for males and females on most 

domains, except for females being significantly more satisfied with economy and overall life in 

Australia than males. 

4.2 Comparison of males and females to gender-specific normal ranges 

These results come from Tables A4.1 and A4.3.  

 

Figure 4.3 Survey 32 and Survey 33 against group specific normal ranges (Males) 

The values for males in Survey 33 remain within the normal ranges for the PWI and all domains. 

There are no significant differences in scores compared to Survey 32. 

These results come from Tables A4.1 and A4.4. 
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Figure 4.4 Survey 32 and Survey 33 against group specific normal ranges (Females) 

The values for females in Survey 33 remain close to the top or above the normal ranges for PWI and 

most of its domains. The only exceptions are the satisfaction with health, which lies in the middle of 

the normal range, and the satisfaction with personal relationships which has dropped to the lower half 

of the normal range compared to the previous survey (in which it was at the top of the normal range). 

While the increase in health since the last survey is not significant, the decrease in personal 

relationships is significant.   
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5 Age 

This chapter considers the breakdown of results by age groups. The Australian Unity Wellbeing Index 

includes 7 different age groups within the adult population as: 18-25, 26-35, 36-45, 46-55, 56-65, 66-

75, and 76+.  

Table 5.1 Age groups Frequency (Survey 33 and Cumulative Surveys 1-33) 

  Survey 33 Survey 1-33 

  N % N % 

18-25 60 6.1 5,177 8.5 

26-35 92 9.3 7,316 12.1 

36-45 109 11.1 11,209 18.5 

46-55 157 16.0 12,422 20.5 

56-65 197 20.0 11,493 18.9 

66-75 224 22.8 8,207 13.5 

76+ 145 14.7 4,888 8.1 

Total 984 100.0 60,712 100.0 

 

The sample for Survey 33 is slightly underrepresented in the 18-25 (N=60) and 26-35 (N=92) 

categories. The minimum number of respondents is in the 18-25 group (N=60) and the maximum in 

the 66-75 group (N=224). Majority of the sample in the current survey are 36 years or over. While 

this is generally consistent with prior surveys, the sample in the current survey is older compared to 

the cumulative data, however, it is younger compared to the previous survey (see Table 2.1).  

The Appendix Table 5.2 shows that middle aged individuals (46-65) are similar in terms of their 

gender, household composition, marital and employment status. The youngest individuals, are mostly 

full-time employed (50%) and live with their parents (53.7%) on a household income ranging between 

$61,000 and $251,000 (65.9%), while older individuals (66+) are either married (66-75: 64.9%; 

76+:36.8%) or widowed (66-75: 13.5%; 76+:51.4%) retirees (66-75: 79%; 76+:82%), living either 

alone (66-75: 28.8%; 76+:51.7%) or with their partner (66-75: 58.6%; 76+:38.5%) on a household 

income of less than $60,000 (66-75: 74.3%; 76+: 88%). 

The first section compares the different age groups on their wellbeing in selected domains for Survey 

33. The second section compares the results between Survey 32 and 33 for each age group separately 

on each domain. The final section shows changes in wellbeing for the different age groups over time. 

5.1 Age differences Survey 33 

These data come from Table A5.3 and show the scores for each age group for Survey 33 compared to 

the generic normal range for all Australians. 
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Figure 5.1 Personal Wellbeing Index and Age (S33) 

In the current survey, the youngest and the oldest age groups reported highest scores on PWI, with the 

oldest age group (76+) scoring significantly higher than the middle aged groups (36-55). The 

youngest group and the two groups above 66 years of age scored above the normal range. All other 

groups scored within the normal range.  

Inspection of the domain differences in Table A5.3 reveals that the age groups do differ on some key 

indicators. The following data also come from Table A5.3 and show differences between age groups 

in domain satisfaction. 

 

Figure 5.2 Standard of Living and Age groups (S33) 

In a similar fashion as the PWI scores, the youngest and the oldest groups are most satisfied with their 

standard of living, and together with those aged between 56 and 75 years, they score above the normal 

range, while those aged between 26-55 score within the normal range. In terms of Standard of Living 

domain, oldest group was significantly more satisfied than the 36-45 year old group, while the 

youngest group reported significantly greater satisfaction than the 36-55 year olds.  
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Figure 5.3 Community and Age groups (S33) 

On the community domain, people who are 66 or over recorded significantly higher satisfaction than 

the younger adults (<=36). For the youngest two groups satisfaction with community connectedness 

lies below the normal range, with the middle aged adults (36-65) lying within the normal range and 

the two oldest groups (66+) lying above the normal range.  

 

Figure 5.4 Future Security and Age groups (S33) 

On the Future Security domain, the oldest group (76+) reported significantly higher satisfaction than 

the youngest three groups (18-45). Those aged 56-65 and those older than 76 years of age report 

higher than normal satisfaction with future security. 

5.2 Survey 32 and Survey 33 vs. Age-group Specific Normal Ranges 

The purpose of this section is to show the results for Survey 33 compared to Survey 32 and the 

average of similar data for each age group. 

This figure refers to the 18-25 age group. These data come from Tables A5.1 and A5.3. 
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Figure 5.5 PWI and domains for 18-25 (S32 vs S33) 

Figure 5.9 reveals that for Survey 33, scores on most domains for 18-25 year olds are within their age-

specific normal ranges, except for the higher than normal standard of living and personal 

relationships. It is interesting to note that for this group satisfaction with relationships has risen from 

lower than normal last year (see Report 32) to the higher than normal this year. However, despite this 

rise, the difference is not statistically significant.  

This figure refers to the 26-35 age group. These data come from Tables A5.1 and A5.4. 

 

Figure 5.6 PWI and domains for 26-35 (S32 vs S33) 

For the 26-35 age group, scores on all domains are within their age-specific normal ranges, yet 

satisfaction with all domains has decreased since last year except for the satisfaction with domain of 

Achieving in Life which rose slightly. However, neither of these changes are significantly different. 

This figure refers to the 36-45 age group. These data come from Tables A5.1 and A5.5. 
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Figure 5.7 PWI and domains for 36-45 (S32 vs S33) 

The responses in Survey 32 and 33 are generally similar, showing no significant difference between 

surveys. Apart from slightly lower than normal satisfaction with health, all other domain satisfaction 

lie within the normal range.  

The next figure refers to the 46-55 age group. These data come from Tables A5.1 and A5.6. 

 

Figure 5.8 PWI and domains for 46-55 (S32 vs S33) 

In Survey 33, people aged 46-55 scored within the normal range on each domain, except for the 

domain of Community Connectedness, where they reported above normal satisfaction. Again, there 

were no significant differences between Survey 32 and 33 on any domain.  

The next figure refers to the 56-65 age group. These data come from Tables A5.1 and A5.7. 
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Figure 5.9 PWI and domains for 56-65 (S32 vs S33) 

With slightly lower than normal satisfaction with personal relationships, this age group reported 

higher increase in satisfaction with all other domains. The two significant improvements in 

satisfaction are for Health and Achieving in Life domains. Satisfaction with all domains apart from 

Personal Relationships lie with normal range.  

This figure refers to the 66-75 age group. These data come from Tables A5.1 and A5.8. 

 

Figure 5.10 PWI and domains for 66-75 (S32 vs S33) 

For this age group, scores for Survey 33 remain within the age-specific normal ranges across all 

domains. There were no significant differences between Survey 32 and 33 on any of the domains.  

The next figure refers to the 76+ age group. These data come from Tables A5.1 and A5.9. 
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Figure 5.11 PWI and domains for 76+ (S32 vs S33) 

This age group shows a consistent rise in satisfaction across all domains with the significant 

improvement in the satisfaction with achieving in life and community connectedness. Scores for this 

group remain within their age-specific normal ranges on all domains.  

5.3 Age differences over time 

These data come from Table A5.11. 

 

 

Figure 5.12 PWI over time (18-25 and 76+) 

Generally, oldest (76+) group shows higher PWI scores than the youngest group (18-25), except for 

the surveys 22, 26 and 29. From Surveys 3 through 16 there was a significant difference in the 

wellbeing of the oldest and youngest age groups, with the 76+ group consistently scoring higher than 

the 18-25 year olds. However, these significant differences have disappeared since Survey 17, with 

the younger group recording higher scores than the 76+ group in some surveys. Furthermore, the PWI 

scores of young adults have generally moved from the bottom of the normal range prior to Survey 17 

to the top of the normal range following the survey 17. On the other hand, PWI scores of the oldest 

group are showing a slight downward trend over the years. However, this pattern might be changing 

with their PWI score in this survey being highest in 12 years (since S12). Perhaps the increase in the 

PWI levels of the oldest group are related to the increased overall health of the sample, considering 

that the sample this year is somewhat older on average than in previous surveys.  
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These data come from Table A5.11 and show the change in national wellbeing over time. 

 

Figure 5.13 NWI over time (18-25 and 76+) 

These two age groups vary more on the NWI and show an inconsistent pattern of results. In earlier 

surveys (up to about Survey 15) it seemed that the oldest age group generally reported higher NWI, 

but since Survey 22 scores were generally higher for the younger age group.  
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6 Household composition 

6.1 Data Distribution 

Table 6.1 Distribution of Household composition (Survey 33 and combined) 

  Survey 33 Survey 1-33 combined 

  N % N % 

alone 222 23.3 7,754 18.5 

partner (only) 392 41.2 14,418 34.3 

children (only) 76 8.0 2,866 6.8 

partner and children (only) 156 16.4 12,939 30.8 

parents (only) 60 6.3 2,446 5.8 

others 45 4.7 1,576 3.8 

Total 951 100.0 41,999 100.0 

 

The proportions for Survey 33 are similar to the combined survey data (Table 6.1). The largest 

differences are +14.4% for Living with partner and children.  

In terms of the combined data, it is notable that the highest proportion of respondents live with their 

partner either as a couple alone (34.3%) or with one or more children (30.8%).  The third most 

common form of household composition is people living alone (18.3%).  

6.2 Introduction to Sections 6.3 and 6.4 

The first section of this chapter compares the different household composition categories on their 

wellbeing in selected domains. The second section shows the results for each household composition 

group separately on the PWI and domains, compared to their household category-specific normal 

range. The final section shows changes in wellbeing for the different household composition groups 

over time. 

6.3 Household composition differences Survey 33 

These data come from Tables A2.2 and A6.2. 

 

Figure 6.1 Household composition and PWI (S33) 

These results reveal that overall wellbeing is significantly higher for those who live with a partner 

only than those who live alone, or only with their children or parents. It is notable that people who 
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live with their partners with or without children also score above the normal range, while those living 

with children and parents only score below the normal range.  

The figures below show the current survey scores for each household composition group against the 

normal ranges. The figures for Health and Personal Safety domains are not included as they did not 

show significant differences between the groups. The following findings come from Table A6.3 and 

the generic normal ranges come from Table A2.2.  

This figure refers to the domain of Standard of Living. 

 

Figure 6.2 Household composition S33 x domain-specific normal range (Standard of Living) 

Those who live only with their partner reported higher than normal satisfaction with the Standard of 

Living, and significantly higher satisfaction than those who live alone. For all groups, other than one 

living only with their partner, satisfaction with Standard of Living is fairly similar and within normal 

range. 

This figure refers to the domain of Health.  

 

Figure 6.3 Household composition S33 x domain-specific normal range (Health) 

The satisfaction with health does not change depending on the household composition and most 

groups score within the normal ranges except for those living alone. 

This figure refers to the domain of Achieving in Life. 
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Figure 6.4 Household composition S33 x domain-specific normal range (Achieving in Life) 

For those living only with their partner, satisfaction with achieving is higher than normal and 

significantly higher than for those who live alone or with their parents. Similarly, those living with 

their partner and children are also more satisfied with their achieving than those living only with their 

parents.  

This figure refers to the domain of Personal Relationships. 

 

Figure 6.5 Household composition S33 x domain-specific normal range (Relationships) 

Those living with partner with or without children are significantly more satisfied with their 

relationships than everyone else and they are the only two groups that score above the normal range 

while all other groups score well below. The least satisfied with their relationships are those living 

only with their parents. 

This figure refers to the domain of Personal Safety. 
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Figure 6.6 Household composition S33 x domain-specific normal range (Personal Safety) 

The highest scoring group on this domain are those living with parents or other adults and the lowest 

scoring group are single parents. These results are not surprising given that parents are generally 

providers of personal safety for their children, thus single parents may feel particularly vulnerable in 

terms of providing financial and personal care for themselves and their children, while those living 

with their parents may be enjoying the safety provided by their parents. 

This figure refers to the domain of Community Connectedness. 

 

Figure 6.7 Household composition S33 x domain-specific normal range (Community Connectedness) 

Those living with partners only are also more satisfied with community connectedness than normal 

and are significantly more satisfied than those living only with their parents who are less satisfied than 

normal. All other groups score similarly and within the normal range. 

This figure refers to the domain of Future Security. 
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Figure 6.8 Household composition S33 x domain-specific normal range (Future Security) 

Similar to the satisfaction with community connectedness, those who live only with their partner are 

more satisfied with their future security than normal and are significantly more satisfied than those 

living with their parents who score below the normal range.  

 

6.4 Survey 33 vs. Specific Normal Ranges for Household composition 

The results in this section come from Table A6.4 and show the comparison of each household 

composition group in Survey 33 against group-specific normal ranges. The group-specific normal 

ranges are drawn from Table A6.1. 

This figure shows the results of the current survey against the group-specific normal ranges for those 

who live alone.  

 

Figure 6.9 Household composition S33 x domain-specific normal range (live alone n=222) 

The PWI and the satisfaction with community connectedness sit marginally above the normal range 

for this group, while satisfaction with all other domains is within the normal range.  

This figure shows the results of the current survey against the group-specific normal ranges for those 

who live with their partner only. 
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Figure 6.10 Household composition S33 x domain-specific normal range (live with partner only n=392) 

Those living only with their partner generally score between 70 and 90 points on PWI and all 

domains, being most satisfied with their Personal Relationships, Standard of Living and Personal 

Safety domains. While their satisfaction with community connectedness generally varies the most, in 

the last two surveys it remained close to the top of the normal range.  

This figure shows the results of the current survey against the group-specific normal ranges for those 

who live with their children only. 

 

Figure 6.11 Household composition S33 x domain-specific normal range (live with children only n=76) 

For single parents, wellbeing generally ranges between 60 and 80 points, with the highest satisfaction 

with personal safety and the lowest satisfaction with future security. However, overall wellbeing of 

single parents, has generally improved since last year, moving from the bottom, towards the top of the 

normal ranges. Particularly this year, satisfaction with standard of living has exceeded its normal 

level.  

This figure shows the results of the current survey against the group-specific normal ranges for those 

who live with their partner and their children. 
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Figure 6.12 Household composition S33 x domain-specific normal range (live with partner and 
children n=156) 

Similar to those living only with their partner, the wellbeing of this group ranges between 70 and 85 

points, with the highest scores being for the Personal Relationships, Personal Safety and Standard of 

Living domains. However, while this year’s wellbeing scores remain within their domain specific 

normal ranges for every domain, they are all slightly lower than last year, with Global Life 

Satisfaction dropping slightly below its normal range. 

This figure shows the results of the current survey against the group-specific normal ranges for those 

who live with their parents. 

 

Figure 6.13 Household composition S33 x domain-specific normal range (live with parents n=60) 

Those living only with their parents score close to or below the normal ranges on all domains, except 

for the Personal Safety domain where the scores lie closer to the top of its range. This group is 

generally most satisfied with their Personal Safety compared to other domains, followed by the 

Standard of Living and Health.  

This figure shows the results of the current survey against the group-specific normal ranges for those 

who live with other adults. 
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Figure 6.14 Household composition S33 x domain-specific normal range (live with other adults n=45) 

Those living with other adults score within the normal range on all domains except for the domain of 

Community Connectedness, where they score slightly above. Compared to last year, they are less 

satisfied with their relationships but more satisfied with all other domains. Personal Safety is their 

strongest domain generally and they score in the top of its normal range both in the current and 

previous surveys.  
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7 Marital status 

7.1 Data Distribution 

Table 7.1 Frequency of marital status (Survey 33 and combined) 

  Survey 33 Surveys 1- 33 combined 

  N % N % 

married 525 52.9 28,075 58.6 

de facto 89 9.0 3,489 7.3 

never married 138 13.9 7,251 15.1 

separated but not 

divorced 

32 3.2 1,453 3.0 

divorced 85 8.6 3,797 7.9 

widowed 123 12.4 3,817 8.0 

Total 992 100.0 47,882 100.0 

 

The proportion of respondents in each category for Survey 33 (Table 7.1) generally reflects the 

proportions from the combined surveys. The largest deviations are for the married (5.7%) and 

widowed groups (4.4%).  

The first section of this chapter compares the different marital status groups on their wellbeing in 

selected domains. The second section shows the results for each marital group separately on key 

domains, compared to their relationship category-specific normal range. The final section shows 

changes in wellbeing for the different marital status groups over time. 

7.2 Marital status differences in Survey 33 

The figures below show the current survey scores for each marital status group against the domain-

specific normal ranges. These data come from Table A7.3.  

Figure 7.1 shows PWI levels for all marital status groups. 

 

Figure 7.1 Marital status S33 x domain-specific normal range (PWI) 

The PWI levels lie above normal range and are significantly higher than for Never Married, Separated 

and Divorced groups, who score below the normal range on PWI. The De facto and Widowed groups 

report similar wellbeing, lying within the normal range. It is interesting that those who are separated 

report lower wellbeing than those who are divorced. This group may be quite heterogeneous, with 

some participants permanently separating with their de facto partner and other being separated 
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temporarily. Thus, the Separated group may still be hoping for a reunion with their partners, while the 

Divorced group may have come to terms with their separation and their PWI is gradually returning to 

its normal level.   

Figure 7.2 shows satisfaction with Standard of Living domain for all marital status groups.  

 

Figure 7.2 Marital status S33 x domain-specific normal range (Standard of Living) 

Married and Widowed groups report higher than normal satisfaction, with the Married group being 

significantly more satisfied with Standard of Living compared to the Divorced group. However, the 

Standard of Living for those who are separated or divorced lies below the normal range. This is not 

surprising as their Standard of Living most likely has decreased dramatically following their 

separation or divorce, and is slow at returning to its normal level.  

Figure 7.3 shows satisfaction with Health domain for all marital status groups.  

 

Figure 7.3 Marital status S33 x domain-specific normal range (Health) 

There are no significant differences in satisfaction with health between the groups.  

 

Figure 7.4 shows satisfaction with Achieving in Life domain for all marital status groups.  
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Figure 7.4 Marital status S33 x domain-specific normal range (Achieving in life) 

Participants who are married reported higher than normal satisfaction with achieving in life. Their 

satisfaction is also significantly higher than for those who were never married. However, the two 

groups differ in age and household composition, with Married group being mostly middle-age (36-55 

= 30.8%) or older adults (56+ = 60.1%), partnered with children (27.7%) or without children (65.3%), 

while the Never Married group are mostly young adults (49.3%) who either live alone (38.6%) or 

with their parents (37.9%) (see Table A 7.2). While both groups are mostly in full-time employment 

(Married = 42.5%; Never Married = 43.0%), perhaps the middle aged adults are more satisfied with 

their career, or their satisfaction with achieving may be partly related to having a family. All non-

partnered groups, except for the Widowed group scored below the normal range, of which the 

Separated group is least satisfied with achieving.  

Figure 7.5 shows satisfaction with Personal Relationships domain for all marital status groups.  

 

Figure 7.5 Marital status S33 x domain-specific normal range (Personal Relationships) 

As expected, the different marital status groups show the most variation on this domain. Those who 

are in a relationship (either defacto or married) report above normal satisfaction with relationships and 

significantly higher satisfaction than the Never Married, Separated, or Divorced groups. Those who 

are married also reported significantly higher scores on this domain than the Widowed group, 

although widows also reported significantly higher scores than the Never Married or Separated group. 

Figure 7.6 shows satisfaction with Personal Safety domain for all marital status groups.  
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Figure 7.6 Marital status S33 x domain-specific normal range (Personal Safety) 

Most relationship groups are satisfied with their personal safety at a normal or above normal level 

with no significant differences between the groups.  

 

Figure 7.7 shows satisfaction with Community Connectedness domain for all marital status groups.  

 

Figure 7.7 Marital status S33 x domain-specific normal range (Community) 

The Married group reports significantly higher satisfaction with community connectedness than the 

Never Married or Separated groups. All groups score within normal range with Married, Separated 

and Widowed scoring above the normal range. For the Separated group, this is their strongest domain, 

perhaps compensating for the loss of a close relationship.  

Figure 7.8 shows satisfaction with Future Security domain for all marital status groups.  
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Figure 7.8 Marital status S33 x domain-specific normal range (Future Security) 

Most relationship groups are satisfied with their future security at a normal or above normal level 

showing no significant differences between the groups.  

 

The following data come from Table A7.3 and compare widows to those who have never been 

married on each domain. 

 

Figure 7.9 Never Married vs Widowed on PWI and domains (S33) 

On all domains widows score higher than those who were never married, except for the domain of 

Health. This may reflect a difference in age between the groups, with widows being older than those 

who never married.  

7.3 Survey 33 vs. Specific Normal Ranges for Marital Status 

The results in this section come from Tables A7.2 and show the comparison of each marital status 

group in Survey 33 and 32 against group-specific generic normal ranges.  The generic normal ranges 

are drawn from Table A7.1. 

This figure shows the results of the current survey against the group-specific normal ranges for the 

Married group.  
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Figure 7.10 PWI and domains for S33 vs. S32 against group-specific normal ranges (Married) 

This figure shows that most married people in the current survey have high level of overall wellbeing 

on all domains, with health rising from the bottom towards the top of the normal range.  

This figure shows the results of the current survey against the group-specific normal ranges for those 

in a de-facto relationship or living together.  

 

Figure 7.11 PWI and domains for S33 vs. S32 against group-specific normal ranges (Defacto/Living 
together) 

For the Defacto group, scores lie within the group-specific normal ranges on each domain. However, 

people generally scored close to the top of the normal ranges. These results are similar to Survey 32. 

However, unlike the Married group, their health decreased slightly since last year. 

This figure shows the results of the current survey against the group-specific normal ranges for the 

Never Married group.  
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Figure 7.12 PWI and domains for S33 vs. S32 against group-specific normal ranges (Never Married) 

For the Never Married group, scores are similar to Survey 32, except for the Community 

Connectedness domain where they increased from the bottom towards the top of the normal range. In 

this survey, this group scored towards the bottom of the range on the Achieving in Life and Personals 

Relationships domains. However, despite these low scores their PWI levels are higher than last year.  

This figure shows the results of the current survey against the group-specific normal ranges for people 

who are separated. The relatively small numbers in this group (N=32) mean that the normal ranges are 

larger than for more populous categories. 

 

Figure 7.13 PWI and domains for S33 vs. S32 against group-specific normal ranges (Separated) 

Despite being the lowest scoring group, people who are separated have reported higher PWI levels 

this year compared to last, driven by the higher satisfaction on all domains. The domain showing most 

fluctuations is Personal Relationships, however, this year they score closer to the top on this domain.  

This figure shows the results of the current survey against the group-specific normal ranges for people 

who are divorced. 
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Figure 7.14 PWI and domains for S33 vs. S32 against group-specific normal ranges (Divorced) 

The overall wellbeing of divorcees and their satisfaction with most domains lies towards the top of 

their group-specific normal ranges. This finding may be associated with the reduced social stigma of 

divorce compared to the earlier days of the Index. 

This figure shows the results of the current survey against the group-specific normal ranges for 

widows. 

 

Figure 7.15 PWI and domains for S33 vs. S32 against group-specific normal ranges (Widowed) 

The PWI levels for this group have increased since last year, driven largely by the significant increase 

in Achieving in Life and Community Connectedness domains.  Not surprisingly, despite the increase 

since last year, they are least satisfied with their health followed by future security, decreased even 

further since last year.  
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8 Work status 

8.1 Data Distribution 

Table 8.1 Frequency of work status (Survey 33 and combined) 

  Survey 33 Surveys 1- 33 combined 

  
N % N % 

FT employed 317 39.8 17,738 48.9 

FT retired 335 42.0 11,452 31.6 

FT volunteer 17 2.1 232 0.6 

FT home duties 51 6.4 3,077 8.5 

FT study 25 3.1 1,793 4.9 

Unemployed 52 6.5 1,989 5.5 

Total 797 100.0 36,281 100.0 

 

The work status proportions for Survey 33 (Table 8.1) are comparable to those in the combined 

surveys. The current survey included fewer people in paid work (-9.1%) and proportionately more 

retirees (+10.4%) than the combined surveys. These two groups comprise the majority of the sample 

in Survey 32 (81.8%). The number of volunteers, and unemployed and retired people has also 

increased compared to prior years.  

The first section of this chapter compares the different work status categories on their wellbeing 

overall and in selected domains. The second section shows the results for each work status group 

separately, compared to their work category-specific normal range. The final section shows changes 

in wellbeing for the different work status groups over time. 

8.2 Work status differences Survey 33 

The following figures come from Table A8.4 and show differences in key life domains for the 

different work status groups. The normal ranges come from Table A2.2.  

Figure 8.1 shows PWI levels for different Work Status groups in Survey 33.  

 

Figure 8.1 Work status S33 x domain-specific normal range (PWI) 

Figure 8.1 shows that all groups, except for the Unemployed, have normal or above normal PWI 

levels, with those who are full-time employed, retired or study, having significantly higher PWI levels 
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than the Unemployed group. These results are consistent with many prior surveys except for the last 

one, where volunteers scored below unemployed on PWI. 

Figure 8.2 shows satisfaction with Standard of Living for different Work Status groups in Survey 33

 

Figure 8.2 Work status S33 x domain-specific normal range (Standard of Living) 

For this domain, full-time employed and full-time retired groups are significantly more satisfied with 

their Standard of Living than the Unemployed. All groups apart from the Unemployed score within or 

above the normal range.  

Figure 8.3 shows satisfaction with health for different Work Status groups in Survey 33

 

Figure 8.3 Work status S33 x domain-specific normal range (Health) 

Those who are full-time employed, volunteer or study, report higher than normal satisfaction with 

health. These results are most interesting for the volunteering group, particularly because they are 

highest scoring group (82.4 points) this year, when they were worst performing group last year (55 

points). Perhaps this group comprises younger individuals this year. Alternatively, these may be 

retired individuals who are fit and healthy to be volunteering, or their volunteering activity is making 

them feel healthier.  

Figure 8.4 shows satisfaction with achieving in life for different Work Status groups in Survey 33 
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Figure 8.4 Work status S33 x domain-specific normal range (Achieving in life) 

All except volunteers are significantly more satisfied with their achieving in life than those who are 

unemployed, even though the volunteers score well above unemployed on this domain. This is not 

surprising as all other groups have a purpose in life, thus feel as they are achieving. The unemployed, 

on the other hand, are either retired people who are not engaged in any community or volunteering 

activity, or they are currently seeking work. In either case, this group is particularly vulnerable as this 

is their worst performing domain, but an important one for the overall wellbeing. The second lowest 

scoring group on this domain are the full-time home duties group. 

Figure 8.5 shows satisfaction with personal relationships for different Work Status groups in Survey 

33 

 

Figure 8.5 Work status S33 x domain-specific normal range (Personal Relationships) 

Interestingly, most satisfied with their personal relationships are those in full-time home duties, 

scoring almost 3 points above the normal range for this domain. It likely that this group comprise stay 

at home mothers or fathers who are looking after the household and children while the other partner is 

providing financial support.  

Figure 8.6 shows satisfaction with personal safety for different Work Status groups in Survey 33 
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Figure 8.6 Work status S33 x domain-specific normal range (Personal Safety) 

In terms of personal safety, all groups score within or above the normal range including the 

Unemployed group. However, the highest scoring group are students who scored 5.2 points above the 

normal range for this domain. This group includes predominantly 18-25 year old adults (65.2%) who 

still live with their parents (see Table A 8.2). Thus, it appears that individuals feel the safest while 

living with their parents.   

Figure 8.7 shows satisfaction with community connectedness for different Work Status groups in 

Survey 33

 

Figure 8.7 Work status S33 x domain-specific normal range (Community Connectedness) 

Figure 8.7 shows that the volunteers are more satisfied with their community connectedness than 

people who are unemployed. However, due to the low sample size in the two groups and possible high 

variation in scores, this difference is not significant. On the other hand, the full-time retired group are 

significantly more satisfied with their community connectedness than the full-time employed and 

Unemployed groups. 
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Figure 8.8 shows satisfaction with future security for different Work Status groups in Survey 33

 

Figure 8.8 Work status S33 x domain-specific normal range (Future Security) 

Interestingly, figure 8.8 shows that full-time retirees are more satisfied with their future security than 

those who are full-time employed. These results suggest that people in Australia are more relaxed 

about their financial future when they retire than while they are working. Slightly less surprising is the 

finding that full-time retirees are significantly more satisfied with their future security than 

unemployed people, because the unemployed group would be more concerned about their future 

financial security.  

8.3 Survey 32 vs. Specific Normal Ranges for Work Status 

The results in this section come from Table A8.4 and show the comparison of each work status group 

in Survey 33 and Survey 32 against group-specific generic normal ranges.  The generic normal ranges 

are drawn from Table A8.1. 

This figure shows the results of Survey 33 and Survey 32 against the group-specific normal ranges for 

those who are in full-time paid work.  

 

Figure 8.9 Wellbeing S33 vs S32 against group-specific normal range (FT paid) 

For those engaged in full-time paid work, their overall wellbeing has increased slightly since last year, 

driven by an increase on all domains except for Personal Relationships, which decreased by two 

points since last year.  

This figure shows the results of the Survey 33 and Survey 32 against the group-specific normal ranges 

for those who are in full-time retirement.  
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Figure 8.10 Wellbeing S33 vs S32 against group-specific normal range (FT retired) 

In the current sample, the wellbeing of full-time retirees is within their group-specific normal ranges 

for all domains. The PWI levels and satisfaction with all domains decreased since last year on all 

except for the Personal Relationships and Achieving in Life domains.  

This figure shows the results of the Survey 33 and Survey 32 against the group-specific normal ranges 

for those who are full-time volunteers. This is the smallest work-category group. 

 

Figure 8.11 Wellbeing S33 vs S32 against group-specific normal range (FT volunteer) 

On most domains, scores lie towards the top of their normal ranges, except for the Personal 

Relationships domain, which decreased by 2 points since last year and is now closer to the middle of 

the range.  

This figure shows the results of the Survey 33 and Survey 32 against the group-specific normal ranges 

for those who are engaged in full-time home duties. 



Work status 

102 

 

Figure 8.12 Wellbeing S33 vs S32 against group-specific normal range (FT home duties) 

This group scores high on all domains except for Future Security. The most notable improvement 

since last year is for Personal Relationships domain. The lowest scores for this group are for 

Community Connectedness domain.  

This figure shows the results of the Survey 33 and Survey 32 against the group-specific normal ranges 

for full-time students. 

 

Figure 8.13 Wellbeing S33 vs S32 against group-specific normal range (FT study) 

Full-time students show improvement on all domains since last year, with the largest improvement in 

health.  

This figure shows the results of the Survey 33 and Survey 32 against the group-specific normal ranges 

for people who are unemployed. 
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Figure 8.14 Wellbeing S33 vs S32 against group-specific normal range (Unemployed) 

The wellbeing of unemployed respondents in the current sample lies within their group-specific 

normal ranges for PWI and all the individual domains. However, they show a decrease in overall 

wellbeing since the last survey of about 5 points. Their lowest satisfaction in general, and in this 

survey, is on the Achieving in Life domain; and the highest is on the Personal Safety domain. These 

findings come from Table A8.6. 

 

Figure 8.15 Work status and wellbeing over time 

Figure 8.14 reveals that wellbeing of those who are full-time employed, full-time retired, engaged in 

full-time home duties, or are studying full-time, lie consistently within the normal range. The 

wellbeing of volunteers and the unemployed is more varied. The unemployed consistently report 

lower than normal scores on overall wellbeing and volunteers frequently move in and out of the 

normal range. This year, volunteer scores fell within the normal range, while the unemployed group 

again reported low PWI scores.  

 

 

  



Life events 

104 

9 Life events 

9.1 Occurrence of Personal Life Events 

Frequency of Life Events 

We asked: “Has anything happened to you recently causing you to feel happier or sadder than 

normal?”   

If they answer ‘Yes’, they are then asked whether this was a happy or a sad event, and to ‘rate its 

influence on a 0 to 10 scale, from very weak to very strong’. 

If people were to be severely interrogated along these line virtually everybody would recall an event 

of some kind that made them happier or sadder than normal. The time frame is loose (‘recently’) and 

the point of reference (‘normal’) is open to interpretation. But respondents are not interrogated, and if 

they answer that they have experienced no such event, the interviewer proceeds to the next item.  

Because of this, the item is either measuring people’s sensitivity to the positive and negative events in 

their lives, or the extent to which people are willing to identify such events. In either case it is 

measuring the direction of people’s attention to the positive or negative side of their life. 

Table 9.1 shows the frequencies of responses for the current survey and cumulatively. 

Table 9.1 Frequency of life events (Survey 33 and combined) 

  Survey 33 Surveys 1- 33 combined 

  
N % N % 

No event 541 54.1 30,329 49.6 

Yes, happy 164 16.4 13,488 22.1 

Yes, sad 212 21.2 16,552 27.1 

Yes, both happy and 

sad 

83 8.3 797 1.3 

Total 1,000 100.0 61,166 100.0 

 

On average, around half of the people sampled state they have experienced such an event (54.1%), 

similar to the proportions obtained over the series of surveys (49.6%). More people tend to report a 

negative recent life event than a positive one, consistent with our recall bias in favour of emotionally 

intense (negative) experiences. 

The figure below shows the overall wellbeing for people according to whether or not they have 

experienced a recent life event. 
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Figure 9.1 Life events and wellbeing 

Figure 9.1 reveals that when nothing has happened to shift wellbeing from its usual point, the average 

wellbeing score sits just above 78 points. A recent negative life event is associated with a significant 

departure of about 6.7 points from ‘normal’ wellbeing, that is, under circumstances of no sad or happy 

event. The PWI is significantly lower even compared to those who experienced both happy and sad 

event. Figure 9.1 also suggests that whilst our wellbeing is vulnerable to the influence of sad events, 

we adapt quickly to positive life events, and they are only associated with small (and likely, 

temporary) increases in general wellbeing (0.5 points). 

9.2 Personal Life Events and Wellbeing over time 

These findings come from Table A9.3 and show the wellbeing for different life event categories over 

time. 

 

Figure 9.2 Life events and wellbeing over time 

This figure reveals that, over time, wellbeing of those who report a negative recent life events is 

consistently lower than those who experience a positive event, no event or both positive and negative. 

The figure also shows that the wellbeing of those who report negative event is consistently below the 

normal range. It is interesting that the wellbeing of those who did not experience a positive or 

negative event, and those who experienced a positive event is generally on the rise since the first 

survey. This rise is consistent with the general PWI data. However, the same cannot be said for the 

‘Negative event’ group, as their wellbeing lingers steadily about 2 points below the normal range. 

Also the wellbeing of those in the ‘Yes, happy’ group moves predominantly above the normal range 
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and for the ‘Yes, happy’ group it moves around the top of the normal range and slightly above in the 

last 4 years.  
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10 Report 33.1: Marginal Electoral Divisions 

10.1 Introduction 

The report provides a snapshot of the data collected as part of Australian Unity Wellbeing Index 

Survey in April 2016 (Capic, 2016). Given the upcoming Federal Election this report compares data 

on Subjective Wellbeing (SWB) drawn from the general population, 5 Coalition and 5 Labour held 

Marginal Electoral Divisions (MEDs). The Coalition held MEDs are: Barton, Capricornia, Dobell, 

Eden-Monaro and Petrie. The Labour held MEDs are: Bendigo, Lilley, Lingiari, McEwen and 

Parramatta. The ten MEDs selected are the most marginal electorates according to the MacKerras 

Post-election pendulum for the Australian Federal Election of 2013.  

The complete report can be found on the Australian Centre on Quality of Life website 

(http://www.acqol.com.au/reports/auwbi.php). 

10.2 Data Collection 

The data for the general population sample (N=1000) have come from the Australian Unity Wellbeing 

Index Survey 33. Survey 33.1 was a special-purpose survey (N=2000), conducted at the same time as 

Survey 33 (April 2016), but concentrating on the ten most marginal electoral divisions.  

A representative sample of Australians aged over 18 and fluent in English were recruited for the 

study. The sample was stratified to represent the Australian population in terms of geographic location 

based on the proportions from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (2015). Gender is equally 

proportioned in both general population and individual MEDs. Data collection was carried out by the 

same company that has been involved with the project since 2006 (I-view). Samples for this survey 

are obtained from Sample Pages. The samples for both general population and MEDs come from the 

same pool of people. The method used by Sample Pages to determine the MEDs is following: Full 

addresses from phone records are recorded onto a Graphic Information Server (GIS) with latitude and 

longitude. The ABS meshblock is then assigned to each record 

(http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/1270.0.55.001Main%20Features1July%202

011). The electoral boundaries obtained from ABS (http://www.aec.gov.au/Electorates/gis/index.htm) 

are loaded onto a GIS meshblocks and are assigned to each electorate (23, 000 per electoral on 

average). Where a meshblock crosses an electorate, it is assigned to electorate in which most of it 

resides. 

10.3 Cumulative MEDs against a Normative Range 

 

Figure 10.1 MEDs compared against a PWI Normative Range 

Figure 11.1 shows the group mean for PWI from all ten MEDs lying within the lower half of the PWI 

Normative Range.  

75.1

70

72

74

76

78

80

Ten Marginal Electoral Divisions

Personal Wellbeing Index

Normative Range (73.84-76.91) Ten Marginal Electoral Divisions

http://www.acqol.com.au/reports/auwbi.php
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/1270.0.55.001Main%20Features1July%202011
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/1270.0.55.001Main%20Features1July%202011
http://www.aec.gov.au/Electorates/gis/index.htm
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10.4 Individual Labour and Coalition held MEDs 

Table 10.1 Comparisons between individual MEDs (PWI) 

Individual MEDs State/Territory *Marginality (%)  PWI Mean 

LABOUR HELD MARGINAL SEATS: 

McEwen VIC 50.2 75.15 

Parramatta NSW 50.6 73.86 

Lingiari NT 50.9 75.62 

Bendigo VIC 51.3 77.31 

Lilley QLD 51.6 74.13 

COALITION HELD MARGINAL SEATS: 

Barton NSW 50.3 73.92 

Petrie QLD 50.5 74.39 

Eden-Monaro NSW 50.6 75.24 

Dobell NSW 50.7 76.31 

Capricornia QLD 50.8 74.64 

 
ANOVA & Post-hocs:  
F(9,1865) = 1.325, p = .218 
 
There are no statistically significant differences between individual MEDs in S33. 

*Marginal seat information taken from Mackerras Pendulum post-2013 federal election. 

 

 

Figure 10.2 Marginal Electoral Divisions (PWI) 

Figure 3 shows PWI means for five Coalition and five Labour held MEDs. Overall, the Labour held 

MED Bendigo has the highest PWI, and lies above the normative range. The MEDs with the lowest 

PWI are Coalition held MED Barton and Labour held MED Parramatta, which lie at the bottom of the 

Normative Range. However, the differences in PWI levels between individual MEDs are not 

significant.
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11 Report 33.2: Wellbeing in Australian Federal Electorates  

11.1 Introduction 

The Australian Unity Wellbeing Index measures quality of life as experienced by the average 

Australian. This Report provides a 10-year average of how people feel about their life quality in 150 

Federal Electoral Divisions using information from 24,022 people surveyed between 2006-2016 

(Silins et al., 2016). The report can be found on the Australian Centre on Quality of Life website 

(http://www.acqol.com.au/reports/auwbi.php). 

People’s feelings about their own wellbeing were measured by the Personal Wellbeing Index. This 

comprises 7 questions that ask how satisfied people are with their: (1) standard of living; (2) health; 

(3) relationships; (4) what they are achieving in life; (5) safety; (6) community connection; and, (7) 

future security. Each item is rated on a 0 to 10 scale and the average of the 7 items is the measure of 

personal wellbeing. Average scores are then adjusted to lie between 0 and 100 points. The wellbeing 

of each electorate was compared to the average wellbeing for the population. Electorates were also 

ranked in terms of their wellbeing from highest to lowest. 

11.2 Report 33.2 

This Report provides the average level of wellbeing for people living in Australia’s 150 Federal 

Electoral Divisions. The analyses use cumulative data from May 2006 (Survey 15) to May 2016 

(Survey 33) from 24,022 respondents. The report extends previous analyses (Report 23.2) by: (1) 

geocoding respondents’ addresses directly to 2016 electoral boundaries; and, (2) providing estimates 

of electorate wellbeing using more recent data (this Report used 2006-2016 survey data whereas 

Report 23.2 used 2001-2010 data). 

11.3 Methodology 

At the time of each survey, respondents were asked if they would like to take part in future surveys. 

Those who agreed to re-contact (approximately 75% of people surveyed) provided their address. The 

current analyses were based on cumulative data from 24,022 respondents surveyed between May 

2006 (Survey 15) and May 2016 (Survey 33) who provided full addresses. Electoral division was 

determined for these respondents by:  

(1) recording their addresses onto a Graphic Information Server (GIS) with latitude and longitude; 

(2) the ABS meshblock (at the ‘street’ level) was assigned to each record 

(http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/1270.0.55.001Main%20Features1July%202

011); and, 

(3) electoral boundaries for 2016 obtained from the Australian Electoral Commission 

(http://www.aec.gov.au/Electorates/gis/index.htm) were loaded onto a GIS and meshblocks assigned 

to each electorate. Where a meshblock crossed an electorate, it was assigned to the electorate in which 

most of it resides. For example, if a particular street crossed an electorate that street was assigned to 

the electorate which contained most of it. The process of parsing out respondents’ address, recording 

onto a GIS, and appending to electorate was completed by Sample Pages. 

Subjective wellbeing was measured by the PWI. This comprises seven questions that asked how 

satisfied people are with their: 

http://www.acqol.com.au/reports/auwbi.php
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/1270.0.55.001Main%20Features1July%202011
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/1270.0.55.001Main%20Features1July%202011
http://www.aec.gov.au/Electorates/gis/index.htm
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(1) standard of living; 

(2) health; 

(3) relationships; 

(4) what they are achieving in life; 

(5) safety; 

(6) community connection; and, 

(7) future security. 

 

The numerical rating scale offers 11 choices from zero (completely dissatisfied) to 10 (completely 

satisfied). The PWI is the average rating across the seven items (domains). All data have been 

standardised to a 0-100 range. Thus, the magnitude of group differences can be referred to in terms of 

percentage points. 

The PWI of each electorate has been reported and compared to the normative mean PWI (see below) 

using an independent two-sample t-test (p<0.05). Thus, electorates with a PWI that are significantly 

different from the norm are identified. The normative mean PWI has been calculated for PWI using 

the whole data-set (surveys 1-33) by computing the mean PWI for each survey and then determining 

the average PWI across all surveys (see Report 33). The normative mean PWI used in this report is 

75.37 (SD 0.77). 

Electorates were also divided into five equal sized groups (or quintiles), where each group of 

electorates represented one fifth (20%) of PWI scores. So the first group represents the electorates 

with the highest fifth (81%-100%) of wellbeing scores, the next group represents the electorates with 

the second highest fifth (61%-80%) of wellbeing scores, and so on down to the last group which 

represents the lowest fifth (20%) of wellbeing scores. 

Statistical analyses were competed using STATA version 14 and Excel 2010. 

11.4 Results 

11.4.1 Demographic characteristics of the sample 

 The demographic characteristics of the overall sample (N=24,022) are reported in table 12.1. 

 The majority of respondents were from New South Wales (33.9%), Victoria (24.3%), and 

Queensland (19.8%) with the remainder (22.0%) from the other States and Territories (ACT, 

1.8%; NT, 1.6%; SA, 7.3%; TAS, 2.4%; WA, 9.0%).  

 The age of respondents ranged from 18 years to 76 years and over, with those aged 46-55 years 

(20.7%) and 56-65 years (21.5%) making up a substantial proportion of the overall sample. 

 Females (49.5%) and males (50.5%) were equally represented. 

 In terms of yearly gross household income, about one quarter (23.9%) of respondents earned 

between $31,000-$60,000 and a similar proportion (23.1%) earned between $61,000-$100,000. 

 Half of respondents worked full-time (49.4%) and about one third (31.8%) were retired. 

 The majority of respondents were married (58.8%) and 8.0% were in a defacto relationship. 

About fourteen (13.7%) percent had never married. 
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Table 11.1 Demographic characteristics of sample 

Demographic characteristic n % 

State or Territory 

(N=24,016) 

Australian Capital Territory 426 1.77% 

New South Wales 8140 33.89% 

Northern Territory 392 1.63% 

Queensland 4758 19.81% 

South Australia 1741 7.25% 

Tasmania 567 2.36% 

Victoria 5830 24.28% 

Western Australia 2162 9.00% 

Age  

(N=23,926) 

18-25 1742 7.28% 

26-35 2356 9.85% 

36-45 4045 16.91% 

46-55 4963 20.74% 

56-65 5144 21.50% 

66-75 3644 15.23% 

76+ 2032 8.49% 

Sex 

(N=24,022) 

Female 11897 49.53% 

Male 12125 50.47% 

Gross household income 

(N=21196) 

<$15 000 1401 6.61% 

$15 000 - $30 000 3721 17.56% 

$31 000 - $60 000 5063 23.89% 

$61 000 - $100 000 4890 23.07% 

$101 000 - $150 000 3871 18.26% 

$151 000 - $250 000 1758 8.29% 

$251 000 - $500 000 401 1.89% 

>$500 000 91 0.43% 

Employment status 

(N=19,177) 

Full-time employed 9478 49.42% 

Full-time retired 6100 31.81% 

Full-time volunteer 151 0.79% 

Full-time home duties 1507 7.86% 

Full-time study 907 4.73% 

Unemployed 1034 5.39% 

Relationship status 

(N=22,600) 

Married 13288 58.80% 

De facto 1809 8.00% 

Never married 3100 13.72% 

Separated  751 3.32% 

Divorced 1934 8.56% 

Widowed 1718 7.60% 

 

11.4.2 Federal Electoral Divisions with Personal Wellbeing Index (PWI) significantly 
different to the normative mean 

The Federal Electoral Divisions with Personal Wellbeing Index (PWI) significantly different (p<0.05) 

to the normative mean are reported in Table 12.1 (significantly higher than the norm) and Table 12.3 

(significantly lower than the norm). The normative mean PWI was calculated for PWI using the 

whole data-set (surveys 1-33) by computing the mean PWI for each survey and then determining the 

average PWI across all surveys (see Report 33). The normative mean PWI used in this report was 

75.37 (SD 0.77). Results are summarised here and reported in full in the Appendix. 

11.4.3 Electorates with wellbeing higher than the normative mean 

Twenty-eight electorates had a PWI score that was higher than the normative mean and a difference 

that was statistically significant (p<0.05), Table 12.2. Of these electorates, most were in Victoria 
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(10/28; 36%) and New South Wales (7/28; 25%) with the remainder in South Australia (4/28; 14%), 

Queensland (2/28; 7%), Tasmania (2/28; 7%), Western Australia (2/28; 7%), and the Australian 

Capital Territory (1/28; 4%). 

The ten electorates with the highest PWI scores were Mayo (SA), which had the highest score, 

followed by Murray (VIC), Mallee (VIC), Gilmore (NSW), Maranoa (QLD), Franklin (TAS), 

Mitchell (NSW), Kennedy (QLD), O’Connor (WA) and Berowra (NSW). Of the top ten electorates, 

three were in New South Wales, two each in Queensland and Victoria, and one each in South 

Australia, Tasmania and Western Australia. 

11.4.4 Electorates with wellbeing lower than the normative mean 

Thirteen electorates had a PWI score that was lower than the normative mean and a difference that 

was statistically significant (p<0.05), Table 12.3. Of these electorates, half were in New South Wales 

(6/13; 47%) with the remainder in Victoria (3/13; 23%), Queensland (2/13; 15%) and Western 

Australia (2/13; 15%).  

The ten electorates with the lowest PWI scores were Blaxland (NSW), which had the lowest score, 

followed by Holt (VIC), Cowan (WA), Chifley (NSW), McMahon (NSW), Werriwa (NSW), 

Moncrieff (QLD), Calwell (VIC), Hinkler (QLD) and Scullin (VIC). Of the bottom ten electorates, 

four were in New South Wales, three were in Victoria, two were in Queensland, and one was in 

Western Australia. 
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Table 11.2: Federal Electoral Divisions with 
Personal Wellbeing Index (PWI) significantly 

higher than the normative mean 

Electorate 
State/ 

Territory 
PWI 

Mayo SA 79.49 

Murray VIC 79.16 

Mallee VIC 79.06 

Gilmore NSW 78.92 

Maranoa QLD 78.82 

Franklin TAS 78.78 

Mitchell NSW 78.53 

Kennedy QLD 78.41 

O’Connor WA 78.33 

Berowra NSW 78.31 

Goldstein VIC 78.18 

Wannon VIC 78.17 

Curtin WA 78.17 

Gippsland VIC 78.15 

North Sydney NSW 78.13 

Lyons TAS 78.07 

Canberra ACT 77.90 

Hunter NSW 77.83 

Flinders VIC 77.77 

Bradfield NSW 77.68 

Adelaide SA 77.53 

Bendigo VIC 77.50 

Boothby SA 77.39 

Jagajaga VIC 77.39 

Sturt SA 77.36 

Corangamite VIC 77.33 

Chisholm VIC 77.28 

Hughes NSW 77.07 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 11.3: Federal Electoral Divisions with 
Personal Wellbeing Index (PWI) significantly 

lower than the normative mean 

Electorate 
State/ 

Territory 
PWI 

Parramatta NSW 73.84 

Lindsay NSW 72.93 

Swan WA 72.92 

Scullin VIC 72.90 

Hinkler QLD 72.67 

Calwell VIC 72.63 

Moncrieff QLD 72.03 

Werriwa NSW 72.00 

McMahon NSW 71.87 

Chifley NSW 71.57 

Cowan WA 71.48 

Holt VIC 71.38 

Blaxland NSW 71.23 
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11.4.5 Personal Wellbeing Index of 150 Federal Electoral Divisions 

The PWI of all 150 Federal Electoral Divisions is reported in Table 12.4. The electorates are ranked 

from highest wellbeing (Mayo, SA) to lowest wellbeing (Blaxland, NSW). Electorates were also 

divided into five equal sized groups (or quintiles), where each group of electorates represented one 

fifth (20%) of PWI scores. So the first group represents the electorates with the highest fifth (81%-

100%) of wellbeing scores (shaded darkest), the next group represents the electorates with the second 

highest fifth (61%-80%) of wellbeing scores (shaded slightly lighter), and so on down to the last 

group which represents the lowest fifth (20%) of wellbeing scores (unshaded). The cut-points used 

were: 74.53, 75.18, 76.07, and 77.08. Results are summarised here and reported in full in the 

Appendix. 

Table 11.4: Personal Wellbeing Index of 150 Federal Electoral Divisions  

Rank Electorate 
State/ 

Territory 
PWI 

1 Mayo SA 79.49 

2 Murray VIC 79.16 

3 Mallee VIC 79.06 

4 Gilmore NSW 78.92 

5 Maranoa QLD 78.82 

6 Franklin TAS 78.78 

7 Mitchell NSW 78.53 

8 Kennedy QLD 78.41 

9 O'Connor WA 78.33 

10 Berowra NSW 78.31 

11 Goldstein VIC 78.18 

12 Wannon VIC 78.17 

13 Curtin WA 78.17 

14 Gippsland VIC 78.15 

15 North Sydney NSW 78.13 

16 Lyons TAS 78.07 

17 Canberra ACT 77.90 

18 Hunter NSW 77.83 

19 Flinders VIC 77.77 

20 Bradfield NSW 77.68 

21 Forrest WA 77.57 

22 Adelaide SA 77.53 

23 Bendigo VIC 77.50 

24 Boothby SA 77.39 

25 Jagajaga VIC 77.39 

26 Sturt SA 77.36 

27 Corangamite VIC 77.33 

28 Chisholm VIC 77.28 

29 Fremantle WA 77.23 

30 Indi VIC 77.08 

31 Hughes NSW 77.07 

32 Braddon TAS 76.95 

33 Ballarat VIC 76.79 

34 Hume NSW 76.76 

35 Corio VIC 76.72 

36 Calare NSW 76.71 

37 New England NSW 76.67 

38 Eden-Monaro NSW 76.66 

39 Bowman QLD 76.66 

40 Riverina NSW 76.65 

41 Aston VIC 76.65 

42 Cunningham NSW 76.65 

43 Lyne NSW 76.64 

44 Mackellar NSW 76.62 

45 McMillan VIC 76.58 

46 Flynn QLD 76.55 

47 McEwen VIC 76.53 

48 Page NSW 76.53 

49 Ryan QLD 76.49 

50 Newcastle NSW 76.48 

51 Lingiari NT 76.33 

52 Wide Bay QLD 76.32 

53 Gellibrand VIC 76.31 

54 Farrer NSW 76.31 

55 Fairfax QLD 76.27 

56 Canning WA 76.21 

57 Fisher QLD 76.19 

58 Parkes NSW 76.19 

59 Whitlam NSW 76.13 

60 Cook NSW 76.07 

61 Groom QLD 76.03 

62 Bonner QLD 76.01 

63 Durack WA 76.00 

64 Leichhardt QLD 76.00 
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Rank Electorate 
State/ 

Territory 
PWI 

65 Higgins VIC 75.99 

66 Batman VIC 75.96 

67 Hindmarsh SA 75.92 

68 Capricornia QLD 75.88 

69 Denison TAS 75.85 

70 Fenner ACT 75.84 

71 Moreton QLD 75.81 

72 Warringah NSW 75.78 

73 Paterson NSW 75.78 

74 Kooyong VIC 75.75 

75 Tangney WA 75.72 

76 McPherson QLD 75.71 

77 Casey VIC 75.68 

78 Cowper NSW 75.67 

79 Menzies VIC 75.66 

80 Barker SA 75.53 

81 Melbourne VIC 75.39 

82 Pearce WA 75.37 

83 Dawson QLD 75.33 

84 Bass TAS 75.26 

85 Hotham VIC 75.26 

86 Maribyrnong VIC 75.22 

87 Moore WA 75.21 

88 Wakefield SA 75.21 

89 Melbourne Ports VIC 75.18 

90 Dunkley VIC 75.18 

91 Oxley QLD 75.17 

92 La Trobe VIC 75.16 

93 Shortland NSW 75.16 

94 Brand WA 75.10 

95 Grayndler NSW 75.09 

96 Forde QLD 75.08 

97 Hasluck WA 75.07 

98 Port Adelaide SA 75.05 

99 Kingston SA 75.03 

100 Deakin VIC 75.03 

101 Dobell NSW 75.02 

102 Perth WA 74.98 

103 Richmond NSW 74.97 

104 Bennelong NSW 74.88 

105 Fadden QLD 74.88 

106 Lalor VIC 74.86 

 

 

107 Banks NSW 74.77 

108 Griffith QLD 74.77 

109 Macquarie NSW 74.74 

110 Bruce VIC 74.73 

111 Robertson NSW 74.69 

112 Makin SA 74.68 

113 Sydney NSW 74.68 

114 Gorton VIC 74.66 

115 Petrie QLD 74.62 

116 Grey SA 74.58 

117 Isaacs VIC 74.57 

118 Blair QLD 74.56 

119 Brisbane QLD 74.55 

120 Greenway NSW 74.53 

121 Wright QLD 74.47 

122 Watson NSW 74.42 

123 Herbert QLD 74.35 

124 Dickson QLD 74.35 

125 Barton NSW 74.31 

126 Kingsford Smith NSW 74.27 

127 Wentworth NSW 74.11 

128 Lilley QLD 74.09 

129 Macarthur NSW 74.08 

130 Parramatta NSW 73.84 

131 Longman QLD 73.82 

132 Stirling WA 73.64 

133 Solomon NT 73.63 

134 Reid NSW 73.61 

135 Rankin QLD 73.55 

136 Burt WA 73.38 

137 Wills VIC 73.20 

138 Fowler NSW 72.98 

139 Lindsay NSW 72.93 

140 Swan WA 72.92 

141 Scullin VIC 72.90 

142 Hinkler QLD 72.67 

143 Calwell VIC 72.63 

144 Moncrieff QLD 72.03 

145 Werriwa NSW 72.00 

146 McMahon NSW 71.87 

147 Chifley NSW 71.57 

148 Cowan WA 71.48 

149 Holt VIC 71.38 

150 Blaxland NSW 71.23 
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Table 12.5 on the following pages reports detailed results for the analyses of wellbeing in Australian 
electorates. 

Electorates have been ranked from from highest wellbeing (Mayo, SA) to lowest wellbeing (Blaxland, 

NSW) and divided into five equal sized groups (or quintiles), where each group of electorates 

represented one fifth (20%) of PWI scores. So the first group represents the electorates with the 

highest fifth (81%-100%) of wellbeing scores (shaded darkest), the next group represents the 

electorates with the second highest fifth (61%-80%) of wellbeing scores (shaded slightly lighter), and 

so on down to the last group which represents the lowest fifth (20%) of wellbeing scores (unshaded). 

The cut-points used were: 74.53, 75.18, 76.07, and 77.08. 

For each electorate, the table reports the mean PWI score and the corresponding standard deviation 

(SD), standard error (SE), 95% Confidence Interval (95%CI upperbound and lowerbound), and 

sample size. 

The PWI of each electorate was compared to the normative mean PWI using an independent two-

sample t-test. A p-value of <0.05 was used to identify electorates with a PWI that were significantly 

different from the normative PWI (marked with an asterisk). The normative mean PWI was calculated 

for PWI using the whole data-set (surveys 1-33) by computing the mean PWI for each survey and 

then determining the average PWI across all surveys (see Report 33). The normative mean PWI used 

in this report is 75.37 (SD 0.77). 

Table 11.5: Personal Wellbeing Index of 150 Federal Electoral Divisions (detailed results) 

Rank Electorate 
State/ 

Territory 
PWI SD SE 95%CI lb 95%CI ub Sample size p value 

1 Mayo* SA 79.49 11.408 0.919 77.688 81.292 154 0.0000 

2 Murray* VIC 79.16 10.589 0.827 77.534 80.776 164 0.0000 

3 Mallee* VIC 79.06 12.580 0.979 77.137 80.976 165 0.0002 

4 Gilmore* NSW 78.92 12.449 0.949 77.060 80.781 172 0.0002 

5 Maranoa* QLD 78.82 10.969 0.839 77.178 80.466 171 0.0000 

6 Franklin* TAS 78.78 10.371 0.980 76.855 80.696 112 0.0005 

7 Mitchell* NSW 78.53 9.846 0.786 76.986 80.066 157 0.0001 

8 Kennedy* QLD 78.41 11.861 0.975 76.496 80.318 148 0.0018 

9 O’connor* WA 78.33 13.050 1.029 76.316 80.348 161 0.0040 

10 Berowra* NSW 78.31 10.610 0.750 76.837 79.778 200 0.0001 

11 Goldstein* VIC 78.18 9.919 0.789 76.636 79.729 158 0.0004 

12 Wannon* VIC 78.17 12.481 0.972 76.269 80.078 165 0.0039 

13 Curtin* WA 78.17 9.506 0.815 76.575 79.770 136 0.0006 

14 Gippsland* VIC 78.15 12.212 0.990 76.207 80.090 152 0.0050 

15 North Sydney* NSW 78.13 10.441 0.861 76.446 79.822 147 0.0013 

16 Lyons* TAS 78.07 13.001 1.154 75.804 80.326 127 0.0195 

17 Canberra* ACT 77.90 10.440 0.740 76.446 79.347 199 0.0006 

18 Hunter* NSW 77.83 12.524 1.009 75.851 79.807 154 0.0148 

19 Flinders* VIC 77.77 13.251 1.035 75.742 79.798 164 0.0204 

20 Bradfield* NSW 77.68 9.244 0.717 76.270 79.083 166 0.0013 

21 Forrest WA 77.57 13.118 1.164 75.289 79.852 127 0.0587 

22 Adelaide* SA 77.53 9.628 0.848 75.869 79.192 129 0.0108 

23 Bendigo* VIC 77.50 11.696 0.616 76.296 78.710 361 0.0005 

24 Boothby* SA 77.39 12.336 0.868 75.689 79.092 202 0.0199 
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Rank Electorate 
State/ 

Territory 
PWI SD SE 95%CI lb 95%CI ub Sample size p value 

25 Jagajaga* VIC 77.39 11.549 0.861 75.702 79.076 180 0.0190 

26 Sturt* SA 77.36 9.685 0.734 75.925 78.804 174 0.0066 

27 Corangamite* VIC 77.33 10.516 0.821 75.725 78.944 164 0.0168 

28 Chisholm* VIC 77.28 10.797 0.826 75.658 78.895 171 0.0209 

29 Fremantle WA 77.23 10.789 0.954 75.363 79.101 128 0.0509 

30 Indi VIC 77.08 12.573 1.033 75.059 79.111 148 0.0970 

31 Hughes* NSW 77.07 11.146 0.817 75.472 78.676 186 0.0371 

32 Braddon TAS 76.95 12.431 1.207 74.588 79.321 106 0.1895 

33 Ballarat VIC 76.79 12.021 1.002 74.822 78.749 144 0.1576 

34 Hume NSW 76.76 12.613 0.976 74.845 78.671 167 0.1551 

35 Corio VIC 76.72 14.250 1.317 74.133 79.298 117 0.3071 

36 Calare NSW 76.71 13.190 0.928 74.892 78.530 202 0.1483 

37 New England NSW 76.67 10.639 0.774 75.150 78.183 189 0.0938 

38 Eden-Monaro NSW 76.66 14.187 0.736 75.221 78.105 372 0.0788 

39 Bowman QLD 76.66 11.475 0.988 74.720 78.592 135 0.1929 

40 Riverina NSW 76.65 13.086 0.992 74.706 78.595 174 0.1969 

41 Aston VIC 76.65 11.755 0.970 74.747 78.548 147 0.1877 

42 Cunningham NSW 76.65 11.414 0.900 74.883 78.409 161 0.1561 

43 Lyne NSW 76.64 11.700 0.895 74.888 78.395 171 0.1553 

44 Mackellar NSW 76.62 11.250 0.808 75.037 78.203 194 0.1217 

45 McMillan VIC 76.58 13.333 1.057 74.504 78.649 159 0.2537 

46 Flynn QLD 76.55 11.023 0.922 74.747 78.360 143 0.1992 

47 McEwen VIC 76.53 12.339 0.660 75.238 77.823 350 0.0785 

48 Page NSW 76.53 12.616 0.903 74.757 78.298 195 0.2002 

49 Ryan QLD 76.49 11.015 0.858 74.813 78.174 165 0.1902 

50 Newcastle NSW 76.48 12.973 1.001 74.518 78.441 168 0.2676 

51 Lingiari NT 76.33 13.315 0.782 74.797 77.863 290 0.2195 

52 WideBay QLD 76.32 11.278 0.927 74.505 78.140 148 0.3043 

53 Gellibrand VIC 76.31 12.413 1.115 74.128 78.498 124 0.3974 

54 Farrer NSW 76.31 12.619 0.918 74.512 78.111 189 0.3051 

55 Fairfax QLD 76.27 13.441 1.197 73.923 78.617 126 0.4524 

56 Canning WA 76.21 13.273 1.271 73.720 78.704 109 0.5076 

57 Fisher QLD 76.19 12.936 1.157 73.926 78.462 125 0.4762 

58 Parkes NSW 76.19 12.473 0.893 74.440 77.941 195 0.3583 

59 Whitlam NSW 76.13 12.422 1.046 74.079 78.180 141 0.4677 

60 Cook NSW 76.07 10.948 0.975 74.154 77.977 126 0.4756 

61 Groom QLD 76.03 14.307 1.209 73.661 78.401 140 0.5849 

62 Bonner QLD 76.01 11.779 0.965 74.120 77.903 149 0.5062 

63 Durack WA 76.00 13.809 1.032 73.979 78.025 179 0.5406 

64 Leichhardt QLD 76.00 13.714 1.077 73.885 78.108 162 0.5610 

65 Higgins VIC 75.99 11.475 0.963 74.098 77.873 142 0.5224 

66 Batman VIC 75.96 12.196 0.952 74.092 77.825 164 0.5368 

67 Hindmarsh SA 75.92 12.752 0.970 74.020 77.821 173 0.5700 

68 Capricornia QLD 75.88 13.848 0.738 74.430 77.323 352 0.4925 
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Rank Electorate 
State/ 

Territory 
PWI SD SE 95%CI lb 95%CI ub Sample size p value 

69 Denison TAS 75.85 12.346 1.067 73.762 77.943 134 0.6507 

70 Fenner ACT 75.84 10.839 0.801 74.269 77.410 183 0.5582 

71 Moreton QLD 75.81 10.686 0.945 73.963 77.666 128 0.6378 

72 Warringah NSW 75.78 12.509 0.968 73.885 77.680 167 0.6698 

73 Paterson NSW 75.78 11.748 0.989 73.836 77.714 141 0.6822 

74 Kooyong VIC 75.75 13.441 1.040 73.710 77.787 167 0.7159 

75 Tangney WA 75.72 10.730 0.816 74.124 77.322 173 0.6656 

76 McPherson QLD 75.71 13.747 1.299 73.168 78.260 112 0.7910 

77 Casey VIC 75.68 11.786 0.959 73.796 77.556 151 0.7494 

78 Cowper NSW 75.67 13.260 0.988 73.737 77.612 180 0.7579 

79 Menzies VIC 75.66 12.513 0.957 73.780 77.531 171 0.7652 

80 Barker SA 75.53 13.779 1.121 73.327 77.723 151 0.8900 

81 Melbourne VIC 75.39 11.638 0.984 73.460 77.316 140 0.9856 

82 Pearce WA 75.37 11.003 1.026 73.355 77.378 115 0.9972 

83 Dawson QLD 75.33 13.492 1.026 73.316 77.337 173 0.9659 

84 Bass TAS 75.26 11.699 1.240 72.834 77.695 89 0.9324 

85 Hotham VIC 75.26 11.227 1.004 73.289 77.225 125 0.9105 

86 Maribyrnong VIC 75.22 12.326 1.181 72.902 77.530 109 0.8964 

87 Moore WA 75.21 11.060 0.883 73.484 76.944 157 0.8596 

88 Wakefield SA 75.21 14.886 1.220 72.816 77.596 149 0.8931 

89 Melbourne Ports VIC 75.18 10.984 0.960 73.299 77.061 131 0.8430 

90 Dunkley VIC 75.18 11.966 0.866 73.479 76.873 191 0.8225 

91 Oxley QLD 75.17 12.693 1.269 72.684 77.659 100 0.8757 

92 La Trobe VIC 75.16 11.650 0.907 73.382 76.938 165 0.8170 

93 Shortland NSW 75.16 13.029 0.979 73.238 77.077 177 0.8281 

94 Brand WA 75.10 12.881 1.171 72.805 77.396 121 0.8179 

95 Grayndler NSW 75.09 11.348 0.881 73.368 76.821 166 0.7546 

96 Forde QLD 75.08 13.870 1.311 72.508 77.645 112 0.8228 

97 Hasluck WA 75.07 12.782 1.023 73.067 77.079 156 0.7719 

98 Port Adelaide SA 75.05 13.248 1.112 72.871 77.229 142 0.7737 

99 Kingston SA 75.03 10.809 0.898 73.275 76.794 145 0.7086 

100 Deakin VIC 75.03 11.551 0.842 73.379 76.682 188 0.6869 

101 Dobell NSW 75.02 12.572 0.617 73.806 76.225 415 0.5657 

102 Perth WA 74.98 12.017 1.102 72.823 77.141 119 0.7247 

103 Richmond NSW 74.97 13.003 1.095 72.828 77.121 141 0.7181 

104 Bennelong NSW 74.88 11.828 0.907 73.104 76.660 170 0.5909 

105 Fadden QLD 74.88 11.918 1.158 72.610 77.148 106 0.6713 

106 Lalor VIC 74.86 12.205 1.066 72.773 76.954 131 0.6349 

107 Banks NSW 74.77 12.138 0.984 72.845 76.704 152 0.5452 

108 Griffith QLD 74.77 13.307 1.121 72.575 76.969 141 0.5936 

109 Macquarie NSW 74.74 13.237 0.839 73.095 76.383 249 0.4519 

110 Bruce VIC 74.73 12.067 1.054 72.666 76.799 131 0.5456 

111 Robertson NSW 74.69 13.735 0.867 72.991 76.389 251 0.4327 

112 Makin SA 74.68 12.915 1.051 72.623 76.743 151 0.5134 
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Rank Electorate 
State/ 

Territory 
PWI SD SE 95%CI lb 95%CI ub Sample size p value 

113 Sydney NSW 74.68 12.117 0.989 72.737 76.615 150 0.4831 

114 Gorton VIC 74.66 13.371 1.344 72.027 77.295 99 0.5977 

115 Petrie QLD 74.62 15.029 0.852 72.951 76.291 311 0.3795 

116 Grey SA 74.58 13.290 1.035 72.552 76.608 165 0.4452 

117 Isaacs VIC 74.57 11.616 0.996 72.617 76.522 136 0.4215 

118 Blair QLD 74.56 12.778 1.013 72.569 76.541 159 0.4214 

119 Brisbane QLD 74.55 12.718 1.064 72.461 76.630 143 0.4382 

120 Greenway NSW 74.53 12.011 1.015 72.541 76.520 140 0.4083 

121 Wright QLD 74.47 14.764 1.164 72.191 76.753 161 0.4403 

122 Watson NSW 74.42 12.171 1.262 71.950 76.898 93 0.4535 

123 Herbert QLD 74.35 13.037 1.054 72.285 76.417 153 0.3337 

124 Dickson QLD 74.35 11.583 0.907 72.569 76.125 163 0.2596 

125 Barton NSW 74.31 12.515 0.717 72.909 75.718 305 0.1405 

126 Kingsford Smith NSW 74.27 12.175 1.085 72.148 76.400 126 0.3124 

127 Wentworth NSW 74.11 12.037 1.085 71.984 76.239 123 0.2462 

128 Lilley QLD 74.09 13.898 0.723 72.676 75.509 370 0.0771 

129 Macarthur NSW 74.08 12.558 1.085 71.957 76.210 134 0.2356 

130 Parramatta* NSW 73.84 12.688 0.718 72.434 75.250 312 0.0334 

131 Longman QLD 73.82 14.385 1.137 71.592 76.050 160 0.1733 

132 Stirling WA 73.64 10.979 1.061 71.565 75.725 107 0.1041 

133 Solomon NT 73.63 13.409 1.454 70.779 76.481 85 0.2317 

134 Reid NSW 73.61 13.545 1.231 71.199 76.026 121 0.1536 

135 Rankin QLD 73.55 12.537 1.164 71.265 75.828 116 0.1173 

136 Burt WA 73.38 12.408 1.235 70.961 75.800 101 0.1071 

137 Wills VIC 73.20 13.633 1.144 70.957 75.442 142 0.0578 

138 Fowler NSW 72.98 13.725 1.629 69.785 76.171 71 0.1420 

139 Lindsay* NSW 72.93 13.362 1.056 70.858 74.999 160 0.0208 

140 Swan* WA 72.92 13.328 1.092 70.784 75.064 149 0.0251 

141 Scullin* VIC 72.90 12.375 1.164 70.613 75.177 113 0.0335 

142 Hinkler* QLD 72.67 14.119 1.334 70.051 75.281 112 0.0427 

143 Calwell* VIC 72.63 13.077 1.378 69.933 75.337 90 0.0472 

144 Moncrieff* QLD 72.03 13.767 1.428 69.229 74.826 93 0.0192 

145 Werriwa* NSW 72.00 15.171 1.665 68.733 75.261 83 0.0428 

146 McMahon* NSW 71.87 15.355 1.396 69.129 74.601 121 0.0121 

147 Chifley* NSW 71.57 15.352 1.379 68.865 74.269 124 0.0058 

148 Cowan* WA 71.48 12.615 1.161 69.201 73.753 118 0.0008 

149 Holt* VIC 71.38 14.664 1.301 68.833 73.934 127 0.0022 

150 Blaxland* NSW 71.23 13.802 1.497 68.293 74.161 85 0.0057 

*p<0.05; PWI=Personal Wellbeing Index; SD=standard deviation; SE=standard error; 95%CI=95% 

Confidence Interval (lb=lower bound, ub=upperbound); Electorates were divided into five equal sized groups 

(or quintiles), where each group of electorates represented one fifth (20%) of PWI scores. So the first group 

represents the electorates with the highest fifth (81%-100%) of wellbeing scores (shaded darkest), the next 

group represents the electorates with the second highest fifth (61%-80%) of wellbeing scores (shaded slightly 

lighter), and so on down to the last group which represents the lowest fifth (20%) of wellbeing scores 

(unshaded). The cut-points used were: 74.53, 75.18, 76.07, and 77.08. 
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12 Homeostatically Protected Mood and Relationship Support 

This chapter concerns the basic psychological elements underpinning the homeostatic system and 

their relationship with wellbeing. The findings presented in this chapter are preliminary and will be 

used in preparation of a manuscript for a journal publication.  

According to the theory of SWB homeostasis (Cummins, 2010), SWB is maintained by a homeostatic 

mechanism within a narrow range around its set-point. The set-point for SWB is genetically 

determined and represents a stable, mildly positive and activated mood level, which homeostasis 

seeks to defend. This mood level, termed Homeostatically Protected Mood (HPMood), provides each 

person with a constant, gentle, background level of positivity and alertness. It is best described as a 

general feeling of contentment, but also comprises aspects of related affects happy and alert. Thus, 

HPMood is best measured by asking the following three questions: “How content do you generally 

feel?”, “How happy do you generally feel?” and “How alert do you generally feel?”;  

The HPMood is the dominant component of self-report scales measuring wellbeing, such as Personal 

Wellbeing Index (PWI) and Global Life Satisfaction (GLS), as well as other self-report constructs 

with high personal-abstract content (Lai & Cummins, 2013). As a consequence of its dominance, 

wellbeing measures tend to correlate strongly with each other. However, when the shared variance 

with HPMood is controlled for, these correlations decrease substantially.  

When each of the three affects are examined individually, their psychometric performance is different 

from each other and from HPMood. The affects content and happy correlate strongly with PWI at 

r>.7, while affect alert correlates at approximately r=.5 (Blore, Stokes, Mellor, Firth, & Cummins, 

2011; Tomyn & Cummins, 2011). The extent to which HPMood and each individual affect influence 

the relationship between SWB and other wellbeing variables has not previously been tested. This 

chapter will examine the relationships between four wellbeing measures (Personal Wellbeing Index - 

PWI, Global Life Satisfaction - GLS, National Wellbeing Index – NWI, and Global National 

Wellbeing - GNW), and other personal measures, which are believed to relate strongly with SWB: 

Relationship Support - RS, Age, Income, Homeostatically Protected Mood – HPMood, and its three 

individual affects (content, happy and alert). It will also examine the extent to which the strength of 

each of the relationships is reduced after controlling for HPMood and its three affects separately.  

The relationship support (RS) is measured by asking the following question: “How easily can you get 

help from friends, family or neighbours when needed?”  

Table 12.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Variables N M SD 

PWI 935 76.7 12.6 
GLS 997 77.7 16.4 
NWI 910 60.4 15.0 
GNW 996 83.4 17.0 
Age (respondents’ age in years) 986 56.9 18.0 
RS 996 83.5 19.5 
HPMood 923 76.4 12.6 
affect ‘content’ 936 74.6 15.4 
affect ‘happy’ 939 76.9 15.7 
affect ‘alert’ 936 77.5 15.2 

Income is a categorical variable and thus not included in the descriptives table.  

All wellbeing values are within their normal ranges and the age of the sample is consistent with past 

surveys. 

The Tables 10.1-10.4 in the Appendices show correlations between four wellbeing variables: PWI, 

GLS, NWI, RS, Age, Income, HPMood; and the three Mood affects (content, happy and alert). The 

initial correlations are then compared against those after controlling for HPMood and each affect 
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separately. Following are summarised observations of the correlations prior to controlling for the 

Mood variables.  

Prior to controlling for the Mood variables 

1. The strongest correlation is between PWI and GLS (.71), which is intended by the construction of 

the PWI scale as the first-level deconstruction of GLS. Thus, GLS shares 51.0% of the variance 

with PWI.  

2. The correlation between GLS and HPMood is .70, or 49% of the variance in these two variables 

are shared. This correlation is similar to that between PWI and HPMood (.72), which is lower 

than the .80 reported by (Davern, Cummins, & Stokes, 2007). This is also interesting since PWI 

and GLS share only about half of their variance. From this it would appear that much of PWI-

GLS shared variance is HPMood (confirmed below). 

3. The national wellbeing relationships are all lower, as is expected since they are more distal from 

the self and, so, have a lower content of HPMood. Thus, the NWI and GNW correlate .50, or 

25.0% overlapping variance, which is about half the strength of the personal measures of 

wellbeing. They also have weaker correlations with HPMood as NWI, .38, 14.4% and GNW, .43, 

18.5%. 

4. Age is weakly positively correlated with PWI (.07, 0.5%) and GLS (.16, 2.6%). This accords with 

slightly increased SWB in older age. 

5. Income correlates weakly and positively with three of the wellbeing variables (.07 to .15) but not 

with GNW. 

6. Age and income are negatively correlated (-.47, 22.1%), likely reflecting the many retired people 

in the sample on low incomes. 

7. RS correlates generally with measures of wellbeing (.26, 6.8% to .46, 21.2%), but not with either 

age or income. 

Summary: These correlations are much as expected. The lack of correlation between RS and either 

age or income is notable. 

After controlling for the mood variables 

The strength of the relationships of the four wellbeing variables with each other and with RS have 

reduced after control for each of the four mood variables: HPMood and the three affects, content, 

happy and alert (see Appendix Tables 10.1-10.4). All correlations between these variables remained 

positive and significant after controlling for the mood variables.  

The weak correlations (r < .1) between age and PWI, age and income, and income and GNW changed 

from positive to negative after controlling for HPMood, content and happy, but not alert. The weak 

positive relationships between age and RS (r < .1) also changed direction after controlling for all four 

mood variables.  

The strong negative correlation between age and income (-.47, 22.1%) is not reduced after controlling 

for each of the four mood variables. 
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Table 12.2 Changes in correlations and Z score after controlling for HPMood and its individual affects 
(content, happy and alert) 

correlated  
pairs 

r and Z 
statistics 

before after 
Difference r 
(after-before) 

Difference Z 
(after-before) 

Z change % 

CONTROLLING FOR HPMOOD 

GLS and RS r 0.35*** 0.10*** -0.25   
 Z 0.37 0.10  -0.27 -73.52*** 

GLS and NWI r 0.34*** 0.11*** -0.23   
 Z 0.35 0.11  -0.24 -69.60*** 

GLS and GNW r 0.40*** 0.15*** -0.25   
 Z 0.42 0.15  -0.27 -63.78*** 

NWI and RS r 0.26*** 0.12*** -0.14   
 Z 0.27 0.12  -0.14 -54.01** 

PWI and GNW r 0.45*** 0.23*** -0.22   
 Z 0.49 0.23  -0.25 -51.86*** 

GNW and RS r 0.31*** 0.16*** -0.15   
 Z 0.32 0.16  -0.16 -49.41** 

PWI and GLS r 0.71*** 0.43*** -0.28   
 Z 0.90 0.46  -0.43 -48.38*** 

PWI and RS r 0.46*** 0.26*** -0.20   
 Z 0.50 0.27  -0.23 -46.37*** 

PWI and NWI r 0.45*** 0.28*** -0.18   
 Z 0.49 0.28  -0.20 -41.63*** 

NWI and GNW r 0.50*** 0.40*** -0.10   
 Z 0.55 0.43  -0.12 -22.38* 

CONTROLLING FOR CONTENT 

GLS and NWI r 0.34*** 0.11*** -0.23   
 Z 0.35 0.11  -0.24 -68.55*** 

GLS and GNW r 0.40*** 0.14*** -0.25   
 Z 0.42 0.14  -0.28 -65.82*** 

PWI and GNW r 0.45*** 0.22*** -0.23   
 Z 0.49 0.23  -0.26 -53.51*** 

GLS and RS r 0.35*** 0.17*** -0.18   
 Z 0.37 0.17  -0.20 -53.41*** 

NWI and RS r 0.26*** 0.14*** -0.12   
 Z 0.27 0.14  -0.13 -47.60* 

GNW and RS r 0.31*** 0.18*** -0.14   
 Z 0.32 0.18  -0.14 -44.55** 

PWI and NWI r 0.45*** 0.27*** -0.18   
 Z 0.49 0.28  -0.21 -42.35*** 

PWI and GLS r 0.71*** 0.51*** -0.21   

 Z 0.90 0.56  -0.34 -37.84*** 

PWI and RS r 0.46*** 0.33*** -0.14   
 Z 0.50 0.34  -0.16 -32.65** 

NWI and GNW r 0.50*** 0.39*** -0.11   
 Z 0.55 0.41  -0.14 -25.43** 

CONTROLLING FOR HAPPY 

GLS and NWI r 0.34*** 0.12*** -0.22   
 Z 0.35 0.12  -0.23 -65.59*** 

GLS and RS r 0.36*** 0.13*** -0.23   
 Z 0.37 0.13  -0.24 -65.05*** 

GLS and GNW r 0.40*** 0.17*** -0.23   
 Z 0.42 0.17  -0.25 -59.75*** 

PWI and GLS r 0.72*** 0.42*** -0.29   
 Z 0.90 0.45  -0.45 -49.93*** 

PWI and GNW r 0.45*** 0.26*** -0.19   
 Z 0.49 0.27  -0.22 -44.97*** 

NWI and RS r 0.26*** 0.15*** -0.11   
 Z 0.27 0.15  -0.12 -44.42* 

GNW and RS r 0.32*** 0.19*** -0.12   
 Z 0.33 0.20  -0.13 -40.05* 

PWI and RS r 0.47*** 0.31*** -0.16   
 Z 0.51 0.32  -0.19 -37.12*** 

PWI and NWI r 0.45*** 0.30*** -0.15   
 Z 0.49 0.31  -0.17 -35.65** 

CONTROLLING FOR ALERT 

No significant difference. 
Note: 1. Stars indicate significance: * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, *** = p < .001; 2. Negative sign (eg. -0.56) indicates a decrease in the strength of the 

relationship; 3. ‘% change’ = (Z after-Z before)/Z before*100; Initial correlations <0.2 have been ignored. 
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Table 10.2 presents the pairs of variables that show significant change in correlations after controlling 

for each of the four Mood variables. For each pair, the table shows correlation coefficients before and 

after controlling for the four mood variables and the difference in correlation change. It also shows the 

standardised ‘before’ and ‘after’ correlations denoted by the letter Z, the actual difference and the 

percentage of change between them.  

After controlling for HPMood, content and happy, the strength of correlation of the four wellbeing 

variables (PWI, GLS, NWI and GNW) with each other and RS reduced significantly. The exception is 

the lack of significant reduction in the relationship between NWI and GNW after controlling for the 

affect happy. In fact, the relationship between NWI and GNW was weakly reduced even after 

controlling for HPMood and the affect content (Zchange = 22.4%-25.4%). The affect alert did not 

achieve a significant reduction in correlations between any of the variables.  

The correlations between PWI and GLS remained the strongest after controlling for each of the mood 

variables (rbefore > .71 to rafter > .42). The affect happy accounted for the greatest reduction in 

correlations between PWI and GLS (49.9%).  

Table 12.3 Minimum and Maximum change after controlling for HPMood and individual mood affects 
[ordered by Max % change] 

Correlations¹ Min % change² Max % change² 
change in r  

(before – after) 

GLS and RS 20.16-a 73.52-m 0.25-m 

GLS and NWI 11.99-a 69.60-m 0.23-m 

GLS and GNW 9.71-a 65.82-c 0.25-c 

NWI and RS 15.49-a 54.01-m 0.14-m 

PWI and GNW 8.26-a 53.51-c 0.23-c 

PWI and GLS 8.80-a 49.93-h 0.29-h 

GNW and RS 12.68-a 49.41-m 0.15-m 

PWI and RS 16.23-a 46.37-m 0.20-m 

PWI and NWI 7.63-a 42.35-c 0.18-c 

NWI and GNW 4.19-a 25.43-c 0.11-c 

¹Only correlations that have significantly changed after controlling for either HPMood, content, happy and alert have been included. ²Subscripts 
m=HPMood, c=content, h=happy, a=alert;  

 

Table 10.3 shows the minimum and maximum change in correlations for the ten pairs whose 

correlations significantly decreased after controlling for each of the mood variables. The effect of 

affect alert in reducing the strength of correlations was the smallest for each of the correlation pairs. 

Its strongest influence on the correlations was on the relationship between GLS and RS, reducing it by 

20.16%, however this reduction failed to reach the significance level of .05.  

The biggest reduction in the strength of correlations is for GLS and RS (73.5%), and this is attributed 

to HPMood. In fact, HPMood is also the strongest contributor in reducing the strength of relationship 

for RS with the other three wellbeing variables (NWI – 54.0%, GNW – 49.4%, PWI – 46.4%), as well 

as for GLS and NWI (6.6%). The affect content is the strongest covariate in the relationship between 

personal and national wellbeing measures (GLS and GNW – 65.8%, PWI and GNW – 53.5%, PWI 

and NWI – 42.4%, NWI and GNW – 25.4%). The affect happy is the strongest covariate in the 

relationship between PWI and GLS, reducing the correlations by 49.9%.  

In summary, the following results can be noted: 

 HPMood is a more powerful covariate than any of its three composite affects (content, happy and 

alert). From Table 3 it can be seen that HPMood acoounts for 5/10 of the largest reductions in 
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variance (Max % change). The second strongest covariate was the affect content (4/10) followed 

by the affect happy (1/10).  

 

 The affect alert failed to make any significant change in correlations between variables when used 

as a covariate.  

 

 The strongest single effect of a covariate is HPMood on the correlation between GLS and RS. 

This is a 73.5% reduction, from .35 to .10; this represents a reduction from a correlation of 

medium strength, to one that is trivial. This indicates that most of the variance in the RS response 

can be explained by mood, rather than cognition. This is surprising given the fairly specific nature 

of the RS question. 

 

 The largest reduction in a correlation between PWI and GLS was achieved after controlling for 

the affect happy. This represents a reduction of 49.9%, and a largest absolute reduction in r of .29, 

from r=.71 to r=.42. Notably, there remains considerable shared variance between these variables 

even in the absence of the affect happy.  

 

 Table 2 shows that Content is the stronger covariate than Happy in 7/10 relationships. Happy 

appears to dominate in relationships between GLS and RS (Zchangehappy=49.9%, Zchangecontent= 

37.8%), and PWI and RS (Zchangehappy=37.1%, Zchangecontent= 32.7%). There remains 

considerable shared variance in relationships between PWI and GLS (r=.42), and GLS and RS 

(r=.31) between these variables even in the absence of the affect happy. 

 

 The correlations involving age and income with the self-report variables were weak and not 

systematically influenced by the inclusion of covariates. This was expected because measures of 

objective demographic variables have little, if any, systematic mood variance. 

 

 There are also systematic effects that we cannot explain through HPMood alone. For example 

GNW appears to have a high HPMood content when correlated with GLS (change in r is -.25) and 

PWI (-.23), but much weaker when correlated with RS (-.15) and NWI (-.11).  
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