




















































The picture which emerges when the men and women in each couple are 
compared on their mix, or profile, of housing history, demographic and 
human capital/financial attributes is much more complex, and is 
summarised in Table 4. It is striking that little more than one half (58%) of 
the pairs consist of individuals pursuing the same demographic route to 
ownership, only 16% shared the same housing history attributes, and in just 
3% of households were the two partners matched on their mix of economic 
attributes. In 40%, 73% and 66% of cases, respectively, the demographic, 
housing history and economic attributes of the men and women in each 
couple can positively be identified as differing on the key attributes utilised 
in this analysis; in as many as 42%, 85% and 96% of cases, they may have 
differed (see Table 4, Note 3 for an explanation of these figures). It is clear 
that the women and men conveniently stereotyped by many housing analysts 
as 'owner-occupier households' have, in practice, followed very diverse life 
paths to attain this outcome. The process of becoming ar:i owner-occupier, 
as well as the act of sustaining owner-occupation, is gender-differentiated, 
and however analytically inconvenient it may be, this surely requires 
greater recognition within mainstream housing studies. 

Examining this information (on 'pathways' or sets of attributes) in more 
detail, it is apparent that, in terms of their housing histories, men in owner­
occupier couples are much more likely than women (by a factor of about 3) 
to take a route which involves no returns to the parental home, but includes 
at least one period of shared or subsidised renting (20% of men and 6% of 
women took such a course). Over half the men (52%) and nearly two-thirds 
of the women (62%) neither rented nor returned home, but among these, 
the women were much more likely than the men to have renter rather than 
owner-occupier parents. This suggests that, for at least one segment of 
owner-occupier households, the intergenerational transfer of housing 
equity is most likely to occur via the male. Unfortunately, there is currently 
so little information on the gender dimension of inherited housing wealth, 
especially in Australia, that it is hard to gauge the significance of this 
observation. 

Turning to their demographic profiles, around half the individuals in 
owner-occupier pairs first left home in order to live with a partner (53% of 
women and 45% of men), and the majority combined this with having at 
least one child. Only 7% of each group left home for purposes other than 
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marriage and have not had children, while about 4% of the men and 6% of 
women took a partner on leaving home but did not subsequently have 
children. In over half the couples these sets of demographic events were 
shared: in 31 % of cases, both partners had left home to marry and have 
children; and among a further 22%, both had left home for other reasons, 
but subsequently married and had a family. Nevertheless, a notable gender 
difference emerged within a further one third of households where, 
although both partners had had children, only one of them (twice as often 
the woman as the man) had remained in the parental home until their first 
marriage or period of cohabitation. Since the majority of other reasons for 
leaving home relate to work, this again suggests that securing employment 
may be more crucial for men than women as a route to ownership. This 
may even be a factor affecting the timing of first marriage or cohabitation 
(as observed in another context by Ennisch (1981)). 

It is, however, in tenns of human capital, incomes and wealth that men's and 
women's paths to shared home ownership were most likely to diverge, 
further illustrating the relative dominance of men's employment status in 
securing housing finance . Of those (a relatively small proportion) of men 
in owner-occupier pairs who followed one of the commonest financial paths 
identified in Table 2, the most frequent profile-exhibited by around a fifth 
(20%) of the subpopulation-included the attainment of post-school 
qualifications, delayed entry to the labour force, receipt of no gift or 
inheritance, no long tenn unemployment and gainful employment at the 
time of interview. Women, by contrast, were most likely (although, again 
in only a small proportion-14%-of cases) to combine a lack of post­
school qualifications with delayed (or no) entry to the labour market, no 
gift, inheritance or financial assistance from parents, long spells without 
work, and no current paid employment. 

Although the various sets of housing history, demographic and human 
capital/ finance variables have so far been examined separately, it is not 
surprising to find that the demographic and economic profiles are 
significant predictors of housing history attributes for both men and women 
in owner-occupier pairs. For both groups, the strength of the relationship 
is stronger between housing and demography (V = .23 and .28 for men and 
women, respectively) than between housing and financial/human capital 
(V = .12 and .11), though the discrepancy is greatest among the women, 
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again exposing the greater relevance of family formation strategies 
(relative to personal finances) to their experience of owner-occupation.23 

For women, but not men, in owner-occupier pairs, there is also a 
statistically significant association between demographic and economic 
profiles. Notably, among those women-a minority of (7%) of this 
subgroup-who left home for reasons other than marriage, eventually took 
a partner and remain in a relationship but have no children, there is a 
disproportionate tendency to possess economic profiles 1, 2 and 3 (as 
itemised in Table 2)-i.e., those shared by a majority of men. Women who 
take the more conventional route of leaving home to live with a partner, 
having children and remaining in a relationship (just over half the total 
living in owner-occupier couples) have an above-average likelihood of 
having secured no post-school qualifications, no gift or inheritance, late (or 
no) entry to the labour force, and of having experiern;ed one or more 
periods of six months or more without paid work. These women were also 
slightly more likely than not to be out of work at the time of interview. 

The pattern that seems to be emerging from the data on couples is one which 
hints at the growing role of women's financial attributes in households' 
experiences of owner-occupation, but which also suggests, for the majority 
of women, their continued dependence on a partner's income and wealth to 
sustain the costs of this tenure, especially when they have children. The 
prevalence of this more traditional model is affirmed in Table 5 which 
shows that women's tendency to use marriage as a route out of the parental 
home and into owner-occupation is a better predictor of couples' 
ownership, especially in the two youngest cohorts, than is men's reason for 
first leaving home (it is, moreover, more important that the woman 
possesses this characteristic than that both partners possess it). Table 2 also 
highlights the importance of continuity of employment as a predictor of 
couples' home ownership in all but the oldest cohort. The crucial fact here 
is that men's and women's unemployment have opposing effects on the 
likelihood of ownership. Women's unemployment is associated with an 

23 Demographically, men most frequently (i.e. , in 25% of cases) combine a tendency to 
remain in the parental home until first living as married and then having children with 
a housing history that includes having owner-occupier parents, no periods in shared 
or subsidi sed renting and no returns to the parental home. Women's modal 
combination (shared by 31 % of the subsample) is the same, except that their parents 
rented rather than owned. 
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increase in the probability of a couple's ownership from 71 % to 84% 
(suggesting a traditional arrangement of household labour whose 
association with ownership is apparent in all but the oldest cohort) .24 In 
contrast, men's history of unemployment (irrespective of their current 
work status) decreases a couple's likelihood of owning by almost the same 
amount, from 84% to 72%. 

The importance of a partner's income and wealth for women in owner­
occupier couples is further borne out by these women's views of their own 
economic fortunes. While such women are more likely than women in 
other housing situations to feel they are financially better off now than five 
years ago (the proportions being 59% and 53%), the most frequently cited 
reason for this economic optimism is that their partner had secured a better­
paying job (followed by the security offered by savings and investments and 
by having finished paying for their house). Among other women (including 
those who live as married but rent their homes), much more emphasis is 
placed on their own work status, and on their own succession to a better­
paying job (see Table 6). Likewise, although women in owner-occupier 
couples are less likely than others to feel they are now worse off financially 
than they were five years ago (the figures are 25% and 29%), and while 
both groups most often attribute any such deterioration to the cost of living, 
those in owner-occupier couples are disproportionately likely to feel the 
pinch from a reduction in their partner's wages (as well as from the costs of 
home purchase, interest rates and children's needs), and somewhat less 
likely to suffer financially from their own loss of employment. 

Nevertheless, as suggested earlier, there is evidence in the AFP (which is 
also discussed by Neutze and Kendig 1989) that women's work is 
significant, perhaps increasingly so, for sustaining the costs .of owner­
occupation in two-adult households, confirming a trend which has been 
documented in many parts of the developed world (Aldous 1982; Griffen­
Wulff 1982; Kohlase 1986; Myers 1985; Roistacher and Young 1979). 
According to the AFP, fully 52% of women living in such households 
currently undertake paid employment. There is, moreover, a strong and 
significant relationship between this kind of employment and women's 
perceptions of their households' financial fortunes. As many as 65% of 
women who live in owner-occupier couples and take on paid work feel 

24 The same effect is observed for women's employment status in cohorts two and three. 
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financially better off now than they did five years ago, compared with 53% 
of those who do not work. Likewise, one fifth (20%) of the former but 
almost a third (29%) of the latter feel worse off. 

The men's views on the value and desirability of women's paid work are, 
nevertheless, much more ambivalent. As many as 43% of the men in 
owner-occupier couples agree with the proposition that husbands should 
work to earn money and wives should look after the home and family. (It 
may be significant that approximately the same proportion-42%-of 
female partners continue to receive a 'housekeeping allowance'.) 
Predictably, this view is more likely to be held by those whose partner does 
not work (58%) than by those whose partner does (30% ). It is striking that 
only 8% (rising to 12% among those with working partners) strongly 
disagree with this statement. Although very few men go as far as to claim 
that it is wrong in principle for married women to earn Il}Oney (21 %), and 
while almost half (47%) (rising to 61 % among those with working 
partners) do not feel that such employment interferes with a mother's 
relationship with her child, fully 48% believe that the emotional life of a 
family suffers when women work, and this includes over one third (35%) of 
those whose partners do work. 

It also seems that, for owner-occupier men, a partner's work status has little 
effect on judgements about the adequacy of their own income and wealth. 
Over two fifths of the men (43-44%), whether their partner works or not, 
say their income is adequate and they can 'afford a few extras': just under a 
half are satisfied with their level of savings and investments, again 
irrespective of their partner's occupation. On the other hand, while over 
80% of such men see house purchase as the best possible investment for 
most people in Australia, most (62%) say it is getting harder to buy a home, 
and the majority (91 %) agree that two incomes are now needed to save for a 
deposit. If prejudices against working wives are still part of the 
socialisation of many Australian men, most recognise that, in practice, there 
must be more than one waged worker in a household if the national housing 
ideal-an owner-occupied home-is to be secured. 

It is not surprising, then, that where women do work, their income is 
frequently used to meet housing costs. Over half (57%) the owner-occupier 
women who currently work say their income is earmarked for particular 
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household expenditures. Altogether, 24% of working women with 
earmarked income identified home loan repayments as one of (a maximum 
of) two items on which their wages are spent. A further 20% said their 
income was spent on home improvements/furnishings. Thus, in 44% of 
cases for which information is available, women's wages are directed 
towards housing costs. If we look at housing expenditure mentions as a 
proportion of all mentions, home loan repayments receive the most (17%), 
followed by home improvements (14%), food (15%), extra luxury 
expenditure (10%) and school fees, clothing or general living expenses 
(8-9% each). 

In addition to paid work, a range of unpaid labour is required to maintain 
owner-occupied dwellings (so preserving their use and exchange value), to 
service those resident in such households and to sustain the lifestyle of a 
property-owning democracy. That women and men generally agree in 
their assessments of the split of these domestic responsibilities is apparent 
from Table 7, which also indicates men's dominant role in property 
maintenance and women's disproportionate responsibility for housework. 
It has been argued that this division of household labour has a bearing on the 
different meanings of home ownership for men and women: it allows men 
to claim much of the prestige associated with maintaining the wealth­
accumulating potential of the home leaving women only a pride in cosmetic 
embellishment, and accentuating their role as consumers rather than 
accumulators of housing equity (Madigan et al., in press). What is 
particularly striking from Table 7 is how little this pattern changes 
according to whether women are involved in the paid labour market. When 
their partners enter paid employment, men retain (and somewhat increase) 
their responsibility for basic home maintenance, but take on only a small 
extra proportion of the less prestigious domestic tasks. It is only in 
disposing of garbage and taking children to non-school destinations that 
men believe they contribute half or more of the labour required for routine 
housework in dual-earner families. In over three-quarters of these 
households, by contrast, working women continue to take on most or all the 
responsibility for house cleaning, cooking, washing, ironing and shopping. 

Graetz and McAllister (1988) point out that from one perspective, this 
division of paid and unpaid labour within Australian households may be a 
rational response to the prevailing economic climate. Women's domestic 
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responsibilities may actively limit the extent and nature of their 
involvement in paid employment, but because of the gender gap in earnings 
it may pay households to free up the male partner's time for waged work, 
assigning the bulk of unpaid domestic labour to women. A second 
interpretation, which does not negate the first (though it questions many of 
the assumptions underlying it), is that this division of labour between 
partners expresses and reproduces the patriarchal dominance of men in 
Western societies (see England and Farkas 1986). Some support for this can 
be found in figures for the mid-1980s discussed by Graetz and McAllister 
(1988) which indicate that, in Australia, married women in full-time 
employment spend an average of 24 hours per week in unpaid domestic 
labour as compared with just 10 hours on average among their male 
partners. Women are required by the sex-role stereotypes which underpin 
the division of domestic labour to work more, and relax less, than their 
partners if they undertake paid employment. Thus, even if women have 
traditionally had to depend more on a male partner's income and 
employment than on their own earnings potential and human capital to 
secure finance for home ownership, in order to sustain this tenure and the 
lifestyles associated with it into a period of rising real interest rates and 
stagnating real incomes, women's work is not only necessary but, when 
judged by the length of the working day, represents a much greater input of 
labour. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Owner-occupation is a politically-sponsored cultural goal for most 
Australian households. Owner-occupiers secure real (long term) financial 
benefits, as well as a range of symbolic rewards, from their investment. 
Owner-occupiers are, moreover, happier, healthier, and getting more out 
of life than their renter counterparts. Although it is frequently argued that 
the experience of owner-occupation is heterogeneous (different for 
different income groups, living in different areas, in stock of varying 
character, quality, affordability and profitability), this heterogeneity is 
rarely discussed in terms of gender, especially where the homes concerned 
are occupied by more than one adult. The AFP, however, indicates that 
men's and women's routes to, and experiences of, even the same, owner­
occupier households may be very different. The picture is one which 
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confirms women's traditional reliance, for the attainment of owner­
occupation, on a partner's income and wealth (reflecting the continuing 
earnings gap in the Australian labour market, as well as the sex-role 
stereotypes associated with women's position in the conduct of family life), 
but which also highlights the importance of women's wages in sustaining 
owner-occupation, and which recognises the role of women's unpaid labour 
in maintaining an owner-occupier lifestyle for their partners and children. 
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Table la: CORRELATES OF HOME OWNERSHIP, BY COHORTl: 
Housing History 

Attribute Men Women 
p< V= p< Y2= 

Parental Tenure3 
Cohort 1 .02 .13 .05 .1 

2 
3 .05 .09 
4 .05 .1 .05 .11 

All ns ns 

Return to Parental Home4 
Cohort l .05 .1 1 

2 .01 .13 
3 .001 .17 .001 .12 
4 .001 .18 .001 .17 

All .001 .19 .001 .1~ 

EverRent5 
Cohort 1 .01 .17 .001 .29 

2 .001 .2 .05 . l 
3 .001 .13 .001 .21 
4 .001 .23 .001 .33 

All .001 .28 .001 .31 

Ever Own 
Cohort l .001 .8 .001 .89 

2 .001 .7 .001 .75 
3 .001 .7 .001 .81 
4 .001 .9 .001 .88 

All .001 .85 .001 .86 

Source: Australian Family Project, women's and men's surveys, all respondents. 
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Table lb: CORRELATES OF HOME OWNERSHIP, BY COHORTl: 
Economic/Human Capital 

Attribute Men Women 
p< V= p< V2= 

Parental Education6 
Cohort I 

2 .05 .09 
3 
4 

All .001 .09 .001 .09 

Post-school Qualifications 7 
Cohort I 

2 .05 .1 
3 
4 

All .005 .07 ns 

Early entry to Jabour market8 
Cohort I .05 .11 

2 
3 
4 

All ns .cos .06 

Receive gift9 /inheritance 
Cohort 1 .05 .11 

2 
3 
4 .001 .13 

All ns .001 .08 

Long-term unemploymentlO 
Cohort 1 

2 .001 .22 
3 .001 .13 
4 .001 .27 

All .001 .27 .001 .15 

Current employmemll 
Cohort 1 

2 .001 .21 
3 .001 .15 .05 .07 
4 .001 .17 

All .001 .08 ns 

Source: Australian Family Project, women's and men's surveys, all respondents. 
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Table le: CORRELATES OF HOME OWNERSHIP, BY COHORT l : 
Demographic Events 

Attribute Men Women 
p< V= p< V2= 

Reason left parental home12 
Cohort 1 

2 .001 .17 
3 .001 .13 .001 .17 
4 .001 .27 .001 .29 

All .001 .2 .001 .24 

Ever marry13/take partner 
Cohort 1 

2 .05 .11 
3 .001 .16 .001 .17 
4 .001 .32 .001 .31 

All .001 .34 .001 .29 

Ever have children 
Cohort 1 

2 
3 .001 .19 .001 .17 
4 .001 .3 .001 .18 

All .00 1 .39 .001 .29 

Currently live with partner 
Cohort 1 .001 .24 .005 .15 

2 .001 .35 .001 .22 
3 .001 .33 .001 .35 
4 .001 .41 .001 .39 

All .001 .43 .001 .33 

Source: Australian Family Project, women's and men's surveys, all respondents. 
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Notes: Tables la, lb, le 

1. Cohorts 1to4 are those turning 51-60, 41-50, 31-40 and 21-30, respectively, 
by the end of 1986. 
2. Cramer's V-a standardised Chi-square contingency co-efficient whose value 
tends to 1 only as all counts become clustered into a single cell. Values are not, 
therefore, analogous to Pearson or Spearman-type correlation co-efficients, and 
will appear small even where proportionate differences are both large and 
statistically significant. 
3. At respondent's age 14. 
4. For those who ever left home (the majority of respondents), this variable 
signals one or more returns (but does not distinguish between single and multiple 
returners). 
5. Shared or subsidised renting as defined in the text. 
6. Distinguishes those whose parents both received some secondary education. 
7 .Includes trade certificates, diplomas, degrees, certificated courses and nursing 
qualifications. 
8. Early entry refers to age 15 or younger. Late entry includes those who have 
never worked. 
9. Refers to gifts, inheritances or financial help from parents on leaving home 
(these terms are amplified in the text). 
10. Long-term is six months or more, and includes those who have never taken 
on waged work. 
11. Distinguishes those currently in and out of paid work. 
12. Distinguishes those who left home to marry/cohabit from those who left for 
other reasons. 
13. All table and textual reference to marriage include common law 
arrangements; all references to living with a partner include maniage. 
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Table 2a: COMMON 'ROUTES' TO HOME OWNERSHIPl : 
Housing History 

Men Women 

Profile of Attributes Rank2 %3 Success Rank % Success4 
rate% rate% 

1. Parents own, never 
return home, never rent 41 93 46 91 

2. Parents own, never 
return home, rent 2 24 69 3 15 66 

3. Parents rent, never 
return home, never rent 3 15 86 2 17 88 

% possessing 
common profiles 80 78 

Source: Australian Family Project, women's and men's surveys, all respondents. 
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Table 2b: COMMON 'ROUTES' TO HOME OWNERSHIPl: 
Economic/Human CapitaJ5 

Men Women 

Profile of Attributes Rank2 %3 Success Rank % Success4 
rate% rate% 

1. Post-school qualifica-
tions, late/no entry to 
labour market, no gift/ 
inheritance, no 
unemployment, now 
employed 22 76 13 3 58 

2. Post-school qualifica-
tions, late/no entry to 
labour market, receive 
gift etc., no unemploy-
ment, now employed 2 14 79 14 2 58 

3. No post-school qua-
lification, late/no entry 
to labour market, no 
gift/inheritance, no 
unemployment, now 
employed 3 13 76 12 4 57 

4. No post-school qua-
lification, late/no entry 
to labour market, 
no gift/inheritance, 
unemployed period, 
not now employed 22 <1 47 14 67 

5. No post-school qua-
lification, late/no entry 
to labour market, 
no gift/inheritance, 
unemployed period, 
now employed 12 44 2 10 74 

6. No post-school 
qualification, 
early entry to 
labour market, 
no gift/inheritance, 
unemployed period, 
not now employed 13 88 3 9 74 

% possessing 
common profiles6 49 33 

Source: Australian Family Project, women's and men's surveys, all respondents. 
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Table 2c: COMMON 'ROUTES' TO HOME OWNERSHJPl: 
Demographic Events 

Men Women 

Profile of Attributes Rank2 %3 Success Rank % Success4 
rate% rate% 

1. Marry to leave 
parental home, 
have children, 
remain married 42 87 48 87 

2. Leave parental 
home for other 
reason, marry, 
have children, 
remain married 2 42 81 2 33 77 

3. Leave parental 
home for other 
reason, marry, 
no children, 
remain married 3 6 54 3 6 52 

% possessing 
common profiles 90 87 

Source: Australian Family Project, women's and men's surveys, all respondents. 

Notes: 1. Tables 2a, 2b, 2c include only the three commonest 'routes' taken by men and 
women under each heading. 
2. Routes are ranked according to the proportion of eventual owners whose 
attributes they represent. 
3. Column entries refer to the proportion of men and women home owners 
posessing each profile of attributes 
4.The mean success rate (the proportion who attain ownership by one route or 
another), for men and women, is 73% 
5. Six routes are listed here, because men's and women's three commonest 
profiels are mutually exclusive. 
6. These proportions include only those who posess one of the three commonest 
profiles for their gender. 
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Table 3: Individual's Attributes within Owner-Occupier Couples 

Proportion (%) lwuseholds in which 
given attribute posessed by: 

Both Neither One of Which: 
(Male Female) 

Attribute: 

Parents owned 54 9 37 (19 18) 

Return to 
parental homel 5 71 24 (11 13) 

Enter shared/ 
subsidised rental l 19 51 29 (19 10) 

Married2on 
leaving home 35 27 38 (14 24) 

Ever had 
childrenl 87 10 3 (see note 3) 

Achieved post-1 
school qualification 12 34 54 (29 25) 

Early entry to 
labour force4 12 53 35 (23 12) 
Received gift/ 
help/inheritance I 15 48 37 (16 21) 

Ever long-terml 
unemployed 14 12 74 (2 72) 
Currently in 
paid workl 50 7 43 (41 2) 

Source: Australian Family Project, subpopulation of owner-occupier couples (n=l255). 

Notes: l. Refers to those who did return, did rent, did have children, did marry on 
leaving home, and so on. 
2. Refers to any contractual or comon law arrangement associated with taking a 
partner. 
3. Numbers too small to apportion proportions, but the majority are men. 
4. Refers to those who have never entered into the paid workforce as well as 
those who have ever been unemployed for six months or more. 
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Table 4: MEN'S AND WOMEN'S ROUTES TO OWNERSHIP 
WITHIN OWNER-OCCUPIER COUPLES 

Commonest Profiles 1: 

Housing Demographic Economic/ 
History Events Human Capital 

Households where: % % % 

Both possess an 
identified set of 
attributes 52 93 20 

Both have the same 
identified set of 
attributes 16 58 3 

Male and female2 
known to differ on 
their profile 
of attributes 73 40 66 

Male and female3 
could have differed 85 42 96 

Source: Australian Family Project, subpopulation of owner-occupier couples (n=1255). 

Notes: !. The commonest profiles are those listed in Table 2. 
2. One or both partners had one of the common profiles of attributes, but not the 
same one as each other. 
3. As for Note 2, but also including couples where both partners had 'other' 
profiles of attributes, which may be similar to one another, but which could, 
equally, be different (the table entry therefore gives the maximum proportion of 
households where men's and women's profiles could differ on each attribute). 
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Table 5: PREDICTORS OF TENURE FOR COUPLES 

Attribute Effect of" Effect of: 
Women's Men's Joint Women's Men's Joint 
Attribute Attribute Attributes Attribute Attribute Attributes 

1. Parental Tenure .05 .06 .05 6. Post-school Education ns ns ns 
cohort 1 .16 cohort 1 
cohort 2 cohort 2 .12 
cohort 3 .11 .09 cohort 3 
cohort 4 .19 .16 cohort 4 

2. Return Home .07 .1 ns 7. Enter Workforce ns ns ns 
cohort 1 cohort 1 
cohort 2 cohort 2 
cohort 3 .12 .1 .12 cohort 3 _,,,. 
cohort 4 cohort 4 l;J 

3. Ever Rent .24 .21 .25 8. Gift/Inheritance .06 ns .08 
cohort 1 .25 .28 .34 cohort 1 
cohort 2 cohort 2 
cohort 3 .13 .17 .2 cohort 3 
cohort 4 .17 .23 .22 cohort 4 .13 .11 .12 

4. Marry on Leaving .21 .1 .15 9. Ever Unemployed .13 .12 .11 
cohort 1 cohort 1 
cohort 2 cohort 2 .15 
cohort 3 .14 .17 .14 cohort 3 .16 
cohort 4 .14 .23 .19 cohort4 .12 

5. Children .19 .19 .19 10. Current Work ns ns ns 
cohort 1 cohort 1 
cohort 2 cohort 2 .12 
cohort 3 cohort 3 .19 
cohort 4 cohort 4 

Source: Australian Family Project, subpopulation of owner (n=1255) and renter (n=283) couples. 
Note: !.Table entries are Cramer's V, all statistically significant at p<0.05 or better. Non-significant relationships listed as ns (for overall 

figures) or left blank (for cohorts). 



Table 6: WOMEN'S ASSESSMENT OF THEIR FINANCIAL POSITION 
NOW AND FIVE YEARS AGO 

Assessment 

BETIEROFFl 
Because: 

Husband has better 
paying job 

Saved/ made investments 
Paid off house 
Began working 
Got better paying job 

WORSEOFFI 
Because: 

Cost of living 
Inflation 
Interest rates 
Children's needs 
Self stopped working 
Started buying house 
Business doing badly 
Husband left work 
Husband's income fell 

Women in Owner-
Occupier Couples 

(n=1255) 
% 

59 

17 
12 
12 
10 
7 

25 

17 
14 
10 
10 
9 
8 
7 
6 
6 

Source: Australian Family Project, women's survey 

Other 
Women 

(n=1292) 
% 

53 

11 
9 
6 

18 
12 

29 

19 
JO 
4 
5 

13 
4 
4 
5 
2 

Note: l. Entries in these rows refer to the proportion of women; all other entries refer 
to the proportion of all reasons cited for being better or worse off (up to two 
reasons were cited by each respondent). 
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Table 7: ESTIMATES OF PARTICIPATION IN DOMESTIC LABOUR 
ACCORDING TO WOMEN'S PAID WORK 

Kind of Work Estimate of Amount of Work Completed 
b Sel :1 

Households With Other 
Women in Paid Employment Households 

(n=656) (n=599) 

Women: Men: Women: Men 
most/all self 1/2 +self most/all self 1/2 +self 

% % % % 

Dwelling 
Maintenance 

Lawn mowing 7 83 I 83 
Gardening 26 70 28 69 
General maintenance 4 87 5 56 

Housework 

House cleaning 71 14 89 5 
Wash/dry dishes 48 38 64 24 
Cooking 78 16 90 7 
Wash/iron 79 6 94 3 
Empty garbage 19 76 25 71 
Shopping 70 26 76 21 

Childcare 2 

Bathe/dress 35 43 56 33 
Take to school 58 30 73 18 
Take elsewhere 43 47 55 39 

Source: Australian Family Project, subpopulation of owner-occupier couples 

Notes: 1. Table entries are percentages of households in which men and women, 
respectively, estimate that they do most/all (women) or half or more (men) of 
each category of work themselves. 
2. Table entries are percentages only of those households with children 
(n=1090). 
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