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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Focus of the report 

This report is one of a number of reports prepared by the Australian Institute of 
Family Studies based on the data collected as part of its Australian Living Standards 
Study (ALSS) during 1991-92. The report examines the issue of work related child 
care for families with pre-school aged children - 0-5 years old. The other five reports 
deal with transport, employment and training, health and well-being, housing and 
service provision. All six are based upon the nine metropolitan, or urban, Local 
Government Areas (LGAs) surveyed as part of the ALSS study. The nine urban 
LGAs were as follows: 

In Victoria : Berwick, Box Hill, Werribee and Melbourne. 
In New South Wales : Penrith, Campbelltown, Ryde and South Sydney. 
I n South Australia : Elizabeth and Munno Para (treated as one LGA). 

This report examines child care arrangements for pre-school aged children (0-5 
years old) of working parents: in couple headed families, where both parents are 
employed; in single-parent families, where that single parent is employed. There are 
two main aims of the report: to describe patterns of child care and family situations 
across the nine urban localities studied; to examine what factors were important in 
determining the choice of child care arrangements for these families, as generally 
representative of this sector of the population. 

The Australian Living ,andards Study 

The Australian Institute of Family Studies was commissioned by the Commonwealth 
Government through the Social Policy Division of the Department of Prime Minister 
and Cabinet to conduct a three-year study of the living standards of Australian 
families. Supplemental funding was provided by the Department of Primary Industries 
and Energy to enhance the scope of the study in non-metropolitan areas. 

The aims of the study were to: 

• provide a review of local and international literature and practice on the 
measurement of living standards and to identify and investigate non-income 
measures of living standards. 

• provide information on spheres of life that have been identified as affecting 
livi ng standards, especially health, employment, housing. economic 
resources, transport, and education, training and information. 

• examine the importance of outcomes within each sphere of life and the 
interactions between spheres. 

• obtain information on the availability and range of physical and social 
infrastructure and services in each area and how these contribute to the 
living standards of families. (McDonald, 1993a). 
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The study addresses the living standards of families with children aged less than 20 
years, irrespective of whether or not the child aged under 20 years is living at 
home. However, non-custodial parents, who did not reside with step-children, were 
excluded. Details of the methodology of the study are presented in Appendix A. 

The study was conducted in 14 localities which reflect varying socio-geographic 
settings in Australia. The localities were LGAs or combinations of adjoining LGAs. 
The localities studied were: 

"outer" urban: Berwick and Werribee in Victoria 
Campbelltown and Penrith in New South Wales 
Elizabeth/Munno Para in South Australia 

"middle" urban: Box Hill in Victoria 
Ryde in New South Wales 

"inner" urban: The City of Melbourne in Victoria 
The City of South Sydney in New South Wales 

non-metropolitan: Tennant Creek in the Northern Territory 
Berril Loxtonl Renmark in South Australia 
Romal Bungil Shire in Queensland 
Richmon~, and Doomadgee in Northern Queensland * 

* The Northern Australia' Development Unit of the Department of Social Security 
conducted the study in cooperation with the Institute in the two small communities 
of Richmond and Doom~dgee. 

The three remote North Queensland and Northern Territory areas of Richmond, 
Doomadgee and Tennant Creek are the focus of separate, individual reports, while 
the other two rural areas in Queensland and South Australia will be the subject of 
subsequent combined reports. The nine urban LGAs studied form the basis for the 
first set of six reports, one of which is this report on work-related pre-school child 
care. 

Introduction to child care issues 

Child care has been a social and political issue of increasing importance in 
Australia. This has largely been due to the changing position of women within 
society, more of whom have been entering the labour force: between 1971 and 
1991 the labour force participation rate of women aged 15 years and older 
increased from 37 per cent to 52 per cent (ABS, Women and Work, Catalogue No. 
6205.2). By 1991, 60.4 per cent of couple families with dependent children had both 
parents in the labour force and, by 1993, 48.4 per cent of Australian mothers with 
children aged 0-4 years were in the labour force (ABS, 1993, Women in Australia, 
Catalogue No. 4113.0). With this change in the labour force status of women, the 
demand for child care services has increased. Between 1984 and 1993 the 
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demand for child care services has increased. Between 1984 and 1993 the 
proportion of children in Australia who had used either infromal, formal or both types 
of child care has risen from 38.5 per cent to 48.8 per cent (ABS, Australian Social 
Trends 1994, Catalogue no. 4102.0). Ochiltree (1994) notes the increasing demand 
for care of infants under twelve months of age. Significant in this increased need 
for child care has been the increased use of formal types of care (ie. community 
based or privately run child care centres, pre-school centres, family day care and 
centres at parents' work place). The proportion of children under 12 years who have 
some formal care has increased from 12 per cent to 19 per cent between 1984 and 
1993 (ABS, Australian Social Trends 1994, Catalogue no. 4102.0). 

Commonwealth, State and Local Governments, community groups and private 
enterprise are now heavily involved in the provision of a variety of formal child care 
services. The Commonwealth is now involved in funding a variety of child care 
facilities including Long Day Care Centres, Family Day Care, Occasional Care and 
Out of School Hours Care. Recent policy changes have included the introduction of 
Federal accreditation of child care centres. Through the extension of the Child Care 
Assistance scheme (or Fee Relief, as it was called when the ALSS study was 
conducted) to private child care centres and the expansion of the number of 
subsidised child care places, the Commonwealth has extended its subsidy program 
to cover most forms of formal care available in Australia. 

However, despite the growing commitment to child care by governments, formal care 
still only accounts for a minority of the care provided in Australia. In 1990, of those 
children under 12 years who were in some form of child care due to their parents' 
labour force commitments, 73 per cent had informal care and only 27 per cent had 
formal care (ABS, Australia's Welfare 1993 : Services and Assistance: 159). 
Informal care involving r~atives, friends and neighbours is also the most commonly 
used form of child care for pre-schoolers in Australia (OchiItree, 1994). 

During preliminary analysis of the data collected as part of the Australian Living 
Standards Study it became apparent that although there was a general national 
trend evident in the use of child care, there were marked differences in the patterns 
of care used in different urban localities (McDonald 1993b). It is one of the aims of 
this report to examine these differences within a broader theoretical framework. 

Theoretical considerations 

This report examines work related child care for families with children below school 
age across the nine urban areas surveyed as part of the Australian Living Standards 
Study (ALSS). 'Work related child care' relates to child care for children while 
parents are engaged in paid employment - either both parents or one parent in the 
case of single parent families. This issue of work related child care was integral to 
the design of the ALSS study for several reasons which relate to the central issue 
of family living standards. These are: the economic importance of paid work for the 
material living standards of families; the question of locational access and equity for 
families; the balance of public versus private resources for families; the rights of 
women to enter the labour force. The last issue includes mothers' rights to work 
while also having confidence in the measures employed to care for their young 
children. This is in line with ILO Convention 156, "Workers With Family 
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Responsibilities", which "makes it clear that parents should not be prevented from 
working by their responsibility for the care of children." (Ochiltree, 1994, p.5). 

As mentioned above, preliminary analysis, based on the four Victorian ALSS areas 
studied, suggested a considerable diversity in the patterns of usage of work related 
child care across those four areas. McDonald (1993b) concluded that these findings 
raised a number of questions regarding formal child care use in particular: 

Despite a higher level of receipt of fee relief among users of formal care in the 
two outer areas ... formal care is much less likely to be used in these areas than 
in the middle or inner areas .. Is this because the provision of formal child care 
is better in the inner areas? .. .ls it because those in the outer areas are unable 
to afford formal care? Or does it reflect differences in preferences, perhaps related 
to class differences in the use of informal networks?" (McDonald 1993b:27) 

Such questions relate to certain theoretical issues concerning the types of influences 
upon parents when choosing child care for their children. There are four main issues 
pertinent to family living standards and built into the design of the ALSS study which 
might impinge upon parents' choices, but there is no implication that such choices 
are necessarily free rather than constrained choices for these parents. 

First, the issue of personal (parental) preference and preference as linked with 
family parameters was considered. The question here was what difference do 
personal and family backgrounds and characteristics make to decisions about major 
daily living arrangements such as child care when parents are employed. In 
exploring personal prefprence for type of child care, certain factors were 
hypothesised as possibly influencing choice of care: some because choice may 
conform to class and cultural backgrounds or norms and some because they may 
practically constrain choice. 

The "preference" factors considered were: 

- education levels of parent(s) 
- occupation of parent(s) 
- birthplace and English-speaking background of parent(s) 
- family structure - couple or single parent headed 
- age of youngest child in the family 
- other children in family: 

- number of children 0-5 years 
- having primary school or older children living in the household 

A second theoretical consideration was the question of access of the family unit to 
various public and private services in and around their residential locality. The local 
supply of formal long day care places could influence choice, as could the daily 
mobility of parents. Having two cars in the family might make a difference to 
utilisation of formal child care facilities outside the residential LGA as well as inside 
it. Also, the proximity of extended family members might open up choices for 
informal care. 
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The "access" factors considered were: 

- proximity of maternal and! or paternal mothers (grandmothers) 
- proximity of maternal and! or paternal siblings (auntsl uncles) 
- formal care places available in the residential LGA 
- locality (outer, middle or inner urban) 
- number of cars in the family 

A third very important issue for family living standards is the work commitments and 
work conditions of parents. It is increasingly apparent that many two-parent families 
need two incomes. Although it is more common for mothers with pre-school age 
children to work part-time rather than full-time (Ochiltree, 1994), their financial 
contribution to the family can be quite considerable and, in some cases, might be 
vital. Research has also shown that single-parent families (which are predominantly 
mother-headed) fare much better when that parent is in employment than if she is 
a government pensioner (Funder, 1993). It has also been demonstrated that single 
mothers are likely to work full-time rather than part-time, even with young children 
(Funder and Millward,1993). This is probably due partly to the trade-offs between 
financial benefits and care for children when considering pension dependence versus 
earning enough money to compensate for having to arrange child care and all the 
other expenses related to paid employment. So the question arises of how job 
characteristics of the parents, particularly the mother, impact on the child care used 
by a family. 

Factors considered rega~ding parents' employment were: 

- mother's working conditions 
- status and hours/shifts/overtime/location 

- father's working conditions 
- status and hours/shifts/overtime/location 

- parents' travel time to and from work 
- parents' weekly hours of work 

The fourth dimension is the economic or material basis for family living standards. 
This issue goes beyond parental working situations to parental and family income 
on the one hand and family expenses on the other hand. The costs to parents of 
going out and earning the family income can, in part, be measured against child 
care costs, which are a direct cost to parents. The level of possible financial 
assistance from government agencies in meeting those costs is also a factor when 
considering access and equity issues for families in modern society. Does income 
make a difference to type of care used and, if so, is this independent of residential 
locality? The issue of mothers' employment is also raised here: is it financially viable 
for a mother of young children to go outside the home for paid employment - does 
she make a sufficient "profit" to compensate for the effort of making child care 
arrangements and any ensuing complications, especially regarding young children 
in the 0-5 year old age group. To examine these issues, a set of income, costs and 
benefits factors were considered in this report: 
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These "affordability" factors were: 

- net yearly income (of family and of mother) 
- weekly and yearly costs of child care (per child and for all children) 
- eligibility for, and receipt of, government Fee Relief 
- level of hypothetical entitlement to Fee Relief 
- addition to family income of mother's income after tax and child care 

costs (raw and as a percentage of family income) 
- net cost of care as a percentage of net family income 

These four main theoretical issues are examined through analysis of the above sets 
of factors, based upon ALSSdata. Differences in patterns across the nine urban 
areas studied and the impact of these factors upon child care usage form the main 
body of this report. 

Structure of the report 

Chapter 2 presents a brief socio-demographic profile for each of the nine study 
areas to set the context for presentation of the ALSS findings. The analysis in the 
report is then divided into four main sections: 

Chapter 3 examines what was actually happening with the pre-school aged children 
in the sub-sample of interest. This descriptive data identifies and compares patterns 
which exist in the child care used by these children across the nine urban localities 
under consideration. \ 

~ 

Chapter 4 focuses upon the families in the nine urban areas, rather than the 
individual children. This family data describes, compares and contrasts the situations 
of families vis-a-vis the four main theoretical areas upon which the report is based. 

Chapter 5 relates the factors representing these fundamental theoretical issues to 
main type of child care used by the family. The combined data for all the families 
in the nine localities is discussed, as are any different patterns found for individual 
localities, or groupings of urban localities. 

Chapter 6 uses the factors to build comparative explanatory models which 
simultaneously consider all the theoretical issues and attempt to identify the most 
important factors in choice of child care for working parents with pre-school aged 
children in Australia. 
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Chapter 2: Background to the 9 urban localities studied 

As discussed above, the urban Local Government Areas (LGAs) in this study were 
chosen to characterise 'inner', 'middle' or 'outer' urban areas. Here we present 
socio-demographic outlines of the nine areas studied, drawing on 1991 Census data 
and demographic profiles of the full ALSS samples which form the basis of the 
study. Much fuller socio-demographic profiles of the nine urban study areas are 
presented in Appendix B. 

Inner, middle and outer urban areas 

The 'inner' areas studied were Melbourne, which includes the Central Business 
District, and South Sydney which adjoins it. These two long established inner city 
localities each contain areas of industry and commerce as well as residential areas 
which house families across a wide range of socio-economic levels. The 
characteristics of these areas have changed through their comparatively long 
histories of settlement. The current role and future development of these areas is 
largely influenced by their proximity to the hub of the city. 

The 'middle' areas of Box Hill and Ryde are well established residential areas in 
which housing and other development is largely complete. These areas have a 
stable population level and a generally older population structure than the 'outer' or 
'fringe' areas. 

The 'outer' areas of BerWick, Werribee, Campbelltown, Penrith and Munno Para 
are located on the fring¥ of metropolitan areas. They have similar characteristics 
in that they are currently undergoing population growth and urban development. 
Areas such as these are currently absorbing a large proportion of the new 
metropolitan housing development and their populations contain many young 
families. Although also a fringe locality, Elizabeth, however, was developed by the 
South Australian Housing Trust in the 1950's as a planned self-sufficient satellite 
town and it's population has been fairly stable in recent years. 

Census and sample profiles 

Tables 2.1 to 2.4 give some indication of the number of families in each area which 
are affected by the issue of child care. It should be noted that the Census data 
presented are based upon 0-4 aged sub-populations, while this pre-school aged 
child care report is based upon the ALSS study sub-sample of pre-school children, 
which included a small proportion (7.5 0/0) of five year olds. However, due to the five 
year olds constituting such a small proportion of the ALSS pre-schoolers, 
comparisons were made between the Census data and ALSS data. 

Table 2.1 gives the actual pre-school populations of the nine urban areas plus the 
proportion this constitutes within the total population of the area. There is a 
considerable difference in the number of pre-school children in each locality because 
the size of each study area varies considerably. The most populous areas are the 

7 



Table 2.1 1991 CENSUS: Pre-school (0-4) populatlons for ALSS study areas: as percentage of total population and actual 
population. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee ElIzabeth/ Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Bm Munno Para town Sydney 

% % oAl % % % % % % 

0;0 of total population 10.1 6.3 5.9 10.3 9.8 10.8 9.8 6.5 4.8 

0-4 population N = 6978 2851 3584 7458 5974 14857 14638 5826 3715 
---4. • 

Table 2.2 1991 CENSUS: Families with pre-school aged children as percentage of total families with children for 9 ALSS 
urban study areas. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee ElIzabeth/ Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Bill Munno Para town Sydney 

% °Al OAl oAl oAl % °Al °Al °Al 

0/0 One parent families 
with child(ren) aged 0-4 3 3 9 4 12 8 5 3 12 

Number of families = 390 130 407 504 1081 1903 1330 369 562 

% Two parent families 
with child(ren) aged 0-4 41 36 32 41 35 36 38 36 29 

Number of families = 4682 1899 1409 4955 3251 8702 9321 3919 1335 

Source: ICDATA91" 



Table 2.3 1991 CENSUS: Employment status of parents of children aged 0-4 by 9 ALSS study areas *. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabethf 
Hill fM.P. 

% % % 0A» % 

Employment status of sole parents 

Employed Part Time 1 2 2 1 1 
Employed Full Time 1 1 '::..,,,-4,. , 2 1 1 
Not Employed 5 4 17

J 

6 20 
Not Stated 1 1 1 1 1 

Employment status of parents In two parent families 

Both employed part time 3 2 2 2 1 
Both employed full time 11 10 10 11 5 
One employed full time, 

one employed part time 20 27 12 18 12 
Only one employed part time 4 5 4 4 5 
Only one employed full time 35 35 23 37 28 
Neither employed 9 7 19 8 18 
Not Stated 11 8 8 11 8 

* Includes all families with children aged 0-4 including families with other older children 

Source: 1991 Census 

Campbell- Penrith Ryde 
-town 

0A» % % 

1 1 1 
1 1 1 

14 9 4 
1 1 1 

2 2 3 
10 11 12 

16 20 24 
3 4 4 

31 35 35 
12 7 6 
9 10 9 

South 
Sydney 

% 

3 
2 

23 
2 

3 
11 

14 
4 

19 
12 
8 



Table 2.4 1991 CENSUS: Effective full time child care places' available in ALSS study areas and comparison of available 
places with 1991 Census, 0-4 populatlons'. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Wenibee EHzabethl Campbell.. Penrlth 
Hill I M.P. ..town 

Long day care 

- Community based 188 70 839 100 177 603 869 
- Private 392 463 ,....2.62 91 75 1080 593 

Family day care 350 140 85 355 160 300 350 

Total: long day care places 930 673 1186 546 412 1983 1812 

Population 0-4 6978 2851 3584 7458 5974 14857 14638 

Ratio: places per 100 
of 0-4 population 0.13 0.23 0.33 0.07 0.07 0.13 0.12 

Sources: * Department of Human SeIVices and Health. March 1994; # 1991 Census 

Ryde 

196 
578 

291 

1065 

5826 

0.18 

South 
Sydney 

1074 
172 

70 

1316 

3715 

0.35 



outer areas of metropolitan Sydney, that is, Campbelltown and Penrith. These also 
contain the largest actual populations of pre-school children. 

As can be seen, there are also differences in the proportions of the pre-school (0-
4 years) populations across the areas. The largest proportions of 0-4 aged 
populations are in the outer urban areas. The proportion is considerably smaller in 
the middle urban areas and smaller again in the inner city areas, since the 
demographic nature of these areas, as situated in the inner, middle and outer rings 
of the cities, varies greatly. Table 9 in Appendix B gives some comparisons here. 
Although there are differing proportions of the 0-4 age group in the total population 
because of the age structure of outer, middle and inner areas differs (there are 
more older people in the middle and inner urban areas), when considering 0-4 as 
a proportion of all children under 20 years, the census shows similar proportions 
across the study areas. Also, the census data are for all people under 20 years, 
including those not living in families, that is, 15-19 year olds living independently. 
However, this is not inconsistent with having a higher proportion of children aged 
0-4 in the inner and middle, rather than in the outer urban localities sampled as part 
of the ALSS study. Despite these larger proportions of young children in the ALSS 
inner urban samples, Tables 13 and 14 in Appendix B show that the inner urban 
families were smaller than the others, being much more likely to have only one 
child. 

When individual localities are compared with metropolitan and national 0-4 population 
figures, it becomes clear that there is no such thing as a typical or "average" urban 
locality: the proportion for each of the areas falls either above or below the 7.5 per 
cent proportion of 0-4 aged children in the total population. Similarly, the Melbourne 
areas fall either side of the average for the greater Melbourne Statistical Division, 
which is 7.2 per cent. Thls is also the figure for the 0-4 year population group in the 
Sydney Statistical Division, while the average for Adelaide Statistical Division is 6.7 
per cent (ABS, 1991 Census). 

Table 2.2 gives some indication of the number of families with children aged 0-4 in 
each of the areas studied. The figures are divided into single parent families and 
two parent families. Again this demonstrates the differences between the areas 
involved in the study. 

The outer areas have a higher proportion of families with children aged 0-4, the 
highest being in Elizabeth/ Munno Para, where 47 per cent of the families with 
dependent children have children in this age group. This proportion drops for the 
inner areas and further for the middle areas. However, the overall difference is not 
very wide - all nine areas are within the range of 39 to 47 per cent. As a 
comparison with ALSS data, Table 7 in Appendix B shows the overall percentage 
of couple versus single parent families in the ALSS samples, The two inner urban 
areas of Melbourne and South Sydney, plus the "fringe" area of Elizabeth/ Munno 
Para have the most single parent families, which tallies with the 1991 Census data 
here. Of note is the higher proportion of single parent families in Elizabeth/ Munno 
Para and in South Sydney. These localities, especially Elizabeth, have much public 
housing. Table 47 in Appendix B, the 1991 census also shows that Melbourne and 
Campbelltown have a similar level of government rental housing to that in South 
Sydney. 
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Table 2.3 provides a breakdown of the employment status of families with children 
aged 0-4 across the study areas. This table shows that for a large number of 
families with children aged 0-4 the issue of child care is relevant. For example, in 
Box Hill up to 42 per cent of families with children aged 0-4 have either both 
parents working at least part time or a single parent working. This applies to a 
similar proportion of families (410/0) in the other middle urban area of Ryde. These 
two middle areas have the largest proportion of families with children aged 0-4 
where both parents are employed. The proportion is lower in the outer and inner 
areas and lowest in Elizabeth! Munno Para, where potentially only 20 per cent of 
the families with children aged 0-4 must organise some sort of child care while the 
parents work. In comparison with ALSS data, Tables 35 and 37 in Appendix B 
show that, in the full ALSS samples, parents in Elizabeth! Munno Para, Melbourne 
and South Sydney were the least likely to be in paid employment, while parents 
in the two middle urban samples of Box Hill and Ryde were the most likely to be 
employed. 

Table 2.4 provides a comparison of the supply of formal child care places in the 
study areas. The mix of child care places varies considerably across the areas. The 
feature of the outer areas of Melbourne is that a large proportion of the formal child 
care places available are Family Day Care places rather than centre based care. 
This is particularly the case in Werribee where Family Day Care accounts for 65 per 
cent of the available formal child care places. By contrast, in the inner areas of 
Melbourne and South Sydney Family Day Care accounts for less than 10 per cent 
of the formal child care places available. 

As a form of comparison~ the ratio of places to 0-4 aged population in each area 
is also provided, which ~emonstrates wide differences in the level of provision of 
formal child care places across the areas. It should be noted that Table 2.4 
compares the 1991 Census populations with the 1993 levels of supply of formal long 
day care places. The ALSS surveying took place in 1991-92, so a slight upward 
adjustment in population numbers across all localities could have been expected by 
1993. However, if this adjustment to population figures was made, the same sorts 
of ratios and trends could be expected as are reported here, except that all ratios 
would be slightly lower than those presented in Table 2.4. 

Using the ratios shown in Table 2.4 as a form of locality descriptor, the most 
apparent difference between the localities is that the inner areas of Melbourne and 
South Sydney have a much higher ratio of child care places to the 0-4 aged 
population than either of the middle areas or the five outer areas. The middle areas 
have, in turn, a better proportion of places than the outer urban areas generally. 
The very lowest levels of supply are in Werribee and Elizabeth! Munno Para. 

Such differing levels of supply appear to reflect a distinct social inequity between 
areas. This is highlighted if we disregard the family day care places and focus only 
upon the private and community based centre care places. For example, South 
Sydney and Melbourne have approximately 30 centre care places per 100 children 
aged 0-4, while Box Hill and Ryde have about 16 places per 100 children, but 
Werribee and Elizabeth! Munno Para have only around 3 centre care places per 100 
children aged 0-4 years. 
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There is also a great difference in the mix of private and public (community based) 
child care centres across the areas. The greatest proportion of privately run centres 
appears to be in the middle areas, with a generally higher proportion of private 
child care places available in New South Wales than in Victoria. Most of the large 
proportion of child care places in the inner areas is made up of community run child 
care centres. The relationship between the supply and use of formal child care is 
explored later in this report. 

The picture painted by these few statistics is that the areas selected for inclusion 
in this study represent a wide range of communities at different stages of 
development with differing population profiles. However, there are some broad 
similarities in family structure and other demographic characteristics apparent 
between the outer, middle and inner urban LGAs surveyed. For this report, the most 
salient feature is that there is much more formal child care available in the middle 
and inner areas than in the outer areas studied. 
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Chapter 3: Patterns of pre-school child care usage in the nine 
urban localities. 

This chapter describes the work related child care which was used by the pre
school aged children in the ALSS sub-sample as defined in Chapter 1: where there 
was at least one pre-school aged child (0-5 years) and where either both parents 
were in paid employment or, in the case of single parents, where that parent was 
in paid employment. 

Weighting and bias 

Percentages or proportions presented were not weighted since we assumed that 
they constitute an unbiased slice of data, or sub-sample, from each of the urban 
areas. There was some bias in the South Sydney sample overall, whereby 
government benefit-dependent parents were under-represented, due to fieldwork 
curtailment. However, it was assumed that this did not affect the sub-sample 
selected for the purpose of this child care report, since the analysis relates only to 
parents in paid employment. 

Definitions 

Types of Care 

Formal care has been defined to include: Family Day Care; government subsidised 
long day care centres;i privately operated long day care centres; and child care 
provided at the parent's place of employment. 

Informal care has been defined to include: care by relatives (for example 
grandparents); care by friends or neighbours; and paid 'baby sitters'. This informal 
care may be in the child's home or elsewhere and mayor may not be undertaken 
for payment. 

Within household care was that provided by persons living within the child's own 
household: that is parents~ siblings, grandparents, other relatives, boarders, friends, 
etc. who actually reside with the family. 

The 877 pre-school children, aged 0-5 years, upon whom this report is based, were 
classified into these three child care types (see Table 3.1 for details of children's 
ages and family composition). Although some children in this age bracket had two 
or more types of weekly care, either regularly or on a casual basis, the longest or 
main type of weekly child care used was the one upon which the child was initially 
classified. If there was a roughly equal amount of time spent weekly in both formal 
and informal care settings, a formal care classification took precedence over an 
informal care classification. In similar ambiguous situations regarding informal care 
and within household care, the child was classified as having informal care. Such 
ambiguous situations were not very common, however, as a clearly defined 
"longest", or main, type of care was indicated for most children. 
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Child care versus pre-school centres / kindergartens. 

In the nine urban areas studied, there were 245 four and five year old children with 
working parents who attended a pre-school program, either in a specialised pre
school centre or in a multi-function private, council or government-run centre. In her 
study of child care, Ochiltree (1994) includes preschoolsl kindergartens as forms of 
formal care, along with day care centres and family day care, when parents are 
working. Many children in the four ALSS New South Wales localities were attending 
child care centres which ran a pre-school program, so their hours of attending pre
school and the cost involved were counted as part of child care hours and costs. 
However, in the Victorian areas, only some children were attending combined 
centres, so in most cases the pre-school and child care components of their "centre" 
based care were recorded separately. 

In order to achieve some consistency between the areas surveyed and to better 
reflect the true situation and costs of formal care, some recoding of data was 
carried out for some groups of children, as follows: 

If parents indicated hours of, and fees for, pre-school attendance commensurate with 
daily half day (standard 2.5 hour) sessions and also listed quite separate child care 
arrangements, then the children's pre-school attendance was not considered to be 
the main type of formal child care. In Victoria this mainly applied to attendance at 
a special, educational & developmental oriented "pre-school" or "kindergarten" centre. 
In NSW, this mainly applied to a mUlti-purpose child care centre, running a "pre
school program" during pre-school, sessional length hours. 

If parents indicated the cf:lild had centre-based care AND attended pre-school BUT 
also indicated long hours~at a combined pre-schooll child care centre and gave cost 
details for the pre-school component but NOT separately for the child care 
component, then the long pre-school hours at a combined centre were considered 
to constitute main type of formal child care. 

If children were in pre-school/ kindergarten or preparatory classes at private schools, 
they were included in the primary school questionnaire (Part 3b) data, rather than 
the "not yet at school" questionnaire (Part 3a) which forms the basis of this report. 

If parents ONLY had paid employment restricted to the hours that their child 
attended a sessional pre-school (as common in Victoria) then this pre-school 
attendance was also considered as constituting formal work-related child care. 

Finally, if parents worked longer hours and their child attended the 2.5 hour pre
school sessions but were cared for the rest of the day by either formal or informal 
means (and these other means amounted to the longest period of care overall 
during any given week), then this other care was used to classify the main type of 
care for the child in question. 
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Table 3.1 ALSS: Age distribution of pre-school children and age of youngest child in families with pre-school aged 
children, where parents are in paid work, by locality. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabeth Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill -town Sydney 

CHILDREN: % °lb °lb °lb °lb °lb °lb °lb O,.v 

Age of child 
Less than one year 15 13 14 9 11 20 17 11 9 
One year 20 18 25 15 11 15 15 22 29 
Two years 17 19 ,_, __ ~3 17 33 15 14 27 31 
Three years 20 18 24 - 18 22 25 24 14 7 
Four years 23 22 12 23 22 21 23 18 14 
Five years 4 10 4 19 2 4 7 9 9 

Number of children per LGA = 118 137 102 108 55 75 84 113 85 

(Total children = 877) 

FAMILIES: 

Age of youngest child 
Less than one year 21 18 18 12 13 28 23 16 11 
One year 25 24 33 17 13 15 19 28 33 
Two years 18 22 23 17 35 15 10 25 34 
Three years 18 16 20 16 20 23 27 14 5 
Four years 15 14 5 19 17 15 18 8 10 
Five years 2 6 1 19 2 3 3 8 7 

Average age of youngest 
child in years 1.89 2.02 1.67 2.69 2.22 1.92 2.08 1.94 1.90 

Number of families per LGA = 87 100 79 86 46 60 62 85 73 

(Total families = 678) 



Measures 

Most tables present categorical information, either using percentages within sub
groups (or categories) for comparison across the nine localities or using combined 
data for the later comparative analyses. 

However, to summarise interval measurements with a large range of values, such 
as dollars per week, medians and standard deviations are given. The median is the 
50th percentile, that which cuts the group in half - half the cases have higher values 
and half lower than this midpoint. In most cases the mean (or average) is very close 
to the median, but the median is preferred when reporting data with much variation 
since it cuts down the distortion of the mean which can result from cases at the 
extreme limits of the range of values reported (ie. atypical cases). 

The standard deviation suggests the amount of spread within the group - if it is 
large, especially the same or larger than the median (and mean) then there is a lot 
of variation within the group. The greater the standard deviation, the more deviation 
(or "spread" within the group) and therefore the less accurately the median 
describes or summarises the information for that particular sub-group. 

To summarise interval measurements with a smaller range of values which tend to 
be grouped (ie. many people reporting the same value), such as occurs with hours 
worked per week or minutes taken to travel to work, means and standard deviations 
are given. The mean is the average for the group and, as explained above, the 
standard deviation suggests the amount of spread within the group in question. The 
range of values will vary by about the mean plus or minus the standard deviation. 

The calculation of income measures, including net and gross income for individual 
parents and families, as.~well as family income relative to the Henderson Poverty 
Line, are detailed in Appendix D. 

Child care patterns for individual urban pre-school aged children 

The first series of descriptive tables (Tables 3.1 - 3.12) focuses upon individual 
children. These tables describe the types, hours, costs, location and other details 
of work related child care for all pre-school aged children (0 to 5 years) who either 
had both parents in the paid work force or a working single parent. The proportions 
are compared across the nine urban localities studied in order to provide a 
background picture of the differences and similarities in patterns of pre-school, work 
related child care actually used by the ALSS families in different Local Government 
Areas and different States. 

Profile of families - ages of children 

Table 3.1 presents the actual ages of pre-school aged children in the families who 
form the basis of this analysiS. Werribee had the highest proportion (42 010) of four 
and five year olds, then Box Hill (32 0/0), Penrith (30 0/0) and Berwick (27 0/0). South 
Sydney and Melbourne had the highest proportions of children less than two years 
old (39 % and 38 % respectively), followed by Berwick (36 0/0) and Campbelltown 
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Table 3.2 ALSS: Longest period of work related informal or formal chlld care by locallty (excluding children cared for 
by family members within the household). 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabeth/ Campbell- Penrith Ryde South 
mn Munno Para town Sydney 

% % % % % oJi) oJi) oJi) OJi) 

Informal Care: 

A grandparent 29 27 14 36 33 33 30 25 23 
Other Relative 15 2 ~..o"~, 1 5 7 3 7 5 0 
A friend/neighbour 5 6 2' 14 19 10 10 5 4 
Baby-sitter 13 11 10 18 5 23 13 18 8 

Formal Care: 

Family Day Care 15 12 4 14 10 5 14 17 10 
Council or other Govt centre .. 3 19 53 10 26 15 19 13 42 
Private Centre 17 22 14 0 0 11 6 13 12 
Centre at Father's workplace 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
Centre at Mother's workplace 2 2 1 0 0 0 1 4 1 

Children per LGA = 86 104 83 77 42 61 70 84 77 

(Total Children: 684) 

Note • 
1h1s includes 16 four and five year old children who attend pre-school or combined centres and whose parent only works during pre-schoo) hours. 
In NSW Joca1ittes especially. it was common for four and five year olds to attend combined centres. often for full days. whJ1e parents worked. 



(35 %). This table also shows the age of youngest child for these families and the 
average age of youngest child in the family for the nine localities studied. Werribee 
had the highest average age of the youngest child in the family (2.7 years) and 
Melbourne, the lowest (1.7 years). 

Type of Care 

Table 3.2 indicates the type of work related child care used for each child for the 
longest weekly period, across the nine urban study areas. The table presents 
informal and formal care only and does not include children who are cared for within 
their own household by someone living there. Table 3.2 shows a considerable 
variation across the areas in the type of care used. 
A large proportion of' the informal care supplied by relatives was carried out by a 
grandparent. Of note also is that in the inner city areas of Melbourne and South 
Sydney, formal care, particularly centre based care, was more commonly used than 
informal care. Both these areas had a lower proportion of families using either 
relatives or neighbours, friends and baby-sitters as carers. In contrast, Werribee and 
Campbelltown were the most likely to use neighbours, friends and baby-sitters, who 
were used for nearly a third of these pre-school aged children. In Elizabethl Munno 
Para, Penrith and Ryde, neighbours, friends and baby-sitters were used for nearly 
a quarter of the children. 

Overall, families living in outer urban areas (Berwick, Werribee, Penrith, 
Campbelltown and Elizabethl Munno Para) tended to use informal care, in particular 
relatives, more than those living in inner areas. Children living in the 'middle areas' 
of Box Hill and Ryde used more of a mixture of formal and informal care than did 
those in the other study areas. Another point to note is the almost total lack of use 
of child care facilities located at parents' places of work. This is evident across all 
the study areas except Ryde, where five per cent of children being cared for outside 
their own household were attending a centre at a parent's work place. 

Table 3.3 presents a slightly different perspective on the child care arrangements 
which parents make while they are working. This summary of the longest period of 
care classifies children into mutually exclusive categories, with formal care taking 
precedence over informal care if there were two equally long, but different, weekly 
periods of care for that child. Otherwise, if the longest weekly period of care 
involved community or private centre care, family day care or care at parents' 
workplace, the child was classified as having formal care. If the longest weekly 
period of care was by neighbours, relatives, friends or baby-sitters, then the child 
was classified as having informal care. Finally, if the child was always or mostly 
cared for by persons living within their own household then the child was classified 
as having within household care. In Table 3.3, the inclusion of data for children 
who are cared for within the household shows that this was an option used by a 
considerable number of families. 

There was a higher use of formal care in Melbourne, Box Hill and South Sydney, 
particularly in the two inner city areas. The five outer urban areas seemed to rely 
more on informal care than did the middle and inner urban areas. Those not using 
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Table 3.3 ALSS: Categories of main type of child care used by pre-school aged chlldren when parents are working, 
including those cared for within the household. by locaHty. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabeth Campbell- Penrith 
Hill fM.P. -town 

oAt °Al 0A» 0A» % °Al 

Fonnal care 1 29 42 58 18 27 24 
Infonnal care2 45 34 23 53 49 57 
Within household onlj3 26 24 ,..-.,19, 29 24 19 

Children per LGA = 118 137 102 108 55 75 

(Total Children = 877) 

Notes: 1. 
2. 
3. 

Formal care is Family Day Care, Council or other Government Centre, Prtvate Centre, Centre at Parent's Workplace. 
Informal care is by relatives. friends, neighbours and baby sitters. 
Within househo1d care 18 by famUy members living in the same house as the child. 

% 

33 
50 
17 

84 

Ryde South 
Sydney 

°Al % 

35 59 
39 32 
26 9 

113 85 



Table 3.4 ALSS: Location of longest period of child care outside the home and average weekly hours of formal and 
informal types of child care for individual children, by locality. 

Berwick BOl[ Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabeth Campbell- Penrith Ryde South 
Hill -town Sydney 

LOCATION OF CARE GAl GAl GAl GAl GAl GAl GAl GAl GAl 

Care outside the home: 

Within residential LGA 73 63 80 74 61 78 75 64 65 
Other LGA 23 37 15 20 39 22 25 36 35 
Not Stated 4 0 -' .... r 5 6 0 0 0 0 0 

Children per LGA = 71 67 60 70 33 49 57 59 51 

(Total Children = 51 7) 

HOURS OF CARE Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours 
per per per per per per per per per 

Formal care: week week week week week week week week week 

Mean hours per week 34 24 29 32 25 24 15 23 28 
(std dev) (I 6) (I 3) (29) (I 1) (I 6) (13) (15) (13) (12) 

Children per LGA = 33 56 58 19 13 18 28 35 50 

Informal care: 

Mean hours per week 20 13 22 16 16 23 19 23 17 
(std dev) (17) (11) (13) (12) (12) (16) (15) (16) (13) 

Children per LGA 53 47 23 57 27 42 40 44 26 

Total Cases: 669 



any form of child care outside the home ranged from 17 to 29 per cent across the 
areas, except for South Sydney, where only nine per cent of children were looked 
after within the household. 

Location and hours of care 

Table 3.4 presents the location of child care outside the home and the average 
hours of child care for children whose main type of care was formal or informal 
care. The location of care gives an indication of the distance travelled from the 
home and also the convenience to home of the child care arrangements. It is 
apparent that the great majority of the ALSS children attended child care within their 
residential LGA. This constituted between 61 per cent of children in Elizabeth/ 
Munno Para and 80 per cent of children in Melbourne. 

However, this should not be interpreted as implying that the remainder of the 
sample were using inconveniently located child care, as the arrangements which 
families make must suit their lifestyles and working arrangements. In fact, separate 
analysis showed that children were more likely to attend care outside their 
residential LGA when the parents' employment took them outside the area as well. 
Furthermore, the location of the child care was more closely linked to the location 
of the mother's employment than that of the father. 

Table 3.4 also shows that for formal care the mean hours for Berwick, Werribee, 
Melbourne and South Sydney were longest, but a very large standard deviation for 
Melbourne means that the range of hours there was very broad - from one to 60 
hours per week! The next longest hours, on average, were for Campbelltown, 
Elizabeth/ Munno Para, Bpx Hill and Ryde, with the shortest formal care hours being 
for Penrith.~; 

The mean length of time spent by children in informal care is shorter than for formal 
care in all localities except Penrith and in Ryde and Campbelltown it is about the 
same. The longest average periods spent by children in informal care were found 
in Berwick, Melbourne, Campbelltown and Ryde (20-23 hours of informal care per 
week). The shortest average weekly periods of informal care were found in Box Hill, 
Werribee, Elizabeth/ Munno Para ( 13-16 hours of informal care per week). 
However, across.alllocalities the standard deviations were similar, indicating similarly 
large amounts of variation in the length of time spent in informal care by children 
within any given locality surveyed. 

Taking children to and from care 

Parents were asked to indicate how their child was taken to and from child care and 
who dropped off and picked up the child from child care. Both Table 3.5 and Table 
3.6 indicate strongly that the mother is the main family member who transports the 
children to and from child care. This is the case across all the study areas but it is 
most pronounced in the outer urban areas and seems to diminish for the middle 
urban areas and more still for the inner urban areas. 
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Table 3.5 ALSS: When care is outside the home, who 'often or always' takes the pre-school aged child TO care and 
means of transport 'often or always' used, by locality . 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee Elizabethl Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill Munno Para -town Sydney 

Who takes child Gib Gib Gib Gib Gib Gib Gib Gib Gib 

Child goes by him/herself 0 3 5 1 0 2 0 2 4 
Mother 80 72 67 83 76 73 88 71 63 
Father 28 34 "'0.4.,27, 19 18 10 14 15 31 
Step Mother or Father 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Older brother or sister 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
Other relative 0 1 0 0 0 6 0 2 0 
Care provider 0 3 3 1 6 6 2 7 4 

How child is taken 

Walks 0 6 20 7 9 16 4 0 18 
Car Only 97 88 68 93 88 82 88 100 67 
Public Transport 0 0 0 0 3 2 4 0 4 
Car and public transport 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 
Other 0 1 3 0 0 2 0 2 2 

Children per LOA = 71 67 60 70 33 49 57 59 51 

(Total Chlldren = 51 7) 



Table 3.6 . ALSS: When care Is outside the home, who 'often or always' collects the pre-school aged child FROM care 
and means of transport 'often or always' used, by locality 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabeth/ Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill Munno Para -town Sydney 

Who collects child % °Al °Al °Al °Al °Al °Al % % 

Child goes by him/herself 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Mother 73 81 63 79 67 65 70 64 61 
Father 34 24 -'-4..,23 31 30 22 28 31 33 
~tep Mother or Father 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Older brother or sister 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Other relative 0 0 0 1 3 8 2 5 0 
Care provider 1 3 2 0 3 4 2 8 4 

How chlId is collected 

Walks 1 6 13 9 9 12 5 0 16 
Car Only 94 93 72 91 85 86 88 100 69 
Public Transport 1 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 4 
Car and pubUc transport 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 3 1 0 0 2 0 0 

Children per LGA = 71 67 60 70 33 49 57 59 51 

(Total Children = 51 7) 



In comparing the figures for those who take the children to child care (Table 3.5) 
and those who pick up children from child care (Table 3.6) it appears that fathers 
are slightly more likely to pick the children up from child care than to drop them off. 
This is not consistent across all the areas in the study but appears to be a trend. 
Overall, fathers in the inner urban area seemed most likely to play a role in 
transporting children to or from child care. 

The vast majority of children travelled to child care by motor car. This was more 
likely to take place in the outer or middle urban areas than in the inner areas 
studied. In these inner areas children were the most likely to walk to child care 
(nearly a fifth did so) and this also applied, though to a slightly lesser extent, in 
Campbelltown (where 16 % did so). Overall, there was not a great deal of difference 
between the mode of transport used to take a child to, and pick a child up from, 
child care outside the home. 

Care when children are sick 

Parents were asked what arrangements they made for sick children. Parents were 
asked to indicate whether they used an arrangement always, often, sometimes or 
rarely. Table 3.7 presents the data for children whose parents used a particular 
arrangement either always or often. 

I n many cases parents were able to stay at work with either the usual child care 
arrangements continuing or alternative care being organised. Children in the LGAs 
using the most informal care were the ones least likely to have alternative child care 
arrangements organised when they were ill: parents who said the same form of care 
continues were much mpre likely to be using informal than formal types of care. 
Thirty-five per cent of those with informal care indicated that normal child care 
arrangements often or always continued, but a similar situation existed for only six 
per cent of those using formal care. 

I n slightly more than half the cases, however, the parents' work was significantly 
disrupted by a sick child. In most of these cases it was the mother who took 
responsibility for looking after the child. Grandparents were the next most likely to 
be called upon for this emergency care and then, to a lesser extent, older siblings 
or the father would care for the sick child. 

Satisfaction with care 

Parents were asked to rate their level of satisfaction with thirteen aspects of child 
care provided outside the home. They were given a scale of one to nine, where one 
meant "extremely dissatisfied", five. meant "mixed feelings" and nine meant 
"extremely satisfied". Although for eleven of the thirteen items listed only a few 
parents indicated that that particular aspect of child care "doesn't concern me", the 
majority indicated a lack of concern regarding the remaining two items. These were 
"The provision of services for persons whose first language is not English" and "The 
level of understanding of your culture or ethnic background". For these two aspects 
of child care, 86 and 72 per cent of parents, respectively indicated that they were 

16 



Table 3.7 ALSS: Where care is not normally provided within the household, who 'often or alwaysh cares for the sick 
pre-school aged child durlng parents' normal working hours. by locality 

Berwick Box Melboume Werrlbee Elizabeth/ Campbell Penrlth 
Hill Munno Para -town 

O,.f, Om Om % Om % Om 

Nonnal child care continues 30 18 18 21 21 33 32 
Child looks after him/herself 0 2 3 1 0 0 0 
Mother 49 56 37 57 44 42 48 
Father 7 6 c"· ...... , 7 11 5 5 12 
Older brother or slster2 0 4 10 8 10 7 3 
Grandparents 16 19 13 11 13 17 17 
Other relative 1 2 0 1 3 0 0 
Friend 1 1 0 0 3 0 2 

Children per LGA = 83 98 76 75 39 57 65 

(Total Children = 645) 

Notes: I.'Always or often' indicates the main method used as distinct from 'rarely or sometimes' used. Therefore data for some localities do not sum to 100%. 
2. Of those who have an older sI'61Iiig (N=636). 

Ryde South 
Sydney 

Om Om 

16 18 
0 1 

43 51 
9 18 
0 12 

16 9 
3 0 
0 1 

76 76 



not concerned. Due to this overall lack of concern, these two aspects of satisfaction 
with child care are not reported upon here. 

Overall, the great majority of parents were clearly satisfied with most aspects of 
child care, so only dissatisfaction or mixed feelings are presented in Tables 3.8 -
3.10, in an effort to identify the areas of concern for parents using different types 
of care for their children not yet at school. 

In general, the highest levels of dissatisfaction with, or mixed feelings about the 
cost, arrangements for sick children, location and hours of child care were 
expressed regarding children attending formal centres (Table 3.8). First, it should be 
noted that the numbers of children using centre care whose parents registered some 
dissatisfaction with that care were so low in We rri bee , Elizabeth! Munno Para, 
Campbelltown and Penrith (concerning fewer than 20 children) that they are not 
reported upon in Table 3.8. In the other five localities, around fifty to seventy per 
cent of parents whose child was attending formal centre-based care were dissatisfied 
with the costs for that child. They also expressed concern regarding arrangements 
for sick children, especially in the New South Wales areas. Location of the centre 
used was a source of dissatisfaction regarding around one fifth of these children, 
with hours available also causing concern, especially in the Ryde and Melbourne 
LGAs. 

The only aspects causing dissatisfaction or mixed feelings regarding children who 
attended family day care were cost and arrangements for sick children, but to a 
lesser extent than for children attending formal centres. These results are not 
presented in a separate table, due to the small numbers involved within each 
locality, which constituted only a third as many children as attended formal care 
centres. However, with f~mily day care there was little dissatisfaction with location 
or hours available, which')suggests more flexibility for family day care users than for 
private, council/ government or workplace centre users. 

Tables 3.9 and 3.10 concern children in informal care. Levels of dissatisfaction and 
mixed feelings are presented separately for those cared for by relatives and those 
cared for by friends, neighbours and baby-sitters, including nannies. When looked 
after by relatives (mostly grandmothers), Table 3.9 demonstrates the low levels of 
concern regarding costs and arrangements for sick children, but a little more 
concern about the lack of opportunity to mix with other children. There was more 
concern about what the child learns during care than with formal centres, and still 
some dissatisfaction with the convenience of location. 

For children cared for privately by non-relatives, Table 3.10 shows that the most 
dissatisfaction or mixed feelings related to cost, arrangements for sick children, what 
the child learns during care and the opportunity to mix with other children. There 
was a little more dissatisfaction expressed here than for the children being cared for 
by relatives. In fact, on the whole, especially when taking cost into consideration, 
the most satisfied parents of all were those whose relatives cared for their pre
school aged children. 
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Table 3.8 ALSS: Percentages of dissatisfaction or mixed feelings about various aspects of formal, centre-based child 
caret, for children not yet at school. by locality. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrfbee Elizabeth Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
HiU -town Sydney 

GJb % OJb 0A» 0A» % OA» % % 

The cost involved 50 64 49 * * * * 65 68 
The person who is the carer 15 2 2 * * • * 10 13 
The level of training of 

the staff 10 9 6 * • • * 10 13 
The actMUes of the child ~. "'&-4. .. 

during care 5 11 8 • * * • 0 18 
Arrangements made when the 

child gets sick 5 20 38 * * • * 65 55 
How happy child is at care 10 7 6 * • * • 10 8 
What the child learns at care 5 5 4 .. * * * 0 3 
The opportunity to mix with 

other children 0 2 0 * * • * 10 8 
Hours of care available 5 11 21 .. * • * 30 15 
Convenience of the location 

in relation to workplace 15 23 17 * • • • 15 18 
The respect you receive as 

a person 0 0 2 * * * • 15 13 

Children per LOA = (20) (44) (53) (8) (9) (15) (15) (20) (40) 
Total Children = 224 

Note: 
1 This includes prtvate. councU/ government and workplace child care centres. 
• The numbers in these localities who gave opinions about formal care were too small Oess than 20 chUdren) for comparison with other localIties. 



Table 3.9 ALSS: Percentages of dissatisfaction or mixed feelings about various aspects of informal child care provided 
by relatives, for children not yet at school, by locality. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee Elizabeth Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill -town Sydney 

% o~ o~ o~ % o~ o~ o~ o~ 

The cost involved 6 0 * 16 * 18 8 24 * 
The person who is the carer 3 0 * 3 * 9 4 12 * 
The level of training of 

the staff 3 0 * 3 * 5 0 16 • 
The activities of the chUd - ~ ............. 

during care 3 0 *' 9 • 18 4 12 * 
Arrangements made when the 

chUd gets sick 18 0 * 6 * 23 0 20 * 
How happy child is at care 6 0 * 3 * 9 4 8 * 
What the child learns at care 9 0 * 6 * 23 13 8 * 
The opportunity to mix with 

other children 6 12 * 19 • 27 25 12 * 
Hours of care available 3 0 * 3 • 9 8 24 • 
Convenience of the location 

in relation to workplace 6 4 * 13 * 18 33 24 • 
The respect you receive as 

a person 0 0 * 3 • 14 4 8 • 

Children per LGA = (34) (25) ·(13) (32) ·(17) (22) (24) (25) ·(17) 
Total Children = 209 

Note: 
• The numbers answering for these three localities were very small and therefore not reported for comparison here. 



Table 3.10 ALSS: Numbers 1 of parents stating dissatisfaction or mixed feeUngs about various aspects of informal child 
care provided by NON-relatives', for pre-school aged chlldren. by locality. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabeth Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill IM.P. -town Sydney 

N N N N N N N N N 
Aspect of non-relative care: 

The cost involved 3 4 5 5 0 5 2 7 3 
The person who is the carer 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
The level of training of 

the staff 2 0 1 1 0 6 1 1 0 
The activities of the child _ .... -.4..,. 

during care 2 1 1 ' 2 0 2 1 3 1 
Arrangements made when the 

child gets sick 1 3 1 2 2 3 4 3 4 
How happy child 1s at care 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 
What the child learns at care 5 1 1 2 1 5 1 2 1 
The opportunity to mix with 

other children 0 3 4 1 1 5 1 2 0 
Hours of care ava1lable 0 1 3 2 0 0 0 4 1 
Convenience of the location 

in relation to workplace 1 1 1 3 0 4 0 3 2 

N. Children per locality • (14) (15) (10) (25) (10) (20) (16) (18) (9) 
(Total Children = 137) 

Note: 1. Raw numbers. not percentages are used because the number of chtIdren In NON-relative informal care was small within each locality and also because 
only parents registering mixed feelings or dissatisfaction with this care are Included in this table. 
2. This includes frtends. neighbours. baby-sitters and nannies. 
• Parents were recording dissatisfaction for care used by tndtvtdual children. 



Reasons for not using formal child care. 

Parents were asked to indicate the reasons why they did or did not use formal child 
care arrangements for their pre-school aged children. The items presented in Tables 
3.11 and 3.12 (below) covered the range of theoretical issues under discussion in 
this report. They included parents' personal preferences and knowledge, the 
characteristics of their child, access to alternative carers, location of the care, 
affordability and the fit between scheduling of parents' work and the operation of 
formal care. 

For those who did not use formal care it appears that the families were concerned 
about the type of care their child would receive. The most numerous responses to 
this question were: "The carer offered to do it", "A familiar place is best for children 
of this age" and "Don't want child looked after by strangers". This suggests that 
many of the families not using formal child care were in a position to choose the 
type of care. In most areas more than half (up to 840/0 in Campbelltown) indicated 
that there was someone who had offered to undertake the caring responsibilities. 
Many of those not using formal care (ranging from a quarter to almost three 
quarters across the areas) also indicated that the formal care available was too 
inflexible for their needs. Of those parents whose decision was partly due to an 
informal setting being "best for children of this age", nearly two thirds were referring 
to children who were two years old or younger (in 40 per cent of cases the child 
was one year old or younger). 

These findings suggest that parental opinion of what is best for their children 
outweighed the other reasons which were presented. Only a relatively small number 
of families (the highest was 11 % in Werribee) felt that the formal care which was 
available was of a poor quality. Similar small numbers indicated that the reason that 
they did not use formal d,are was as a result of believing that their child would not 
fit in or that they felt their child did not like formal care. 

A varying number (from 10 to 50%) indicated that they could not afford to use 
formal care because of the cost. Indication that cost was a problem was most likely 
in Werribee, Elizabeth/ Munno Para, Penrith and South Sydney. However, there 
does not appear to be a relationship between those who indicated that cost was a 
problem and level of income: upon further investigation, it was found that most 
income groups were roughly equally represented among these parents. 

Of note is that some parents thought there was no formal care in the area, and 
indeed, there is very little available in the outer urban areas studied. Also, others 
(up to 35% in Campbelltown) did not know much about the formal care which was 
available in the area. It seems that some families were not aware of all the child 
care options which were available to them when making their decisions. 

Some parents indicated additional reasons why they did not use formal care and 
gave comments regarding these. A substantial proportion of the comments either 
indicated that there were no formal child care places available locally or that they 
were currently on waiting lists for formal care. Others indicated that they preferred 
informal care, especially by relatives. Of note also is that several parents indicated 
that they had philosophical objections to formal child care. The only other theme in 
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Table 3.11 ALSS: Parents' reasons for not using formal chlld care for pre-school aged chlldren, by locality. 

Berwick BOl[ Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabeth/ Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill Munno Para -town Sydney 

0"t, 0"t, 0"t, 0"t, % 0"t, 0"t, 0"t, 0"t, 

Does not exist in the area '8 0 5 11 19 22 0 0 5 
No need, cared for by 

household member 22 33 20 24 31 27 13 23 41 
Don't want child looked 

after by strangers 59 56 '---4. ,30 33 42 43 44 48 36 
Fonnal care available 

is of poor quality 10 5 5 11 8 3 15 0 9 
Carer offered to do it 67 56 45 49 69 84 72 61 55 
Can't afford formal care 22 18 10 44 50 32 44 13 41 
Don't know much about 

formal care 10 21 5 9 12 35 13 26 23 
A familiar place is best 

for children of this age 61 64 53 47 62 76 72 61 59 
Fonnal care times, days 

are too inflexible 30 33 45 25 73 43 36 29 36 
Too dUIlcult to organise 

formal care 6 28 25 13 42 38 8 32 18 
Child would not fit in 0 10 10 0 15 8 0 6 0 
Child does'nt like formal care 2 14 10 5 0 3 0 3 0 
Child has a disabUity 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Not appropriate to our culture 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other reasons 10 20 35 18 8 21 18 16 36 

Children per LGA = 50 39 20 55 26 37 39 31 22 



Table 3.12 ALSS: Parents· reasons for using formal child care for pre-school aged children. by locality 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werribee ElIzabeth/ Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill Munno Para -town Sydney 

O,v % O,v O,v % % % O,v O,v 

No relative/friend aVailable 38 75 57 67 * * 76 55 59 
Provides a good, caring 

envirorunent for the child 97 90 93 90 * * 100 93 92 
We like what the child learns 

at place of care 85 72 -'..&.r85, 95 * * 92 86 90 
We trust care provider 94 88 93 100 * * 100 89 90 
Prepares the child for school 59 50 53 80 * * 84 59 67 
We can afford fonnal care 79 66 68 76 * * 84 73 69 
We can get Goverrunent subsidy 56 24 27 38 * * 36 14 20 
Employer subsidises the cost 9 5 0 10 * * 0 5 4 
Convenient hours available 88 92 83 86 * * 92 77 86 
Convenient location 82 84 81 76 * * 80 80 92 
Flexible hours available 71 64 52 76 * * 76 50 53 
It was recommended by someone 29 25 43 33 * * 36 43 43 
There was little other chOice 35 39 40 43 * * 68 61 65 
Child's age was a problem with 

other places 9 3 12 10 * * 32 41 43 
Close to (our) work if needed 38 41 53 38 * * 68 56 61 
Child is with his/her friends 35 41 32 43 * * 48 52 45 
Start school with same children 18 13 30 14 * * 24 20 16 
Other reasons 12 10 7 10 * * 8 18 20 

N (Cases per LGA) 34 61 60 21 14· 18· 25 44 51 

Note • Numbers answering in these two localities were too small for compartsons to be made here. 



comments supplied was that some parents felt that their child was too young to be 
placed in a formal child care setting. 

Reasons for using formal child care. 

Table 3.12, which relates to the reasons why families did use formal child care 
attracted high positive responses to a number of categories. This suggests that 
families look for a number of features when deciding on the type of child care they 
use. It also appears that these features are provided in the formal child care used 
by their children. Parents were most likely to list looking for formal child care with 
a "good environment" and trustworthy guardians where the child can learn and 
prepare for school. Convenience of hours and location were also important to fitting 
into working parents' schedules. 

Families in New South Wales were most likely to indicate that there was little other 
choice or that the child's age was a problem with other places. However, many 
parents also said they had no relative or friend available to provide the child care, 
so for these families, it appears that the availability of relatives was a factor in their 
decision to use formal care. 

Again some parents provided comments on other reasons for using formal child 
care. The most common theme was that parents felt the quality of the care provided 
was good and that the formal setting provided an opportunity for children to learn 
social skills. There were also comments relating to the trained staff in child care 
centres and that they preferred their child was cared for in such an environment. 

The interaction between· choice and necessity, or preference and access, when 
organising care for young children will be explored later on in Chapter 5. So too will 
interactions between child care types and issues such as family type and structure, 
parents' employment commitments, availability of kin and affordability of care. 
Parents' perceptions here have indicated that affordability and practicality of care, 
as well as availability of alternative carers are contributing factors to the choice of 
formal care for pre-school aged children. 

Summary of usage 

An examination of children's use of work-related child care across the nine areas 
presents evidence of both common themes and regional differences in the choice 
and use of child care services. 

Fairly common locational characteristics of child care were that formal care hours 
were longer than informal hours and that families tended to access child care in 
their own residential Local Government Area. There was, however, a substantial 
minority who expressed dissatisfaction with the location of the centre based care 
they were using. 

Another common feature of child care was that even where both parents were 
working it was the mothers who mostly took responsibility for transporting children 
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to and from care and for taking time off work to care for their sick children. So the 
practicalities of child care seem more related to mothers' daily schedule and work 
force attachment than to fathers'. 

Differences existed in the typical care used for young children in different localities. 
The heaviest use of formal care was by children living in the inner urban areas. 
Middle urban areas used moderate levels of formal care, and the outer urban 
localities, less. Although children in the outer urban localities were more likely to 
have informal carers, one aspect which was consistent across all areas was that 
relatives, particularly grandparents, filled the majority of the informal child care 
responsibilities. In fact, over one fifth of all the children were mainly cared for by a 
grandmother while their parent(s) worked. Child care by others living in the 
household was also common, involving over one fifth of all these pre-school aged 
children. 

Many parents felt there were distinct advantages in organising some form of informal 
child care. These advantages include increased flexibility, lower cost and less 
disruption if the child is ill. Many of those using informal care were concerned about 
the lack of familiarity of carers in formal settings and preferred to have someone 
they trust caring for their child. There were nevertheless areas of dissatisfaction 
expressed regarding informal child care arrangements. Parents here referred mostly 
to the lack of opportunity for children to mix with others of the same age and 
concern over what the child learns while in care. 

Parents chose formal child care for a variety of reasons. Some seemed to want 
more than just care from a formal setting, seeking an environment where their child 
would be cared for by trained staff and where the child would be able to learn and 
prepare for more formal· education. Many parents also appeared to value the 
socialising aspect of thS formal child care arrangements. Again some parents 
reported dissatisfaction with some aspects of formal child care. These were mainly 
the cost of the care and concern over arrangements which needed to be made 
when their child was ill. 
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Chapter 4: Factors which may influence type of care used by 
families across the nine urban localities. 

The second part of this ALSS child care analysis focuses upon the factors which 
represent the underlying theoretical issues under discussion. First, this chapter 
describes family structures across the nine urban localities (Table 4.1) since these 
may influence parental preference in choice of care. In order to paint the overall 
picture of the family situation rather than reporting upon each of their individual 
children, it then describes the main type of child care used by the families for all 
young siblings not yet at school. In most cases, the same longest period of care (or 
main type of care) was used for all children in the family who were aged 0 - 5 
years (Table 4.2). 

Tables 4.3 & 4.4 then compare across the nine localities other factors affecting 
parental preference (mothers' and fathers' characteristics such as education, 
occupation and ethnicity) as it is theorised that such class and cultural factors may 
influence overall type of care used by the family for these young children. 

Regarding the second theoretical issue, that of local access to care, Tables 4.5 -
4.7 describe and compare the local availability of extended family members (as 

potential carers) and the number of domestic vehicles in the household - for 
transportation of parents to work and children to child care or school. 

Thirdly, the work force attachment and commitments of the parents are presented 
in Tables 4.8 - 4.12, as these have a direct link with the need for work-related child 
care. Whether or not thi~ link is systematically associated with particular types of 
care used by the family will be explored in Chapters 5 and 6. 

Finally, the fourth theoretical underpinning, financial situation and affordability of 
care, is presented for the nine urban localities in Tables 4.13 - 4.16. Affordability, 
especially of formal types of care for families with little other help available could 
also be an important factor in decisions about child care. Factors described and 
compared across localities in this chapter are mother's personal income and family 
income, overall costs of child· care for all pre-school children involved, mothers' 
income after costs and Child Care Assistance (Fee Relief) entitlement and!or receipt. 

Family structure by locality 

Table 4.1 shows that these families with pre-school aged children were 
predominantly couple headed: the proportion of single parent families ranged from 
only two per cent in Box Hill, Penrith and Ryde to thirteen per cent in Elizabeth! 
Munno Para. This distribution of single parent families suggested that there were 
some areas included in the study where single parents were more likely to be 
located. These are typically areas with public housing, and often inner city areas 
with much public infrastructure such as public transport and public hospitals, which 
are essential to families with lower incomes. These areas also tend have high 
unemployment, but this factor did not affect the families who were the focus of this 

21 



Table 4.1 ALSS: Family structure and number of pre-school aged children and older siblings in families with pre-
school aged children where parents are in paid work, by locallty. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Wenibee Elizabeth Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill fM.P. -town Sydney 

Family Structure: °lb °lb °lb °lb °lb % °lb % °lb 

Couple headed 95 98 91 90 87 92 98 98 90 
Single parent headed 5 2 9 10 13 8 2 2 10 

Number of pre-schoolers 
~ - ~ ......... r 

One 66 66 68' 79 83 72 65 71 84 
Two 33 31 32 16 15 28 35 25 16 
Three 1 3 0 5 2 0 0 4 0 

Number of older siblings 

None 47 55 72 53 57 53 56 56 88 
One 39 28 20 23 30 27 31 33 8 
Two or more 14 17 8 23 13 20 13 11 4 

N (Cases per LGA) 87 100 79 86 46 60 62 85 73 
Total cases: 678 families 



report, since these parents were all in some form of paid employment (for more 
details on housing and employment situations in the localities studied please refer 
to other reports in this series on housing, by A. Burbidge and I. Winter and on 
employment, by H. Brownlee). 

Table 4.1 also shows that the majority of families had only one pre-school aged 
child, with the highest percentage of such families living in Elizabeth! Munno Para 
or South Sydney. However, in six of the localities studied, between 28 and 35 per 
cent of families had two or more children not yet at school, with Berwick, Box Hill, 
Melbourne and Penrith being a little more likely to have two or more of these young 
children. In all except the two inner urban areas, between 40 and 50 per cent of 
families also had children of primary school age or older, with the outer areas of 
Berwick, Werribee and Campbelltown having the most older siblings. The South 
Sydney sample had by far the greatest proportion of single, pre-school aged child 
families, with the other inner city area of Melbourne coming next in magnitude. 

I n summary, the distribution of single parent families was spread across localities, 
with roughly half having around ten per cent and half having only five per cent or 
fewer. Families in the inner areas were less likely to have older children, while, in 
the other localities, around half the families had older children. 

Main type of care per family 

The differences in patterns of care within the nine urnan localities can be illustrated 
by summarising the main type (longest weekly period) of care used by all pre
school children within a family. Table 4.2 summarises the main type of child care 
used for all pre-school c~ildren in the family, for the longest period of work-related 
care. In most cases, siblings in the 0-5 age group used the same type of weekly 
care but, as shown in Table 4.2, there was a small percentage of families who used 
different 'longest periods' of care for different children. For example, in some cases, 
this was within household care for a new baby and centre care or grandmother care 
for an older child. In a few cases it was pre-school centre or kindergarten care for 
a four or five year old and a friend or relative for a younger child. 

In summary, the highest use of informal care was in the outer or fringe urban areas. 
The highest use of formal care was in the inner urban areas, which could be related 
to supply of family day care and centre care places in these local government areas 
(see Table 2.4 in Chapter 2 for the ratio of long day care places to 0-4 year old 
population). 

Parental preference by locality 

Regarding family and personal preferences for types of child care, the social 
background characteristics of parents were explored via comparisons of measures 
of class and social status across the nine urban localities. Parents were asked to 
indicate their highest formal educational attainment and this presented, across the 
nine study areas, in Table 4.3. The areas which had the highest level of formal 
education were the inner areas of Melbourne and Sydney, where more than two 
thirds of both the fathers and mothers have gained tertiary qualifications of some 
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Table 4.2 ALSS: FamWes' main type of longest period of work-related child care for all pre-school aged children in 
the family. by locality (for overall totals. see notes below). 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabeth Campbell- Penrith 
Hill -town 

% °16 °16 °16 °16 % 

Fonnal care 1 30 45 58 21 28 22 
InfoInlal care 2 45 30 19 57 48 60 
Within household care 3 25 23 -<--. r 16 22 24 15 
Different types of care 
for pre-school siblings 4 0 2 6 0 0 3 

N (Cases per LGA) 87 100 79 86 46 60 

Total families : 678 

Notes: 1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Formal care is Family Day Care. Council or other Government Centre. Private Centre. Centre at Parent's Workplace rrotal = 37 %). 
Informal care 18 by relatives. friends. neighbours and baby sitters (Total = 41 %). 
Within household care 18 family members IMng in the same house (Total = 19 %). 
For example: private centre for one child. grandmother for other chUd ( Total = 3 %). 

°16 

31 
52 
16 

2 

62 

Ryde South 
Sydney 

°16 °16 

34 59 
39 32 
21 7 

6 3 

85 73 



Table 4.3 ALSS: Highest educational level attained by employed parents of pre-school aged children, by locality. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee Elizabeth/ Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill /M.P. -town Sydney 

o~ O,i) O,i) O,i) O,i) O,i) O,i) O,i) o,i) 

Mothers: 

Year 10 or less 23 6 10 27 24 35 29 16 8 
Year 11,12 Trade or 

Business Certificate 59 30 13 55 63 40 55 41 26 
Tertiary 18 63 ,", ....... ,77, 16 9 23 16 42 64 

N. Mothers per LGA = 87 99 79 86 46 60 62 85 73 
(Total Families = 677) 

Fathers: 

Year 10 or less 19 4 9 13 33 16 26 8 5 
Year 11,12 Trade or 

Business Certificate 58 36 14 69 53 69 59 52 29 
Tertiary 23 60 77 17 10 13 15 40 65 

N. Fathers per LGA = 83 99 70 77 40 55 61 83 66 
(Total Families = 634) 

Note: Due to lack of infonnatlon in some cases percentages do not sum to 100 



kind. Box Hill also had a high proportion of parents with tertiary qualifications. In 
contrast to these areas, Elizabethl Munno Para had the lowest level of tertiary 
education. 

The educational data presented here indicate some similarities between localities in 
the level of education attained. For example, in Berwick, Werribee, Campbelltown 
and Penrith less than a quarter of both mothers and fathers had tertiary educations, 
whereas in Box Hill, Melbourne and South Sydney more than 60 per cent had a 
tertiary education. Generally, the educational level attained increased from the outer 
suburban areas through the middle areas to the inner suburban areas and so 
appears to be related to the "rings" of urban settlement. 

Parents were also asked to indicate their occupations as part of the survey. These 
have been classified and presented in Table 4.4. The data illustrate the considerable 
differences which exist across the nine urban localities and these differences are 
evident across all occupation classifications. 

The contrast between some areas is no more stark than between Elizabethl Munno 
Para and South Sydney. In South Sydney 70 per cent of fathers and 48 per cent 
of mothers fell into the classification of either managers/administrators or 
professionals: in Elizabeth/Munno Para these sectors of the work force accounted 
for 10 per cent of fathers and 13 per cent of mothers. Other areas with high levels 
of managersl administrators or professionals were Box Hill and Melbourne and, to 
a lesser extent, Ryde. These areas had a correspondingly lower number of other 
occupations. 

The main occupational characteristics of each area were as follows: Berwick had a 
mixture of all occupatio~ classifications but particularly tradespersons among the 
fathers and clerical workers among the mothers; Box Hill had a high concentration 
of professionals and managers/administrators particularly among fathers but also 
among mothers; Melbourne had high concentrations of managers/administrators and 
professionals with a more even distribution between mothers and fathers; Werribee's 
main concentration was of tradespeople among the fathers and clerical workers 
among the mothers; Elizabethl Munno Para had mainly tradespeople among the 
fathers and sales and personal service workers among the mothers (there was also 
a higher concentration of labourers and unskilled workers in Elizabeth/ Munno Para 
than in any of the other study areas); Campbelltown had concentrations mainly of 
tradespeople among the fathers and clerical workers among the mothers; Penrith 
had more of an even mix of occupational types among the fathers, the largest group 
being para-professionals, but a less even mix of occupations among the mothers -
with a large concentration of clerical workers; Ryde fathers and mothers were 

mainly professionals, but a quarter of the mothers fell into the clerical classification; 
South Sydney had a very high concentration of professionals, particularly among 
fathers but also mothers (here a quarter of the mothers fell into the classification of 
clerical workers too). 

To summarise, occupational level, as with educational level, increased from the outer 
urban areas through the middle areas to the inner urban areas and so also appears 
to be related to locality. 
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Table 4.4 ALSS: Occupational classlftcation of employed parents with pre-school-aged children. by locality. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee Elizabeth/ Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hlll /M.P. -town Sydney 

Mothers: % 0Ji, % 0Ji, % 0Ji, 0Ji, % % 

Managers/ Administrators 1 7 14 2 2 0 5 5 7 
Professionals 9 31 48 7 11 12 13 27 41 
Para-professionals 7 15 9 6 9 12 6 14 8 
Tradespersons 5 1 0 2 9 2 3 4 1 
Clerical 34 25 ,_ ....... ~14 36 17 38 40 25 25 
Sales/Personal seIVices 24 13 8' 31 22 27 15 16 8 
Plant/Machine operators 2 2 8 0 4 2 0 2 1 
Labourers/Unskilled 13 3 0 12 24 7 15 6 4 
No information given 5 3 0 4 2 0 3 1 5 

N. Mothers per LGA = 87 99 79 86 46 60 62 85 73 
(Total Families = 677) 

Fathers: 

Managers/ Administrators 13 18 19 13 5 16 15 17 20 
Professionals 11 41 44 12 5 13 5 24 50 
Para-professionals 4 6 9 3 15 7 21 12 5 
Tradespersons 28 15 10 32 28 33 13 14 8 
Clerical 10 6 1 8 0 4 15 7 5 
Sales/Personal seIVices 11 6 7 1 8 2 11 15 6 
Plant/Machine operators 8 5 4 19 15 13 10 6 0 
Labourers/Unskilled 12 2 6 8 18 11 7 5 6 
No information given 3 1 0 4 6 1 3 0 0 

N. Fathers per LGA = 83 99 70 77 40 55 61 83 66 
(Total Families = 634) 



Finally, as an indication of cultural background, which may bear upon choices about 
appropriate care for children aged 0 - 5 years old, the country of birth of mothers 
and fathers in the nine localities was considered. The majority of parents upon 
whom this report is based were born in Australia - between 60 and 78 per cent 
across localities. In each of the areas however, approximately a quarter or more of 
these parents of pre-school aged children were born overseas. The area with the 
most parents (40 0/0) born overseas was Berwick and the largest non-Australian 
groups in Berwick were Southern Asians (11 per cent of parents) and Europeans 
(around 9 per cent). 

The single largest overseas born group was that of United Kingdom born immigrants 
residing in Elizabeth/ Munno Para (28 per cent of parents). Other large groups born 
outside Australia were United Kingdom/ Irish groups in Werribee, South Sydney and 
Penrith (between 12 and 15 per cent of parents) and South East Asian born groups 
in Berwick, Ryde and Box Hill (around 9 to 12 per cent). These areas, as with all 
the others, also had families with a number of other ethnic backgrounds. Even within 
the groupings described, however, these non-Australian born groups amounted to 
only small sub-samples in the families selected for this study (for full details please 
see Table i & Table ii in Appendix C). 

To summarise, parents' educational and occupational levels increased from the outer 
urban areas through the middle areas to the inner urban areas. Although over two
thirds of parents were Australian born, the ethnic backgrounds of the rest varied 
greatly, with a large concentration of British migrants in Elizabeth/ Munno Para and 
other localities having minority groups of mainly British, South East Asian and 
European origin. 

\ 

Access issues by loca~ity 

To move on to issues of families' access to child care, motor car ownership across 
the nine localities is presented in Table 4.5. The level of ownership of at least one 
motor car was universally high across all the area included in the study. The middle 
and outer areas of metropolitan Melbourne recorded the highest instances of families 
owning more than one vehicle. Across all the areas except South Sydney and 
Campbelltown approximately half or more of the families owned more than one 
vehicle. Ten per cent of South Sydney families indicated that they did not own a 
motor car, as did seven per cent of Campbelltown families. 

Access to extended family members is shown in Tables 4.6 and 4.7, which compare 
proximity to both maternal and paternal relatives across the nine localities. Since 
grandmothers and aunts are the most common relatives to provide child minding, 
the location of these relatives in particular was examined for each of the nine urban 
localities. 

Taking into consideration both paternal and maternal grandmothers, around half of 
all these families had a grandmother living within 30 minutes drive. Overall, closest 
proximity to grandmothers was in Elizabeth/ Munno Para, where 70 per cent of 
families had maternal or paternal grandmothers living within a half hour drive. This 
could be due to lower traffic congestion in the outer suburbs of Adelaide or to less 
intergenerational mobility in these largely British migrant settled suburbs. The South 
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Table 4.5 ALSS: Number of domestic vehicles (excluding trucks) in the household, for employed parents of pre-school 
aged children, by locality. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werribee EUzabeth/ Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill fM.P. -town Sydney 

GJi, GJi, OJi, OJi, OJi, °lb °lb OJt, OJt, 

No vehicles 0 1 1 2 2 7 2 1 10 
One vehicle 35 28 52 33 49 58 39 44 73 
1\vo or more vehicles 65 71 '"'~r47 65 49 35 59 55 18 

N. Families per LGA = 85 99 79 86 45 60 61 85 73 

(Total Families l = 673) 

Notes: 1. In 5 households swveyed, information about vehicles was not supplied. 



Table 4.6 ALSS: Proximity of maternal and paternal grandmother to families of employed parents with pre-school aged 
children, by locality. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werribee Elizabeth Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill -town Sydney 

Maternal Grandmother: 0.,t, % % % % o.,t, o.,t, 0A» % 

Same dwelling or street 6 1 1 7 4 0 5 6 6 
Same suburb or town 4 6 4 23 17 7 11 15 3 
Not same suburb but within 30 
minutes drive by car 45 34 ---4 ~38 27 50 39 42 28 16 

Between 30 minutes & 2 hours by car 19 22 26 21 15 24 16 16 19 
Elsewhere in Australia 15 20 17 11 13 17 14 19 35 
Overseas 10 17 13 10 0 13 12 16 21 

N. Mothers per LGA = 67 86 69 70 46 46 57 80 63 
(Total Families} = 584) 

Paternal Grandmother: 

Same dwelling or street 3 5 4 0 3 0 2 4 2 
Same suburb or town 8 9 4 23 26 13 7 13 4 
Not same suburb but within 30 
minutes drive by car 50 46 40 26 40 35 25 35 30 

Between 30 minutes & 2 hours by car 16 20 19 27 9 28 38 13 30 
Elsewhere in Australia 8 13 21 15 17 18 16 17 22 
Overseas 16 8 12 9 6 8 11 17 12 

N. Fathers per LGA 64 79 57 66 35 40 55 69 50 
(Total Famil1es2 = 515) 

Note 1: Only includes families where maternal grandmother st1ll Uvtng. 
2: In 163 cases paternal grandmother was deceased or her whereabouts unknown 



Table 4.7 ALSS: Proxlmity of closest maternal and paternal siblings1 for families with employed parents and pre-
school aged children, by locality. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee Elizabeth Campben- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hll1 fM.P. -town Sydney 

Maternal Sibling: % olb °lb °lb olb °lb % °lb °lb 

Same dwelling or street 4 1 1 3 5 2 2 5 6 
Same suburb or town 15 12 11 27 11 18 19 15 6 
Not same suburb but within 30 
minutes' drive by car 44 52 _."-. .47 23 57 37 45 32 33 

Between 30 minutes & 2 hours by car 24 10 16 28 14 22 17 23 15 
Elsewhere in Australia 10 11 12 12 14 14 10 11 21 
Overseas 3 14 12 7 0 8 7 15 18 

N. Mothers per LGA = 
(Total Families2 = 612) 

71 92 74 74 44 51 58 82 66 

Paternal Slbling: 

Same dwelling or street 4 1 0 0 5 0 0 3 0 
Same suburb or town 17 18 10 24 18 7 10 11 9 
Not same suburb but within 30 
minutes' drive by car 55 48 50 24 42 33 41 42 35 

Between 30 minutes & 2 hours by car 13 15 17 29 21 33 28 15 19 
Elsewhere in Australia 8 7 14 14 8 18 14 11 28 
Overseas 8 11 9 9 5 9 7 19 9 

N. Fathers per LGA = 64 85 58 66 38 45 58 74 57 
(Total Families3 = 545) 

Note 1 : ie chUdren's aunts and uncles 
2 : 66 Mothers did not have siblings or did not give details 
3 : 133 Fathers did not have siblings or did not give details 



Sydney families were the least likely to say they had a grandmother living within a 
30 minute drive, but this may be partly due to higher traffic congestion causing 
travelling times to be greater. The highest proportion of maternal grandmothers living 
in the same suburb or town was in Werribee (30 per cent) but apart from that there 
does not appear to be any real pattern distinguishing between maternal and paternal 
grandparents. 

As with grandparents, maternal and paternal siblings were close by (wtthin 30 mins) 
for a majority of the sample, but it seems that siblings were more likely to live close 
by than were grandparents. Again no pattern emerged distinguishing between 
maternal and paternal siblings. Elizabeth! Munno Para was the area with the highest 
concentration of family within half and hour's drive and there were higher proportions 
of kin within a reasonable distance in the outer urban than in the other areas. 

To summarise, the majority of families, overall, had grandmothers and/or aunts or 
uncles living in reasonably close proximity, with the exception being South Sydney. 
Generally, the outer urban areas fared best regarding proximity of relatives, with the 
exception of Campbelltown, which had lower levels of availability than the other 
outer localities. Elizabeth! Munno Para had the greatest availability of kin. About half 
the families owned two cars and almost all had one car, except for South Sydney 
and Campbelltown, where ten per cent and seven per cent, respectively, had no car. 

Parents' employment characteristics 

Table 4.8 presents data on parents' work status across localities: full-time, part
time or on leave. Part~time workers were defined as those who designated 
themselves as such, since often the parents did not give details of actual hours they 
had worked last week. ~ 

There were considerable differences in the work patterns of mothers and fathers. 
From half to (in some areas) almost three quarters of mothers worked part time. 
The highest levels of mothers working part time were in the middle urban areas of 
Ryde and Box Hill, where more than seventy per cent of those employed were 
working part time. In contrast, less than one tenth of fathers worked part time, 
except in Melbourne where the figure was slightly higher (13 per cent). 

Tables 4.9 and 4.10 show that the percentage of mothers and fathers working 
broken shifts or irregular hours was fairly similar across the nine localities. However, 
fathers were much more likely to often or very often work overtime or very long 
hours (mostly between 30 and 50 per cent of fathers, compared with less than 20 
per cent of mothers in all nine localities). In most localities, between 20 and 30 per 
cent of mothers worked weekends or nights away from home (or travelled away), 
while for fathers the proportion was between 30 and 44 per cent. Since Table 4.8 
showed that mothers are much more likely to work part-time than fathers, these 
findings are consistent with predominantly part-time or casual work for mothers and 
full-time work with overtime and, perhaps, work-related travel, for fathers. The 
exception to this pattern was Elizabeth! Munno Para, where more than half of both 
mothers and fathers worked weekends or nights away from home, which suggests 
shift work, since these parents were also the most likely to say they worked broken 
shifts or irregular hours. 
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Table 4.8 ALSS: Work status of employed parents of pre-school aged children, by locality 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee Elizabethl Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill IM.P. -town Sydney 

Mothers: °lb °lb °lb °lb °lb 0A> 0A> 0A> 0A> 

Full time 51 26 45 35 35 38 34 28 40 
Part time 49 74 53 62 65 61 66 72 60 
On leave} 0 0 1 3 0 2 0 0 0 

---.~ .. 

N. Mothers per LoA = 74 93 73 74 46 56 59 82 67 
(Total Families2 = 624) 

Fathers: 

Full time 99 96 87 91 95 100 97 94 91 
Part time 1 3 . 13 6 5 0 3 6 9 
On leave 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 

N. Fathers per LGA = 
(Total Famllies3 = 576) 

69 92 63 68 40 48 58 80 58 

Notes: 
1 'On leave' includes those CWTently on leave for whom work status Is not mown 
2 For 54 Mothers information on work status was not supplied 
3 For 102 fathers infonnation on work status was not supplied 



Table 4.9 ALSS: Work arrangements/commitments for mothers of pre-school aged chlldren, by locality 

Berwick BOl[ Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabeth/ Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill Munno Para -town Sydney 

% % % Om % Om Om °Al % 
Often or very often work: 

Broken shifts 
or irregular hours 14 25 18 20 37 12 29 20 23 

Overtime or very long hours 15 12 '-4., 19 8 15 15 13 8 10 

Weekends/nights at work 
or travel away from home 28 30 20 28 52 27 27 28 23 

Weekends/nights at home 7 13 16 3 4 10 13 8 22 

Rarely or never work: 

Weekends/nights/overtime 31 17 18 28 24 33 34 24 25 

N. Mothers per WA 
(Total Families l = 611) 

72 92 72 71 45 55 58 80 66 

Notes: 
1. For 66 mothers. information on work arrangements/commitments was not supplied. 
2. Percentages sum to greater than 100% due to multiple choice: mothers could indicate all or none of these conditions. so some are mUltiple counted. 



Table 4.10 ALSS: Work arrangements/commitments for fathers of pre-school aged chUdren, by locality 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee Elizabeth/ Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill Munno Para -town Sydney 

°lb °lb °lb °lb °lb °lb °lb °lb °lb 
Often or very often work: 

Broken shifts 
or irregular hours 18 20 19 25 30 24 28 23 20 

Overtime or very long hours 25 49 39 32 35 51 44 46 29 
~ -" ............. 

W:eekends/nights at work 
32 or travel away from home 31 34 39 55 44 41 30 26 

Weekends/nights at home 8 31 23 16 10 9 11 28 20 

Rarely or never work: 

Weekends /nights / overtime 14 8 9 9 18 7 5 13 8 

N. Fathers per LGA = 
(Total Familles1 = 570) 

69 91 62 66 40 48 58 78 58 

Notes: 
1 For 108 fathers. information on work arrangements/commitments was not supplied 
2. Percentages sum to greater than 100% due to multiple chOice: fathers could indicate all or none of these conditions. 80 many are double counted. 



Mother's and father's commitments in terms of weekly working and travelling hours 
also have implications for child care requirements. Table 4.11 presents both parents' 
mean, or average, weekly hours of work and their travel times to and from work. 
Location of parents' place of employment is also compared across the nine localities 
in Table 4.12. 

Mean hours "worked last week" by fathers varied little across localities - about 42-
46 hours per week. As expected, mothers, who were much more likely to be part
time, worked fewer hours - within the range of 21-29 hours per week, but there 
were similar standard deviations for mothers' and fathers' hours. Box Hill mothers 
worked the least hours of all - on average, less than half the weekly hours worked 
by Box Hill fathers - while the gap between average working hours of fathers and 
mothers was the smallest in the City of Melbourne. 

Location of the parents' work place and their journey to work may be relevant to 
decisions about what type of child care is used and where it is located. Table 4.12 
shows that, overall, mothers were more likely to work in their residential local 
government area than were fathers. Few mothers and fathers both lived and worked 
in Box Hill, but this is probably due to it being such a small area geographically. 
Parents most likely to work in their residential LGA were from Melbourne and 
Elizabeth IMunno Para. However, Table 4.11 has shown that mothers' average travel 
time to work is generally much the same as, or slightly shorter than, fathers', except 
in South Sydney and Melbourne, where it is longer. This could be tied to the high 
level of formal child care used in these inner city areas: shorter distances travelled 
by mothers might be cancelled out by the extra time taken to drop off children at 
child care (and possibly' school) on mothers' journey to work, since chapter 3 
(Tables 3.5 and 3.6) has shown that mothers were more likely to drop off and pick 
up children than were fatllers. 

Travel times were generally longer in the New South Wales areas than in the 
Victorian ones. In particular, the outer metropolitan areas of Campbelltown and 
Penrith had long travel times, with both mothers and fathers taking on average more 
than 40 minutes to travel to and from work: this could reflect their distance from the 
inner city and other parts of the Sydney metropolis and/or traffic congestion. 
Berwick, a Victorian outer area, had the next longest travelling times, espeCially for 
fathers (average around 37-38 minutes), but the other outer area of Werribee had 
similar travel times to the two middle metropolitan areas of Box Hill and Ryde 
(around half an hour). As could be expected, travel time generally increases with 
distance from the city, but the two inner city localities nevertheless had average 
travellin g times to and from work of around 25 minutes - not very much shorter 
than the two middle and some outer localities. 

In sUf'Dmary, mothers were much more likely to work part time hours than were 
fathers, particularly in the middle urban localities of Box Hill and Ryde. Overall, 
fathers were much more likely than mothers to work long or irregular hours or shifts, 
except in Elizabethl Munno Para, where both mothers and fathers were equally likely 
to report this. Mothers were more likely than fathers to work in their residential local 
government area, but their journey to and from work was not shorter, probably due 
to them being the main transporters of children to and from child care and school. 
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Table 4.11 ALSS: Mean weekly hours "worked last week" and mean travel time (in minutes) to and from work for 
parents of pre-school aged children. by locality. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabeth CampbeU- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill /M.P. -town Sydney 

Hrs Hrs Hrs Hrs Hrs Hrs Hrs Hrs Hrs 

Fathers' mean weekly hours 44 46 42 44 43 47 46 46 42 
(Std Dev) (9) (12) (12) (12) (13) (12) (11) (11) (11) 

N. Fathersl per LGA = 79 98 ... '-. ,69 71 35 50 59 82 63 

Mothers' mean weekly hours 27 21 29 25 28 25 27 25 27 
(Std Dev) (15) (13) (13) (13) (15) (12) (13) (12) (13) 

N. Mothers2 per LGA = 80 94 77 78 42 56 58 71 66 

Journey to work (in minutes) Mins Mins Mins Mins Mins Mins Mins Mins Mins 

Fathers' mean travel time to work 36 31 26 30 26 45 43 34 25 
Fathers' mean travel time from work 39 32 25 30 27 47 48 33 26 

N. Fathers per LOA = 62 78 57 52 34 43 46 67 50 
(Total cases: 489 families) 

Mothers' mean travel tJrne to work 34 33 31 29 28 42 42 31 33 
Mothers' mean travel time from work 33 34 33 30 28 42 42 31 32 

N. Mothers per LGA = 64 78 63 64 40 45 47 65 54 
(Total cases: 520 families) 

Notes: 1. 14 fathers gave "hours worked last week" as zero: 8 were full-time workers. 3 were on leave and 3 did not give details of work status. 
2. 36 mothers gave "hours worked last week" as zero: 10 were full-time workers. 19 pert-time. 4 were on leave and 3 did not give details of work status. 
An additional 14 fathers and 19 mothers did not give any information about hours worked last week. therefore these details are not known for 56 families. 



Table 4.12 ALSS: Location of work place of parents with pre .. school aged children, by locality 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werribee EUzabeth Campbell .. Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill fM.P. .. town Sydney 

GAl GAl % GAl GAl GAl % GAl GAl 

Mothers 

Within reSidential LGAl 28 22 48 35 48 33 40 36 36 
Other LGA2 57 71 43 49 52 58 55 59 53 
Not Stated3 15 7 ",-4.r 9, 16 0 8 5 5 11 

N. Mothers per LGA = 87 100 79 86 46 60 62 85 73 

(Total Families = 678) 

Fathers 

Within residential LGAl 17 11 37 16 27 18 15 23 21 
Other LGA2 66 81 53 68 73 69 80 72 67 
Not Stated3 17 8 10 16 0 13 5 5 12 

N. fathers per LGA = 83 99 70 77 40 55 61 83 66 

Total Families = 634) 

Note: 
1. Includes parents who work at home. 
2. Includes those whose work location varies. 
3. No tnfonnation given regarding work location - includes some parents on leave. 



Affordability by locality 

Economic considerations are the fourth theoretical issue hypothesised to impinge 
upon decisions parents make about types of child care. Some of the analysis in 
chapter 3 demonstrated that some parents believe formal care to be too expensive 
for them to use while working in paid employment. A comparison of families' 
financial situations and actual child care costs accrued by families in the nine urban 
localities should illustrate the differing bases upon which decisions were made by 
the parents of this sample of pre-school aged children. Income and government 
assistance entitlement and expenditure levels for different main types of care used 
by these families are considered. 

Table 4.13 presents median net yearly income of mothers and families, which 
covered a considerable range across and within localities. Median incomes for 
mothers and families are highest in the two inner city areas of Melbourne and South 
Sydney. This reflects the high proportion of professional workers in these localities. 
The next highest for family income are the two middle urban areas of Box Hill and 
Ryde (also with many professionals) and then Penrith, even though mothers' median' 
earnings in Box Hill and Penrith were lower than those in Ryde. 

Being the most economically depressed of the nine urban areas, Elizabeth IMunno 
Para, not surprisingly, had the lowest median net yearly income for families, and 
also the lowest (after child care costs) for mothers. This is despite the fact that 
average weekly working hours were very similar across all the localities for fathers 
and fairly similar for mothers. Perhaps it reflects the lower occupational levels of the 
parents living in Elizabethl Munno Para and the accompanying lower average hourly 
payment rates of their jobs . 

. ~ 

Hours & costs of formal care 

The hours that children attend child care and the type of care used have 
implications for overall costs to parents. So too does the family's entitlement to 
government assistance in meeting the costs of formal care. Table 4.14 deals with 
these aspects of formal care: mean hours of attendance, median costs, "Fee Relief" 
receipt and entitlement levels. Child Care Assistance was called "Fee Relief" when 
the ALSS study was conducted during 1991-92. The term "Fee Relief" is used in 
the following tables and discussions because it was the name of this government 
scheme at that time and the term used in the questions put to parents answering 
the questionnaires. 

Although average hours of formal care varied greatly within localities, especially in 
Berwick and Penrith, families in nearly all localities reported hours within the vicinity 
of 31-36 hours per week. Exceptions were Berwick, with average hours in the 
forties, and Elizabeth! Munno Para and Ryde, with average hours in the high 
twenties. There was, in fact, more variation in hours of child care than in the hours 
mothers worked, across the nine localities (compare with Table 4.11 above): Box 
Hill mothers worked the least hours but Box Hill families did not have the lowest 
number of hours of formal care; Penrith mothers worked similar hours to mothers 
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Table 4.13 ALSS: Median yearly net Income for working mothers and for families with pre-school children by locality. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabeth Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill fM.P. -town Sydney 

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 
MOTHERS 

Median Net Yearly Income 14599 14759 21596 14444 13817 13262 14778 16274 19291 
(Standard Deviation) 8600 8840 12170 7942 8328 8636 7320 9376 12456 

Number of Mothers per LOA 87 99 .. 2,9 86 46 60 62 85 73 

FAMILIES 

Median Net Yearly Income 35721 42650 44835 33809 30241 37160 41393 43064 43633 
(Standard Deviation) 15652 13266 20579 9921 9896 11072 12467 17794 23062 

Number of Families per LOA 86 96 77 82 43 58 62 82 71 

(Total Families1 = 657) 

Note: 1. 16 mothers and 17 fathers did not give deta1ls of their yearly net earnings. 



Table 4.14 ALSS: Average hours and median weekly costs of FORMAL CARE. Median percentage of government reUef 
entitlement for ALL famlUes with pre-school aged children in the 9 urban localities. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabeth Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill fM.P. -town Sydney 

FAMILIES USING FORMAL CARE: hrs hrs hrs hrs hrs hrs hrs hrs hrs 

Mean hours of care 43 31 35 36 27 32 36 28 31 
(Std Dev) (24) (19) (18) (16) (15) (17) (36) (18) (17) 
N. Families per LGA = 26 44 46 17 12 13 19 27 43 

' ....... , 

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 
Median weekly cost ($/week) 88 74 86 70 41 40 63 88 83 
(Std Dev) (56) (62) (49) (50) (50) (40) (53) (56) (59) 
N. Families per LGA = 26 44 46 17 12 13 18 27 42 

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 
Median Fee Relief ($/week) 46 31 64 76 50 21 15 18 47 
(Std Dev) (57) (34) (33) (40) (38) (16) (29) (25) (32) 
N. Families per LGA = 14 11 15 6 8 6 11 7 14 

(Total Fonnal Care Families = 247) 

ALL FAMILIES: 0Jt, 0Jt, 0Jt, % 0Jt, 0Jt, 0Jt, 0Jt, 0Jt, 

Median % of fee relief entitlement. 51.6 27.5 12.4 54.8 60.3 43.7 33.0 18.5 14.9 
(Std Dev) (30.1) (31.6) (28.2) (29.2) (25.9) (31.6) (30.8) (27.9) (33.7) 

N. Families per LGA = 86 97 77 82 42 58 60 82 71 
(Total (ALL) Families 1 = 655) 

Note: 1. The hypothetical entitlement could not be calculated for some families because gross yearly income deta1ls were not given. 



in the remaining seven localities, yet used, on average, fewer hours of care per 
week. 

The costs of formal care ranged from a weekly median of $40 to $88. The localities 
with lowest costs for formal care were Elizabeth IMunno Para and Campbelltown 
and the highest costs were in Berwick and Ryde, followed by Melbourne and South 
Sydney. However, the range of amounts paid varied very widely and so did weekly 
amounts of Fee Relief received. In fact, a few families were actually paying nothing 
for formal care, but these were anomalies: one mother owned and ran a private 
centre and several parents appear to have had the use of free child care services 
attached to their workplace. The full costs of child care are, of course, fees plus the 
Fee Relief component paid by the government straight to the care provider, but this 
report focuses on the actual cost to parents and, as can be seen, less than half the 
families were actually receiving any financial assistance. 

Except for a few New South Wales families who used informal care but were 
receiving Fee Relief (seemingly connected with their child's attendance at a pre
school/ child care combined centre), only families using formal care were receiving 
Fee Relief. Therefore, since the reasons for choice of care were at issue, and the 
receipt of Fee Relief only described one group of parents, a hypothetical eligibility 
and entitlement measure was calculated for all families. The formula to calculate 
entitlement levels was supplied by the Department of Social Security and involves 
the following factors: combined parental gross income, Social Security pension or 
benefit payments, number of dependent children under 16 years of age and number 
of pre-school aged children for whom long centre care or family day care could 
apply. 

It was found that almost all the families with very high incomes would not be entitled 
to any Fee Relief and so their entitlement level was set at zero. This applied to a 
quarter of all families across the nine localities. At the other end of the spectrum, 
about one sixth of families had incomes lower than the minimum allowed for the 
DSS formula for maximum benefits, so these were all set to the maximum 
entitlement of 85.45 per cent of weekly costs being met by the government. Overall, 
including those entitled to zero Fee Relief, about two fifths of the families sampled 
would be entitled to between zero and 25 per cent of costs paid by the government, 
another fifth would be entitled to between 25 and 50 per cent of costs paid, a 
further fifth would be entitled to between 51 and 75 per cent of costs paid and the 
remaining fifth would be entitled to more than 75 per cent of costs paid by the 
government. The median amount of entitlement was for government payment of 37 
per cent of formal child care costs. 

The comparative levels of Fee Relief entitlement across the nine urban areas is also 
presented in Table 4.14. The median percentage of costs of care which would be 
paid. by the government varied greatly across localities, with the inner city areas' 
entitlements being lowest and the outer urban, or fringe areas being entitled to the 
highest percentage of government assistance. So eligibility is high in the areas 
where supply of formal care places is the lowest (see Table 2.4). That is, those with 
incomes low enough to qualify could not do so because the supply was inadequate. 
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Hours & costs of informal care 

Table 4.15 presents median costs and mean hours of informal child care for 
families. Across localities, between 27 per cent and 55 per cent of families paid 
nothing, with parents in Box Hill, Werribee, Campbelltown, Ryde and South Sydney 
being the least likely to pay for informal care. The most likely to pay were those in 
Melbourne and Penrith. Of those who paid, not only did the median weekly amount 
paid vary considerably between localities (four paying around $40 weekly, two $50-
60 and three, Ryde, Melbourne and Campbelltown, paying $72-82), but several 
localities (Box Hill, Melbourne and Ryde) had huge standard deviations, which shows 
that the weekly costs varied greatly - from just a few dollars paid to friends or 
relatives through to $400 for a private nanny. The variation in informal costs was 
much larger than for formal costs. 

With the exception of Ryde, where it was slightly longer, hours for informal care 
were shorter by five to eighteen hours weekly than for formal care. Again, there was 
much variation within the localities. 

Mothers' income after child care costs is an important consideration for overall family 
income and subsequent material living standards of families. The final table in this 
chapter shows the median overall yearly costs of child care and its relationship to 
mothers' and family income. Some families (9 per cent) incurred additional costs for 
care of primary school children and it was considered that these costs should be 
included in the total yearly cost per family to adequately reflect the drain on family 
resources which these costs would constitute. (In these cases, additional amounts 
had a median of around $20 per week). 

,~ 

Table 4.16 shows that median yearly costs were lowest in the outer urban areas of 
Werribee, Elizabeth/ Munno Para, Berwick and Campbelltown (all below $1000). In 
fact, Werribee had a median of $0, which meant that more than half of the Werribee 
families paid nothing for child care. Next were Box Hill and Ryde {which were very 
similar at just over $1000 per year}. Median yearly costs in Penrith were a little 
higher but still much lower than in the two inner city areas - South Sydney, with a 
median of $2640 and Melbourne, with a median of $3360. 

Despite a greater use of formal care, and therefore the highest child care costs, 
Melbourne and South Sydney mothers had the highest median incomes after costs. 
However, their individual gains were very variable, as evidenced by very large 
standard deviations. Although median yearly costs of care varied widely across the 
remaining seven localities, from $0 in Werribee up to $1464 in Penrith, there was 
not a great deal of variation in net income gains. 

At 42.3 per cent, Elizabeth/ Munno Para had the biggest gain in percentage of 
family income after child care costs, but the rest only varied within nine percentage 
points: from a 29.7 per cent increase in Ryde, through to a 38.1 per cent increase 
in Campbelltown. 
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Table 4.15 ALSS: Median weekly costs and average hours of child care for famiUes using INFORMAL care for pre-school 
children, by locaUty. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabeth CampbeU- Penrlth Ryde South 
mu -town Sydney 

% 0,-V % % % 0,-V 0,-V 0,-V 0,-V 

Percentage who pay nothing 49 53 27 53 41 50 34 55 55 

All famiUes, whether 
paying or not: hrs hrs hrs hrs hrs hra hrs hrs hrs 

-"" ........... .,. -
Av~rage hours of care 28 21 28 18 19 27 25 30 20 
Standard Deviation (29) (18) (15) (14) (14) (22) (23) (31) (19) 

N. Families per LGA = 39 30 15 49 22 36 31 33 22 

Of those who pay for 
$ $ $ $ $ Informal Care: $ $ $ $ 

Median weekly cost ($) 50 38 80 40 40 82 40 72 62 
Standard Deviation (48) (116) (128) (24) (20) (41) (43) (105) (60) 

N. Families per LGA = 20 14 11 23 13 18 21 15 10 

(Total Families = 278) 



Table 4.16 ALSS: MedIan yearly child care costs and mothers income after costs in dollars and as a percentage of famUy 
net yearly income by locality. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werrlbee EUzabeth Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill -town Sydney 

Median: $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 

(a) Median yearly costs of care 720 1128 3360 0 456 912 1464 1240 2640 
(std dev) (2556) (3510) (37.65) (1945) (1739) (2144) (2466) (3440) (3250) 

(b) Median of mothers net income 
minus costs 12852 12024 17564 12768 13178 13262 12666 13800 16581 

(std dev) (7751) (7828) (11444) (7012) (7515) (7631) 6322) (8273) (10328) 

oJb oJb % % °lb % % % °lb 
(c) Median percentage of family net 

income which (b) constitutes 37.4 30.5 34.5 35.2 42.3 38.1 32.7 29.7 35.0 
(std dev) (19.6) (15.8) (22.9) (24.6) (27.3) (20.9) (I6.1) (20.8) (24.9) 

Number of Families per LGA 86 96 78 82 43 58 62 82 69 
(Total cases: 656 familiesl

) 

Note: 
1. Some families did not give details about mothe~s income. 



To summarise, although they varied greatly within localities, the average hours of 
formal care across the nine areas were mostly around 31 to 36 hours per week. 
Informal care was generally of much fewer hours per week (18 to 30 hours across 
localities). The inner urban areas were the most likely to use government provided 
formal care centres and also incurred the highest costs for care, including paid 
informal care. Outer urban areas used more informal and within household care for 
their pre-school aged children, at lower (or nil) cost. However, the percentage of 
family income spent on child care was fairly even across the nine localities. Finally, 
the level of hypothetical entitlement to government Fee Relief for long day formal 
care was higher in the outer urban areas, where supply was low, and much lower 
in the inner urban areas, where supply of formal care places was quite high. 
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Chapter 5: Relationship between theoretical factors and main type 
of child care used by families. 

Figure 1: Factors which may influence use of child care 

Preference - family and parental characteristics 

- Education levels of parent(s) 
- Occupation of parent(s) 
- Birthplace and English-speaking background of parent(s) 
- Family structure- couple or single parent headed 
- Age of youngest child in the family 
- Other children in family: 

- number of children 0-5 years 
- having primary school age or older children 

Access issues 

- Proximity of maternal and/ or paternal mothers (grandmothers) 
- Proximity of maternal and/ or paternal siblings (aunts/ uncles) 
- Formal care places available in the residential LGA 
- Locality (outer, middle or inner urban) 
- Number of cars in the family 

Parents' employment Qharacteristics 

- Mother's work commitments: 
- work status 
- shifts/ overtime 

- Father's work commitments: 
- work status 
- shifts/ overtime 

- Location of parents' work place 
- Parents' travel time to and from work 
- Parents' weekly hours of work 

Affordability 

- Net yearly income (of family and of mother) 
- Weekly and yearly costs of child care (per child and for all children) 
- Eligibility for, and receipt of, government Fee Relief 
- Level of hypothetical entitlement to Fee Relief 
- Addition to family income of mother's income after tax and child care 

costs (raw and as a percentage of family income) 
- Net cost of care as a percentage of net family income 
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The four main theoretical issues under examination, as part of the ALSS study, are 
represented in the groups of factors listed in Figure 1. These factors may help to 
explain the main type of child care used by families with pre-school aged children. 
This chapter of the report looks at the relationship between each of these factors 
separately and the main type of child care per family. Mostly, all the families in the 
nine urban areas are studied together as a group but some analysis is also carried 
out for the individual localities. 

Preference and main type of care 

The first factor considered is family structure (see Table 5.1). Most families (94%) 
were headed by a couple, either married or de facto, but six per cent of families 
were headed by single parents (fathers in only two cases out of 43). Overall, single 
parent families were more likely to use formal care than were couple-headed 
families. They were also much less likely to provide care within the household, 
which may be due to less likelihood of having other adults living there. 

Table 6.1 

Main care used: 

Fonnal care 
Infonnal care 
In household care 
Mixture of types· 

Number of families: 

ALSS: Couple or single-parent famlly structure and main 
pre-school chUd care type per family (all localities). 

Couple-headed Single parent 

% 0/0 

36 56 
41 37 

\ 20 7 ~ 
3 0 

635 43 

Note • Mixture means different main Oongest pertod of) weekly care for stblings. 

Nearly 40 per cent of families studied in this report had one pre-school aged child 
and no other children. Twenty per cent had more than one pre-school children but 
no older children and the remainder Gust over 40 per cent), had at least one pre
school child and at least one older child, of primary or secondary school age or 
older (refer to Tables 3.1 and 4.1 in previous chapters). Table 5.2 illustrates the 
effects of age of youngest child and different family composition on main type of 
child care used. 

Families whose youngest child was less than 12 months old were the least likely 
to use formal care, and, when examined separately, this effect seemed to apply to 
the inner urban areas more than to the outer or middle areas. Overall, it might 
relate to difficulty in finding places for babies, or to judgements about the 
unsuitability of formal care for them: two thirds of parents who gave age of child as 
a reason for not using formal care had children two years of age or younger (see 
Table 3.11, Chapter 3). Families with only one pre-schooler (aged 0-5) were more 
likely to use formal care and less likely to provide within household care than were 
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those who also had other children, which may be linked to lower costs for an only 
child or to complications of care where there are older siblings at school. Families 
whose youngest child was less than four years old seemed more likely, however, 
to use formal care than those whose youngest child was aged four or five years. 
This may be related to the confounding effects of pre-school (or kindergarten) hours. 

Table 5.2 ALSS: Age of youngest child and family composition by main 
type of care used per family (aB locaHtles). 

FAMILY COMPOSITION • Only one More than one Older children 
pre-school pre-school primary and I or 

child children secondary 

o,i) o,i) o,i) 

Main type of care for famlly: 

Fonnal care 47 38 30 
Infonnal care 40 42 44 
In household care 13 20 26 

(Number of families) 257 135 269 

AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD 
(IN YEARS) 0 1 2 3 4 5 

010 O,i) % 010 O,i) O,i) 

Main type of care per faDilly: 
\ 

Fonnal care j 19 42 47 42 38 31 
Infonnal care 54 43 35 35 46 48 
In household care 27 15 18 23 16 21 

(Number of families) 110 159 143 118 89 42 

Note: • These famtly stnlcture categories are mutually exclusive. 

Parents' occupational grouping and education level are background class factors 
which may influence personal or normative choices about the type of care suitable -
or acceptable - for children aged 0-5 years. When grouped into four main 

categories, as shown in Table 5.3, mother's occupational grouping was found to be 
related to main type of child care used, for all the nine urban areas combined. 
Mothers with the higher level managerial, administrative and professional occupations 
were the most likely to use formal care, while those in the middle and lower (para
professional, trades, clerical, service, semi-skilled and unskilled) occupational groups 
were most likely to use informal care for their pre-school children. However, this 
general pattern did not hold for all localities when examined separately: in Berwick, 
very few mothers had high level occupations and child care use was more mixed, 
whereas in Melbourne and South Sydney all occupational groups tended to use 
formal care and in Werribee and Campbelltown all occupational groups tended to 
use informal care. There was a similar relationship between child care type and 
fathers' occupation. 
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Table 5.3 ALSS: Main type of work related, pre-school chlld care by 
main occupational group of parents (all locaUties). 

Father's Occupation: Managers! Para-prof! Clerical! Seml- or 
Professionals Trades Services Unskilled 

°lb OAt % % 
Main care per famUy: 

Fonnal care 48 31 35 22 
Infonnal care 36 46 43 53 
In household care 17 23 22 26 

N umber of families: 242 172 89 101 

Mother's Occupation: Managers! Para-prof! Clerical! Semi- or 
Professionals Trades Services Unskilled 

% 0,i) °lb % 

Main care used: 

Fonnal care 54 40 34 21 
Infonnal care 36 41 44 44 
In household care 10 19 22 35 

Number of families: 181 83 309 71 

For both mothers and f~thers, educational level was also related to type of child 
care used. Table 5.4 shows that parents with the highest level of formal education 
were more likely to use formal care for their pre-school children and those with less 
education were more likely to use informal types of care. Again, this general pattern 
for all parents in the nine localities did not hold for each locality when examined 
separately. Werribee, Penrith and, to a lesser extent, Campbelltown parents of all 
education levels tended to use informal care, whereas Melbourne parents of all 
education levels tended to use formal care and Elizabeth/ Munno para parents with 
lower education levels tended to use formal care more than informal. These were 
not necessarily statistically significant relationships but observed patterns which 
differed from the general pattern. With the Elizabeth/ Munno Para group there 
seems to be an obvious link between Fee Relief for formal care and lower parental 
occupational and educational levels. 
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Table 5.4 ALSS: MaIn type work related chlld, pre-school care by 
education level of parents, all localities. 

FATHER'S EDUCATION Year 10 Year 11,12 Tertiary 
or less Trade/Cert. Quals. 

Main care per family: 0Ji, 0/0 % 

Formal care 23 31 50 
Informal care 56 47 32 
In household care 21 22 19 

Number of families: 84 300 228 

MOTHER'S EDUCATION Year 10 Year 11,12 Tertiary 
or less Trade/Cert. Quals. 

Maln care per family: % 0/0 0/0 

Formal care 29 33 49 
Informal care 46 47 35 
In household care 25 21 16 

Number of families: 125 275 253 

Another background factor pertinent to parental preference is that of ethnic 
background, in that it imp~ies cultural differences in expectations about child care for 
young children. Althougt} there was no relationship between parents being born 
overseas and type of ca're used by the family, there was a relationship with being 
born in non-English speaking countries: parents with non-English speaking 
backgrounds were more likely to care for pre-school aged children within the 
household, and less likely to use formal care, than were their counterparts of 
English speaking background (Table 5.5). However, numbers of parents with a non
English speaking background were too small for separate examination by locality. 
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Table 6.5 

Father's background : 

Main care per famlly: 

Fonnal care 
Infonnal care 
In household care 

Number of families: 

Mother's background: 

Main care per famny: 

Fonnal care 
Infonnal care 
In household care 

Number of families: 

ALSS: MaIn type of work related, pre-school child care per 
famtly by EngUsh speaking background of parents (all 
loeaHtles). 

Non-EngHsh Engllsh 
speaking speaking 

0A» 0A» 

29 38 
41 43 
30 19 

106 508 

Non-English EngHsh 
speaking speaking 

% 010 

31 40 
41 42 
28 18 

107 549 

To summarise, when 10Qking at type of care and the structure of the family, it 
appears that the main influences are being a single or two parent family, the age 
of the youngest child and the number of pre-school children in the family: single 
parents were more likely to use formal child care; parents in general seemed less 
likely to place a very young child (that is under one year old) in a formal care 
setting; those with only one child aged 0 to 5 years were more likely to use formal 
care than families with other children. While birthplace of the parents did not have 
a great influence on the type of care used, educational and employment 
characteristics did. Mothers' occupational grouping, and occupational status, was 
strongly related to the type of care used. In particular, those with managerial, 
administrative and professional occupations were the most likely to use formal care. 
The formal educational attainment of mothers and fathers was also strongly related 
to type of care used: the higher the level of education the higher the likelihood of 
the family using formal care. This pattern was consistent across all the study areas. 

Access and main type of care 

The relative proximity of extended family members suggests the availability of a 
private source of child care for the families studied, but does this shape the patterns 
of care actually used by those families? Overall, there was found to be a 
relationship between the proximity of mother's relations and main type of child care 
used (trends were similar for father's relations but not statistically significant). As 
seen in Table 5.6, if the maternal grandmother lived within half an hour's drive, the 
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overall pattern was for families to be much more likely to use informal care. Those 
who had no maternal grandmother, or where she lived more than two hour's drive 
away, were more likely to use formal care. The same relationships held for proximity 
of the mother's closest living brother or sister (see Table 5.7). 

Table 5.6 

Maternal 
Grandmother 

Main care used: 

Fonnal care 
Infonnal care 
In household care 

N umber of families 

Paternal 
Grandmother 

Main care used: 

Fonnal care 
Infonnal care 
In household care 

N umber of families 

ALSS: MaIn type of work related, pre-school chlld care per 
famUy, by proDmlty of grandmothers (alllocaUtles). 

Within half Half to 2 Further away I 
hour drive hours drive don't have • 

% % O,i, 

29 41 50 
52 42 29 
19 18 21 

279 113 226 

Within half Half to 2 Further away I 
hour drive hours drive don't have • 

O,i, O,v O,v 

32 36 44 
46 47 35 
21 17 21 

253 111 196 

Note: 60 mothers and 118 fathers did not give details regarding proximity: • "further away" was elsewhere 10 Australia 
or overseas, "don't have" was deceased or wherabouts unknown. 
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Table 5.7 

Mother's closest 
1lvlng sibUng 

Main care used: 

Fonnal care 
InfoImal care 
In household care 

Number of families 

Father's closest 
1lvlng slbllng 

Main care used: 

Fonnal care 
Infonnal care 
In household care 

Number of families 

ALSS: Main type of work related. pre-school chlld care per 
famUy, by proximity of mother's and father's closest Hvlng 
brother or sister (all localltles). 

Within half Half to 2 Further away I 
hour drive hours drive don't have • 

0Ji, 0Ji, 0Ji, 

33 41 51 
47 41 30 
19 19 19 

350 III 155 

Within half Half to 2 Further away I 
hour drive hours drive don't have • 

% 0Ji, % 

36 33 45 
44 49 34 
21 18 21 

301 109 150 

Note: 62 mothers and 118 fathers did not give details regarding proximity. • "further away" was elsewhere in Australia 
or overseas; "don't have" included wherabouts unknown. 

\ 

~ 
However, when localities 'were examined separately, the same sorts of patterns kept 
emerging for different types of localities: Melbourne and South Sydney parents 
tended to use formal care regardless of where relatives lived and Berwick, Werribee 
and Campbelltown tended to use informal care. Elizabeth/ Munno Para and Penrith 
had less clear patterns. It should be noted that, as with other factors already 
discussed, Box Hill and Ryde - the two middle urban, middle-class areas, tended 
to be about 'average'. 

To refine the picture regarding grandmothers and general types of care, the 
combined availability of both grandmothers and the specific type of care used for 
each child were examined. In the nine urban areas, two-thirds of children had at 
least one grandmother living within a half hour drive of their home (23 per cent had 
both, 43 per cent had one). There was a highly significant relationship between this 
general availability of either grandmother and the specific type of care used. Table 
5.8 shows the proportions of children specifically cared for by grandmothers, as 
opposed to other forms of care, by the proximity of both/ either maternal and 
paternal grandmothers. If both grandmothers lived in the same street, suburb or 
within half an hour's drive children were more likely to cared for by them: forty-two 
per cent compared with twenty-four per cent, when only one grandmother lived this 
close. Where both grandmothers lived further away (or were deceased), the children 
were much more likely to be cared for by paid baby-sitters, family day care or child 
care centres/ kindergartens. 
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Table 5.8 ALSS: Main type of chlld care for Individual children aged 
0-5 years, by the pro:dmlty of both maternal and paternal 
grandmothers (all localities). 

Grandmothers live: Both live One lives Both live 
within half within half further away / 
hour drive hour drive don't have • 

Child care used: °lb °lb °lb 

In household only 22 25 22 
Grandparents 42 24 6 
Other relatlves 1 5 6 
Friend/neighbour 4 6 7 
BabY-Sitter 6 10 15 
Family day care 7 8 12 
Council/ Govt centre 9 14 23 
Private centre • 9 8 11 

N umber of children ** 184 344 270 

Note: 
• The children attending centres at parents' workplaoes are not included because there are so few of them. 
•• Some parents did not give details regarding prox1m1ty of their mothers. 

When the nine localities were examined separately, most conformed, but to differing 
degrees, to this general pattern. Exceptions were Berwick, where it was nearly as 
likely for children to have' formal care as it was to be cared for by a grandmother 
even when one or botfil grandmothers lived within half an hour's drive, and 
Melbourne, where childrQn were more likely to be cared for in government or 
council-run centres, regardless of where their grandmothers lived. When a 
grandmother was not close by, Box Hill and Ryde children were likely to have family 
day care or centre care, and South Sydney children were likely to have government 
or council-run centre care. On the other hand, Werribee and Penrith children were 
more likely to have informal minders or family day care when no grandmother lived 
within a half hour drive. 

Regardless of whether the child care was within the residential LGA or outside of 
it, access to child care facilities - either publicly or privately provided - could 
depend upon parents' personal transport situations. This was not generally found to 
be the case for families in the nine localities combined. Table 5.9 shows that, 
overall, there was no significant difference in type of child care used according to 
the number of domestic vehicles in the household. However, when localities were 
examined separately, Box Hill, Ryde and Penrith parents seemed more likely to use 
formal care when they had two vehicles and Werribee, Campbelltown and Elizabeth/ 
Munno Para parents seemed more likely to use informal care when they had two 
vehicles. The latter three LGAs are very large geographically and on the outer 
metropolitan fringes, so perhaps the distances travelled to informal care were 
relatively larger overall in these localities. 
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Table 5.9 

Main care per famDy: 

Fonnal care 
Infonnal care 
In household care 

Number of families: 

ALSS: Main type work related, pre-school chlld care per 
famDy, by number of domestic vehicles' In the household 
(all localities). 

No vehicles One vehicle Two or more 

°lb °lb °lb 

44 41 35 
33 41 44 
22 17 21 

18 288 350 

Note: 1. This includes cars, motorcycles and vans, but not trucks or heavy vehicles. 

In summary, the proximity of grandmothers was related to the decision of what form 
of care to use: if grandmothers were within 30 minutes travel (by car) the family 
was more likely to use them for informal care. Where they were further away, 
children were more likely to be cared for by paid baby-sitters or by formal care 
arrangements. There did not appear to be any relationship between the number of 
motor cars a family owns and the type of care used. 

Parents' employment and main type of care 
.i 

The third theoretical issue central to the discussion of work-related child care is, of 
course, the characteristics and commitments of parents' paid employment, including 
work status, weekly hours of work, shift work, irregular hours and overtime, plus 
location and journey to work. 

Firstly, the relationship between parents' work status and main type of child care is 
shown in Table 5.10. The overwhelming majority of fathers were in full-time 
employment (95 per cent) compared with just over one third of mothers (37 per 
cent). 

The relationship between mothers' work status and child care type was quite strong, 
with full-time working mothers more likely to use formal care and part-timers more 
likely to use informal or within household care, although mothers working part-time 
tended to use more of a mixture of care types. In contrast, fathers working full
time tended more to have children using a mixture of main child care types (ie. for 
more than one child). 
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Table 0.10 ALSS: Main type of work related, pre-school chlld care per 
famUy, by parents' work status (alllocalltles). 

FATHER·S WORK STATUS Full-time Part-time 

Main care per famUy: % oAt 

Fonnal care 37 43 
Infonnal care 42 30 
In household care 20 20 
Mixture of types 2 7 

Number of families • 543 30 

MOTHER·S WORK STATUS Full-time Part-time 

Main care per famUy: % oAt 

Fonnal care 48 32 
Infonnal care 36 44 
In household care 14 22 
Mixture of types 3 3 

Number of families • 228 392 

• Note: Less the 56 fathers and 54 mothers for whom work status was not supplied, and the 3 fathers and 4 mothers 
who stated "on leave". 

. 
1 

For fathers working full-time, there was a little more informal care used by their 
children, whereas there was more formal care used by the children of part-time 
working fathers, but no significant differences were found in the main type of child 
care provided for their pre-school children. For example, twenty per cent of both full
time and part-time working fathers had children being cared for by someone living 
within their household. However, due to the small number of families with fathers 
working part-time, little interpretation is possible. 

The descriptive analysis in Chapter 4 showed that mothers were more likely than 
fathers to work part-time. Since those working part-time also work fewer hours than 
those working full-time, their children would require shorter child care hours. Since 
informal child care has been shown to be generally of shorter duration than formal 
child care, it is therefore logical that mothers working part-time would be more likely 
to use informal care than those working full-time, who would be more likely to use 
formal care. It is also likely that mothers working part-time or casual hours, 
especially those working from home, would be more likely to use within household 
care. 

These predictions are confirmed in Table 5.10: main child care type used for pre
school children appears to be closely related to mothers' working patterns and not 
to fathers' working patterns. In fact, if the mother was working 30 hours or more per 
week (which equated very closely to full-time status), the family was more likely to 
use formal care, but this relationship did not seem to hold for families in the inner 
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urban localities, when they were examined separately. Nevertheless, since most of 
these mothers were in two parent families with full-time working husbands, it seems 
that the flexibility regarding work and child care arrangements tends more to be 
required more on the mother's part than on the father's part. 

For both mothers and fathers, working irregular hours or broken shifts appeared to 
have no systematic relationship with type of care used. Neither did parents working 
overtime or very long hours seem to affect the main care arrangements. 

Table 5.11 ALSS: Average travel time to and from work and avenae hours 
of work for parents of pre-school children by main type of care 
per family (all localities). 

Formal Care Informal Care Household Care· 

Mean Mean Mean 
FATHERS 

Minutes to work 26.1 24.7 18.9 
(standard deviation) (22.7) (25.6) (22.3) 

Minutes from work 26.5 25.6 20.9 
(standard deviation) (23.9) (26.5) (25.1) 

Weekly hours of work 43.5 41.6 43.8 
(standard deviation) (13.8) (15.8) (14.9) 

Number of Fathers 226 263 128 . 
~ 

MOTHERS 

Minutes to work 29.0 26.3 9.6 
(standard deviation) (24.9) (24.9) (20.4) 

Minutes from work 29.7 26.0 9.9 
(standard deviation) (26.3) (25.2) (21.3) 

Weekly hours of work 28.1 21.2 20.7 
(standard deviation) (13.9) (14.3) (16.1) 

Number of Mothers 252 279 129 

• Note that this includes the parents who work at home. 

Although shifts and overtime seemed to have no relationship with care type, the 
next question was whether or not parents' work place location, journey to work and 
actual weekly hours of work were related to type of child care used. In general, for 
all care types, Table 5.11 shows that the time spent by fathers in travelling to and 
from work was less than by mothers. Since mothers are generally more likely to 
work in their residential locality (see Table 4.12 above), this extra time is in 
accordance with mothers dropping off and picking up children on their way (see 
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Tables 3.5 & 3.6 above). Travel times were longest for those using formal care, 
next for informal care and shortest for those caring for children at home. For this 
last group, mothers were more likely to be actually working at (or from) home than 
fathers, so in these instances fathers' travelling time was comparatively much longer. 
Generally, employed mothers whose children were cared for at home were more 
likely to be working closer to home than mothers using formal or informal care 
(Table 5.12). However, this relationship did not hold when tested separately for the 
groups of mothers living in the two inner urban localities of Melbourne and South 
Sydney. Neither did it hold for fathers. 

Table 5.12 ALSS: Main type of pre-school chlld care per famlly by location 
of parents' work place (all localities). 

Formal Care Informal care 
MOTHER'S WORK PLACE 

Work in their residential 
Local Govenunent Area • 

Work outside residential 
Local Govenunent Area •• 

Location not known 

(Number of mothers) 

FATHER'S WORK PLACE 

Work in their residential i 
Local Govenunent Area .~: 

Work outside residential 
Local Govenunent Area •• 

Location not known 

(Number of fathers) 

Note: 
• This includes the parents who work at home . 

0Ji, 

32 

61 

8 

252 

20 

73 

7 

226 

0Ji, 

32 

59 

10 

279 

18 

71 

11 

263 

•• This includes parents with no fixed place of work. who travel around a lot. 

Household Care· 

0/0 

49 

40 

11 

130 

22 

65 

13 

128 

Overall, type of child care did not seem related to average hours worked by fathers, 
but, for mothers, use of formal care went with longer working hours. 

To summarise, when considering parents' work arrangements, particularly their 
commitments, such as work status and whether or not they worked irregular hours 
or broken shifts, the only factor which appeared to have an influence on the type 
of care used was mothers' work status. Mothers working full-time were more likely 
to use formal care and mothers working part-time were more likely to use informal 
or within household care. This probably reflects the relative flexibility of different 
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forms of care, as well as the cost implications. Mother's travel time to and from 
work was also seen to be related to the type of child care used. 

Affordability and main type of care 

The final issue examined was the relationship between families' financial situations 
and costs of different types of child care. Across all families, the percentage of 
family income spent on pre-school child care ranged from zero (predominantly where 
the children were cared for within the home) up to 54 per cent. The median was 
about four per cent and three quarters of families spent less than ten per cent of 
net weekly income on child care. Only just over three per cent of families spent 
more than 20 per cent of net income on child care and these could be divided into 
three groups: the majority had high to very high incomes, so their weekly income 
after child care costs was still quite substantial; the next largest group had medium 
incomes but were mostly using formal care; the remainder had low incomes but, 
except for one single mother on a study scholarship who was greatly assisted by 
her ex-husband, they were all self-employed, making accurate estimates of their 
true weekly incomes very difficult. 

Table 5.13 ALSS: Median percentage of weekly net famDy income spent 
on child care by main type of pre-school care per famDy (all 
10caUties). 

Main care type per famDy: 
,i 

Fonnal care (N = 249) 
Infonnal care (N = 263) 
In household care (N = 127) 

Median percentage 
of net income/week 

9.45 
2.05 

o 

Standard 
deviation 

(6.35) 
(7.59) 

(0) 

Note: Percentage of weekly family income spent on care ranged from 0 to 53% for both formal and informal care groups. 

Table 5.13 shows the median net weekly cost of child care as a percentage of 
family income for the three main types of care used. Families using formal care 
were paying the highest percentage of weekly income and those where the child 
was cared for at home, nothing. 

However, since child care arrangements have been shown to be linked more to 
mothers' paid employment than to fathers', the yearly costs of child care were 
considered as a deduction from the mothers' net income. This was to arrive at a 
measure of the net increase to yearly family income which the mother's income 
constitutes after child care costs (Table 5.14). 
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Table 5.14 

Main care per famUy: 

Fonnal care (N = 251) 
Informal care (N = 263) 
Household care (N = 127) 

ALSS: Main type of work related, pre-school chlld care per 
famUy, by overall yearly costs, mother's income after costs 
and percentage of famtly income which this extra income 
comprises (all localities). 

Median • Med mother's • As Median 
yearly income after percentage 
costs costs famUy income 

$ $ OAt 

3600 15653 32.95 
720 12762 34.35 

0 12722 39.16 

Yearly child care costs were based on the total weekly amount paid for main care 
arrangements made for all pre-school aged children in the family (plus, for some 
families, an extra amount for primary schoolers, so as to gain a better overall 
estimate of costs vis a vis mother's income). Mostly, the yearly cost was estimated 
at this weekly cost for 48 weeks of the year, allowing for the standard four week's 
leave. Exceptions were when the parent only worked during kindergarten hours, so 
weekly amounts were multiplied by 41 weeks, allowing for school (and kindergarten) 
holidays. There were ten cases (mostly from NSW localities) where the mother's net 
income after child care costs was negative. On investigation, nine of these mothers 
were declaring Basic Family Payments (then Family Allowance) as their only source 
of income, even though t~ey described themselves as in paid employment and their 
weekly total child care costs ranged from 20 to 150 dollars. Most worked part
time and being either self-employed or on unpaid leave during the last year would 
account for these discrepancies. 

All ten of these "negative gain" mothers were married (either de jure or de facto), 
so it appears that in these cases the father was essentially paying for child care. 
This may perhaps be to facilitate the mai ntenance of the mother's work skills and 
so ensure her a better job (and more lucrative financial returns) when the children 
are older. There was also a group where the mothers' net yearly gains were not 
negative, but quite small: for instance, in five per cent of cases the net gain was 
estimated to be less than $2,000 and in eleven per cent of cases, less than $5,000 
per annum. 

Nevertheless, net gains were fairly normally distributed, with the lowest quarter of 
mothers receiving a net gain of up to $8,864, the next quarter gaining between 
$8,876 and $13,797, the next quarter gaining between $13,800 and $19,112 and the 
highest quarter gaining between $19,127 and $74,614. Over the nine localities, the 
median gain was nearly $14,000 and only around three per cent of mothers gained 
more than $30,000 net yearly income after child care costs. When expressed as a 
percentage of family income (excluding the 1.5 per cent with negative percentages), 
the gain to family income ranged between a one per cent gain and a 100 per cent 
gain. Overall, the median percentage gain to family income was 34 per cent. For 
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the single mothers, of course, their personal income was also their family income 
and so gains after child care costs constituted at least 80 per cent of family net 
yearly income for almost all of them (maintenance payments, where applicable, and 
Basic Family Payment (then called 'Family Allowance') were included in net income). 

The relationships between median family income, mothers' personal median income 
and main type of care used across all the localities is presented in Table 5.15. Both 
mothers' income and family income is highest for families using formal care, next 
for informal care and lowest for families using within household care. Consistent with 
this finding is the effect of main type of child care upon costs and gains, as seen 
in Table 5.14. Dollar costs and gains are highest with formal care, but the 
percentage gain for family income is the lowest. The highest percentage gain in 
family income of mothers' income after child care costs is for those families where 
no cost is involved - ie. where the children are looked after at home by someone 
within their own household. These families also have, on average, lower incomes 
than people who use formal or informal care. 

Table 5.US 

MOTHERS 

Net Yearly Income 
(Std Dev.) 

Number of Mothers 

FAMILIES 

Net Yearly Income 
(Std Dev.) 

Number of Families 

ALSS: Median yearly net income for employed mothers and for 
families with pre-school chUdren by main type of care per famUy 
(all locaUtles). 

\ 

,1 

Formal Care Informal Care 

Med $ Med $ 

19135 
(10635) 

252 

44155 
(17812) 

249 

14077 
(8600) 

279 

37595 
(14030) 

264 

Household Care 

Med $ 

12617 
(8558) 

129 

35028 
(15345) 

127 

Note: 16 mothers and 17 fathers did not give detatls of their yearly net earnings. 

Viewed in a more comparative way, if a family's income relative to the Henderson 
Poverty Line (see Appendix D for an explanation) is calculated, there appears to be 
a critical level above which formal care usage is more likely: considering all the 
families in these nine urban localities, if family income represented 200 per cent or 
more of the Poverty Line (PL) then formal care was more likely than informal or 
within household care as the main type of care used by the family for children aged 
0-5 years. However, when localities were tested separately, this relationship was 
either very weak or non-existent for the outer urban areas, suggesting that relative 
income level was a less important factor in type of care used there than was the 
case in the inner or middle urban areas. 
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In summary, when examining the relative affordability of varying care types, it was 
found that mother's income and family (combined parental) income was highest for 
families using formal care. There was then a progression: as the family incomes 
became lower the more likely was the family to use informal care and those in the 
lowest income brackets were more likely to organise care within the household. In 
cases where both parents were in paid employment, families who used formal child 
care made the smallest percentage gain in their total income when adding mother's 
personal income after child care costs were deducted. Generally, income level made 
the least impact on type of care for the outer urban dwelling families. 

Inner, middle and outer urban groupings. 

I n much of the above analysis, the patterns of, and interactions between, theoretical 
factors and child care use for Box Hill and Ryde were similar: these two localities 
were described as representing middle urban localities in the original design of the 
study. Often the patterns were similar for Melbourne and South Sydney too, which 
represent the inner urban localities. Patterns and trends for Berwick, Werribee, 
Campbelltown and Penrith were also often similar and these were chosen to 
represent outer or "fringe" localities. 

This tendency to group according to geographic or urban location supports the use 
of a grouped - or suburban "ring" - measure to differentiate inner, middle and outer 
urban residential areas. The relationship between type of child care and the factors 
considered in this chapter often varied by residential locality and such variation also 
largely conformed to this inner, middle or outer grouping of areas. Therefore this 
locality measure was considered important to pursue in the next chapter of this 
report. It was also hOPrd to discover whether or not the relative importance of 
various explanatory factors was affected by living in inner or middle or outer areas. 

Table 5.16 ALSS: Inner, middle and outer urban area residence by main type 
of pre-school child care per famUy. 

Main type of care per family: 

Formal care 
Infonnal care 
In household care 

(Number of families) 

Note: 
Inner urban: Melbourne. South Sydney. 
Middle urban: Box Hill. Ryde. 

Inner Urban Middle Urban 

°tb Otb 

61 42 
26 35 
12 23 

145 178 

Outer urban: BeIWick. Wembee. Campbelltown. Penrtth (. Elizabeth/ Munno Para excluded). 

Outer Urban 
. 

% 

26 
53 
21 

292 
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Elizabeth/ Munno Para was not included in the outer grouping for three reasons: its 
sample size of working parents was quite small, partly due to the high 
unemployment rate at the time of the survey; in the above discussions, the patterns 
found for Elizabeth/ Munno Para were often quite idiosyncratic, so it cannot be said 
to generally resemble any of the other four outer localities; it was the only South 
Australian urban locality surveyed. 

When the remaining eight residential localities were classified into inner, middle or 
outer urban groupings, there was quite a difference in main type of care used by 
these three groups. Table 5.16 shows that families living in the inner urban localities 
of Melbourne or South Sydney were by far the most likely to use formal care and 
least likely to provide within household care. Those living in the outer urban localities 
of Berwick, Werribee, Campbelltown or Penrith, were the most likely to use informal 
types of care. Those living in the middle urban areas of Box Hill or Ryde were the 
most evenly divided across the three main types of care presented. 

, 
,~ 
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Chapter 6: The relative importance of parental preference, local 
access, affordability and mother's employment. 

This chapter aims to compare the relative influence of the four underlying theoretical 
issues upon type of child care used for children aged 0-5 years. Factors 
representing these issues are considered simultaneously to gauge the relationship 
between individual factors and child care, while controlling for the combined effects 
of the other co-existent factors. As listed in Figure 1 in Chapter 5 above, these sets 
of factors represented preference (according to parental and family characteristics), 
local access to child care and other resources, parents' employment characteristics 
and affordability of care. This multivariate analysis implies no causality however, due 
to the great variability in the temporal placement of factors vis a vis child care 
outcome. For example, the scope of the study did not give the exact timing of 
factors such as residential location of grandmothers (were grandmothers living there 
before or after child care arrangements were established?) or mother's hours of 
work (were her job and hours of work finalised before or after child care 
arrangements were made?). 

Choice of measures in multi-component analysis 

There were several reasons for using factors which described mothers rather than 
fathers when building explanatory models. Mothers' characteristics and employment 
situations had been shown to be more related to child care arrangements than were 
fathers'. Athough mothers: and fathers' educational level, occupational category and 
non-English speaking background were interrelated, mothers' details were chosen 
because they were morejlinked to child care. Furthermore, all but two of the single 
parent families had no father descriptors because they were headed by mothers. Of 
course, family factors such as costs of care, family income, extra income after costs, 
number! age of children and number of vehicles were measured in the same way 
for couple and single parent headed families. This applied also to locational factors 
such as availability of grandmothers, supply of formal care places and grouping of 
urban location - residence in either inner, middle or outer areas. 

For this comparative analysis, the local supply of formal care places was an 
important locational issue. However, as was shown in Table 2.4 (Chapter 2), the 
level of local supply was extremely highly associated with inner, middle or outer 
urban grouping. Therefore, because these two factors were considered 
interchangeable, the urban grouping measure was used as a proxy for actual local 
supply of formal care places. To clarify the impact of occupation on work-related 
child care, mother's education, as a separate measure, was dropped due to its close 
relationship with both occupational status and residential locality. This association 
between educational level and residential locality also meant that, as education level 
was correlated with the local supply of formal care places, it would add little over 
and above actual residential location. 
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Non-English speaking background was used as a measure of ethnic and cultural 
background in preference to country of birth because of its observed relationship 
with main type of care used by the family. Again, mother's non-English speaking 
background was used in preference to father's: the parents often had a very similar 
background, but, again here, mothers' characteristics were apparently more important 
for choice of child care. 

Regarding affordability of care, both combined parental (family) and mother's 
personal income were not used in the same analysis because they were strongly I 

correlated. Family income was chosen because it had been shown to be more 
related to type of child care than was mother's personal income level and so 
provided a better overall indication of affordability. The comparative income 
measure used here was family income relative to the Henderson Poverty Line (see 
Appendix D): family incomes up to 120 per cent of the Poverty Line were 
considered to denote poverty, but this applied to only seven per cent of all the 
families of interest (with working parents and pre-school children, across the nine 
urban localities studied); between 120 and 149 per cent of the Poverty Line denoted 
low income, and this applied to 15 per cent of these families; between 150 and 199 
per cent of the Poverty Line denoted medium income, and this applied to 28 per 
cent of these families; finally, 200 per cent or more of the Poverty Line denoted high 
to very high income, and this applied to nearly 50 per cent of these families. 
Therefore the decision was made to cut the sample of families into two categories -
those whose family incomes constituted 200 per cent or more of the Henderson 

Poverty Line and those whose family income was less. The effect of this income 
classification upon main type of care for pre-school aged children was then used as 
an indicator of affordability in this comparative analysis. 

Regarding work characteristics, the location of mother's work was used in preference 
to her travel time to wor~. This was partly because the two measures were related, 
but mostly because of the large number of mothers who did not give details of 
travel times (many of whom were on leave or worked from home) and who thus 
would be lost from the analysis. Mothers' hours of work were related to part-time 
or full-time work status, so either could indicate her weekly commitments, but, when 
mothers were grouped according to whether or not they worked 30 hours or more 
per week, an even stronger association with work status was found. Therefore, 
working 30 plus hours per week versus working fewer hours was the indicator 
chosen to characterise both longer versus shorter weekly hours of work and full
time versus part-time work status for mothers. 

Explaining main child care type 

Multivariate analysis examined the relative contribution of theoretical factors in 
explaining care types for all the families across the nine areas (see Figure 2 below). 
The main model examined the use of formal care rather than informal or within 
household care. Other minor models examined the use of informal care rather than 
formal care (within household care not included) and the use of within household 
care rather than formal or informal care. 
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Figure 2: Theoretical factors examined in examining main type of pre
school child care used by families. 

Preference: parental or family characteristics 

- Mother's occupational group: upper occupational level or lower. 
- Mother's non-English or English-speaking background 
- Couple or sole parent family structure 
- Other children in family or only one pre-school child 
- Age of the youngest child in the family 

Access issues 

- Availability of a grandmother (within a half hour drive) 
- Access to formal care (local supply of formal places) 
- Urban grouping (outer, middle or inner urban areas) 

Parents' employment characteristics 

- Mother's work location (inside or outside residential LGA) 
- Mother's weekly working hours (more or less than 30 hours) 

Affordability 

- Net family income rel~tive to the Henderson Poverty Line 
(income is 200 0/0, or more versus less than 200 % of the Poverty Line) 

Figure 2 shows the final set of explanatory components considered. Other items 
originally listed in Figure 1 had been examined but excluded from this final analysis 
for the reasons discussed above. The data were aggregated across the eight 
Victorian and New South Wales urban localities for an overall examination of the 
relative or "net" contribution of each component to type of pre-school aged child 
care used by the families. As discussed above, at this stage Elizabeth/ Munno Para 
families were excluded. 

Formal care 

The relative strengths of theoretical factors' associations with use of formal care 
were considered simultaneously via logistic regression analysis. The analysis was 
based upon 508 families living in either the four Victorian or four New South Wales 
localities: forty-six families were excluded because they were residents of Elizabeth/ 
Munno Para and the remainder had missing information for some of the measures 
used, so could not be included for this comprehensive modelling. Most commonly, 
the information lacking concerned family income or mother's hours of work. 
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Table 6.1 shows the net effect of each factor associated with type of care. These 
are the "main", or overall, effects for all of the localities as a whole. The parameter 
estimates (A) indicate the component's relative contribution net of all the others, to 
the likelihood of using formal child care. The transformed estimates (8) indicate the 
relative odds of using formal care when these conditions apply: the larger the odds, 
the stronger the contribution made in explaining care used. 

As can be seen in Table 6.1, when considered simultaneously with the other seven 
significant factors, the following were not significant contributors in explaining use 
of formal care (rather than informal or within household care): mother's occupation 
level, age of youngest child, having other children in the family and whether or not 
mother worked in her residential locality. 

When considering all the families, the most important influence upon use of formal 
care was local supply of long formal care places: net of other considerations, if a 
family lived in an inner urban area, they were nearly twice (1.9 times) as likely to 
use formal care as those residing in middle or outer urban areas. The next in 
importance was the weekly hours mothers worked: net of other considerations, if the 
mother worked 30 hours or more per week, the family was 1.6 times as likely to 
use formal care as those where mother worked fewer hours. The third most 
important component was being a single parent, who were 1.6 times as likely to use 
formal care as partnered parents. Other significant influences were: living in a middle 
urban area (nearly one and a half times as likely to use formal care as those living 
in an outer urban area); mother having an English-speaking background (1.4 times 
as likely to use formal care); having a family income which is at least 200 per cent 
of the poverty line (nearly 1.4 times as likely to use formal care); NOT having a 
maternal or paternal granpmother living in the same town or suburb, or within a half 
hour's drive (1.3 times as likely to use formal care). 
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Table 6.1 ALSS: Relative contributions to explalnlng the use of pre-school formal 
chUd care, rather than Informal or within household care by employed 
parents for the 8 Victorian and New South Wales urban localities 
combined. 

Main Effects of Explanatory Factors: 

Mother having an upper level occupation 

Mother's English-speaking background 

Being a single mother-headed family 

Not having other children in the family 

Not having a child under 3 years of age 

No grandmother within half hour's drive 

Living in an inner urban locality 

Living in a middle urban locality 

Mother not working in residential LGA 

Mother working 30 plus hours per week 

Family income 2000/0 plus ,pf Poverty Line 

Total Number of Families = 508 

Parameter 
estimate 

(A) 

0~34# 

0.47# 

0.27# 

0.64* 

0.39* 

0.49* 

0.31* 

Transformed 
estimate 

(B) 

1.40 

1.60 

1.31 

1.90 

1.48 

1.63 

1.37 

• Chisq significant at 0.01 level: 1# Chisq significant at 0.05 level; N = not statistically significant. 

While Table 6.1 demonstrates the overall effects of components considered for the 
aggregated data from all eight Victorian and New South Wales localities, Chapter 
5 had shown that some of the relationships and interactions between such 
influences and the use of formal care varied according to residence within inner, 
middle or outer areas. Therefore, the effects of some of the contributing influences 
listed in Figure 2 were also examined specifically for families in particular urban 
groupings. These findings are presented in Table 6.2, which shows only significant 

. components related to use of formal care (the fuller, generative process - indicating 
a/l main effects and all locational effects - can be seen in Table iii in Appendix C). 
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Table 6.2 ALSS: Refined model to e%p1a1n the use of formal chUd care rather than 
informal or within household care for pre-school aged chUdreD. (8 urban 
Victorian and New South Wales localltles). 

Main Effects of Explanatory Factors: 

1. FOR 8 WCALmES COMBINED: 

Living in an inner urban locality 

Living in a middle urban locality 

Mother having an English-speaking background 

2. SPECIFIC WCATIONAL EFFECTS: 

Mother works 30 plus hours weekly 
and family lives in middle urban area 

Single mother-headed family and 
family lives in outer urban area 

Family income 2000/0 or more of the Poverty Line 
and family lives in inner urban area 

~ 

No grandmother lives within a half hour drive 
and family lives in a middle area. 

Total Number of Families = 5241 

Note: 

Parameter 
estimate 

(A) 

0.41* 

0.32* 

0.26# 

0.71* 

0.53# 

0.64* 

0.42# 

Transformed 
estimate 

(B) 

1.51 

1.38 

1.30 

2.03 

1.70 

1.90 

1.52 

1. Total number of families as increased for this refined analysts due to extra area-spectftc cases being added. 
• chtsq s1gn1ficant at 0.01 level; # Chtsq stgniftcant at 0.05 level; 

The influence of mother having a non-English speaking background did not change 
significantly by residential grouping and so is left as a main effect in the refined 
model presented in Table 6.2. Actual residence in an inner or middle urban area as 
opposed to an outer area was, of course, also a general factor. 

However, specific effects of urban grouping were found for four components of the 
model. Families in the middle urban areas were twice as likely (2.03 times) as other 
families to use formal care if the mother worked 30 or more hours per week, which 
was an increase from odds of 1.63 for the whole sample, regardless of place of 
residence. This suggests more sensitivity to mothers working commitments when 
organising care in the middle urban localities than was the case in either the inner 
or outer urban areas. It also suggests greater choice. 
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Families living in the inner urban areas were nearly twice as likely (1.9 times) as 
other families to use formal care if the family income was at least 200 per cent of 
the Poverty Line, which was an increase from odds of only 1.37 for the whole 
sample, regardless of place of residence. Such an increase demonstrates that, 
although places are much more widely available than in the middle or outer 
localities, use of formal care in the inner urban areas was more affected by family 
income level than was the case for families living in the middle or outer urban 
localities. 

Living in a middle urban area also slightly increased the odds of using formal care 
from 1.3 to 1.52 times if there was no grandmother living within half an hour's drive. 
This is consistent with the greater variety of care used by families in the middle 
urban areas in comparison with the inner and outer areas, where care was 
predominantly formal or informal, respectively. 

Finally, families living in the outer urban areas were 1.9 times as likely as other 
families to use formal care if the family was headed by a single parent - an 
increase from odds of 1.6 for the whole sample combined. This suggests a slightly 
higher likelihood of single parents utilising formal care if they do not live in the more 
built up, highly supplied middle or inner urban areas. Although there was a much 
lower supply of formal care places in the fringe localities, the single parents tended 
to make more use of whatever was available. 

Informal care 

Although not presented i~ tabular form here, the relative contributions of factors to 
help explain use of informal care rather than formal care were also considered in 
a mUlti-component model, as a check for the main model findings. 

Leaving aside those families who cared for their pre-school aged children within their 
own household, the strongest influences upon use of informal care were again local 
supply of long formal care places and the weekly hours mothers worked. However, 
as expected, these operated in the reverse direction from that found in explaining 
use of formal care. That is, if the family lived in an outer urban locality, it was more 
than twice as likely (2.15 times) to use informal carers, while if a family lived in a 
middle urban locality, it was 1.6 times as likely to use informal carers. The family 
was also 1.6 times more likely to use informal carers if the mother worked less than 
30 hours per week. 

The only other significant influence upon use of informal care was having a maternal 
or paternal grandmother living in the same town or suburb, or within a half hour's 
drive (1.4 times as likely to use informal care than those without a "nearby" 
grandmother). This is not surprising since, for the outer urban families studied, about 
a third of all children aged 0-5 years were minded by grandparents while parents 
worked (see Table 3.2). So, mothers working fewer hours, having a lower local 
supply of long formal care places and having a mother or mother-in-law reasonably 
close at hand tended to use informal rather than formal care. These are not causal 
models, so some of these mothers may have worked part-time because of the lack 
of local formal care places. The extent to which this happened was not a question 
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directly addressed by this analysis but may be illuminated by reference to the report 
in this series entitled "Spatial Aspects of Employment in Australian Cities" by Helen 
Brownlee, who looks at restrictions and impediments to paid employment for women 
in these areas. 

Within household care 

Thirdly, consideration was given to determining the relative associations between 
theoretical factors and the provision of work-related child care within the household. 
These data are also not presented in tabular form here, but the relative contributions 
of factors in Figure 2 in explaining within household child care rather than either 
formal or informal care will be discussed briefly. 

The strongest influences upon within household care were, in order of importance: 
family income relative to the Poverty Line, mother's non-English speaking 
background, mother working from home or in her local area and mother working 
less than 30 hours per week. 

If the family had an income less than 200 per cent of the Poverty Line or if mother 
had a non-English speaking background, they were more than one and a half times 
as likely to use within household rather than other forms of care for children aged 
0-5 years. Also, if mother worked fewer than 30 hours per week or worked from or 
near home, the family was 1.5 and 1.4 times, respectively, more likely to care for 
children at home than if mother spent longer hours in paid employment or worked 
outside her residential LGA. 

In essence then, mother~ working part-time or casual hours, working from or near 
home, having a non-Engli'~h speaking background and families with the lowest family 
incomes and, consequentially, the highest entitlement to Child Care Assistance (Fee 
Relief), were the most likely to care for children at no cost - using someone within 
their own household - in many cases the working parents themselves. 
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Summary 

Parental preference 

Parents with higher education and occupational levels were more likely to use formal 
child care. However, use of formal care seemed more related to where they lived 
than to these personal characteristics per se: there was a larger proportion of 
parents engaged in professional work in the middle and inner urban areas than in 
the outer, or fringe, areas studied and these inner urban areas have a richer service 
infrastructure, including higher formal child care provision. 

Babies seemed less likely to have formal care, but families with only one pre-school 
aged child, and no others, tended to use more formal care. This seeming 
contradiction could partly be an artefact of the localities studied, for there was a 
greater percentage of one-child families living in the two inner city areas, where the 
supply of long day formal care places was highest, than in the middle or outer 
urban localities. 

Employed single parents were also more likely than employed couple parents to use 
formal care and this contributed significantly to type of child care used by families. 
Such a finding could be linked to three underlying factors: single mothers are more 
likely than couple mothers to work full-time; their single income may qualify them for 
high levels of government assistance; they have less flexibility regarding the 
practicalities of paid work and child care because they have no resident partner. 
This last point is illustrated by the finding that families which provided work related 
child care within their own household were more likely to be couple headed, which 
suggests more options f~r couples than for single parents. Families providing care 
within their own household were also more likely to have a mother with a non
English speaking country of birth, which might suggest the operation of some 
cultural preferences. 

Access 

After examining the relative importance of the theoretical issues underpinning this 
research, the strongest single influence on use of formal care appeared to be 
access: that is, the local supply of long day formal care places. Therefore, where 
people lived was the most telling predictor of type of care used. However, the 
availability of a nearby grandmother also contributed significantly to the use of 
informal rather than formal child care for pre-school aged children in the family. This 
effect was much stronger for families living in the middle urban localities, where 
families utilised a greater variety of types of care while parents were engaged in 
paid work. 

Apart from those looked after in their own homes, the great majority (around two
thirds) of children were cared for reasonably close to home, or at least within their 
residential Local Government Area. Mothers also tended to work closer to home 
than did fathers, and mothers were the main transporters of children to and from 
care, so there was some link between location of care and mother's place of work. 
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However, regarding transportation to care, the number of motor vehicles owned by 
the family bore little relationship to the type of care used for these pre-school aged 
children. 

Parents' employment 

Apart from local access, mothers' employment commitments contributed very strongly 
to type of care used by the family, especially their weekly hours in paid work: longer 
hours were linked to formal care and shorter hours were linked to informal or within 
household care. Families who provided work related child care within their own 
household were likely to have a mother who worked from home or fairly close to 
home. 

Mothers in the middle urban localities were the most likely to be employed part
time. Part-time work was most likely for fathers in the inner city localities, but since 
only around five per cent of fathers worked part-time, (compared with more than half 
the mothers) this had no effect on the overall patterns of care usage. 

Broken shifts, irregular hours or overtime did not seem to have much of an impact 
on type of pre-school child care used by the family. For mothers, the number of 
weekly hours worked (and hence, full or part-time work status) was more important 
than the organisation of this weekly commitment. For fathers, neither of these 
factors contributed to type of care used for children 0-5 years of age. 

Overall, father's work commitments did not seem to be related either to decisions 
about type of care or to every day arrangements made for the care of these pre
school aged children. A~ mentioned above, when discussing the implications of 
access to care, mothers' work location was related to child care location and 
mothers were much more likely to drop off and pick up these young children from 
their place of care. Consequently, even though mothers generally worked closer to 
home than fathers, their travelling time to and from work was roughly the same, and 
for some localities longer, than it was for fathers. Employed mothers were also 
much more likely than employed fathers to care for sick children during normal 
working hours (nearly half the mothers compared with less than ten per cent of 
fathers). 

Affordability 

Inner urban families had the highest median incomes and outer urban families the 
lowest, with middle urban dwellers in between. For formal care 1 the median costs 
per family ranged from $40 to nearly $90 per week across the localities surveyed. 
Just over one third of these families were receiving Fee Relief (Child Care 
Assistance). Although nearly half of all those families using informal care paid 
nothing for that care, the remainder had median weekly costs across localities within 
the same range as did those using formal care ($40-$82). 
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Generally, high combined parental income level and its accompanying low level of 
entitlement to government assistance was linked to use of formal care. Conversely, 
families with the lowest incomes and highest entitlements to assistance did not use 
centre-based or family day care very much, due to lack of local supply. However, 
the exception to this seemed to be that single parent (and therefore single income) 
families tended to rely on formal care. 

For the single parent families in the outer urban or fringe localities, this could also 
be due to financial reasons: that is, they could afford formal care because they were 
entitled to high levels of government financial assistance. For those living in the 
inner city localities it could be due to a large local supply of government or 
community-run centres. Nevertheless, the number of single parent families studied 
was fairly small in each of the nine localities surveyed, so no strong conclusions can 
be stated here. 

Conclusions 

Access seemed to determine type of care used more than anything else: that is, 
families' local supply of formal care places was the single most important factor. 
Next in importance were employment characteristics, in particular, mother's weekly 
hours of paid employment and work place location. Family socio-economic status 
(which includes family income and educational! occupational characteristics of 
parents) also contributed to decisions about type of care, in particular, family income 
levels. Local availability qf grandmothers also influenced decisions about care, but 
age of children and family composition seemed of less importance. 

In large part, it appears that parents utilised care which was reasonably locally 
available. This suggests that employed parents of young children who live in the 
outer regions studied might use more formal child care if it was available. Cost did 
not seem much of an inhibitor since about half the families using informal care had 
weekly costs of around the same amounts as many using formal care. Certainly 
many more outer urban families qualified for higher levels of government child care 
assistance than did their inner or middle urban-dwelling counterparts, which may 
facilitate the use of local centre-based care if it was available. Furthermore, if the 
number of community-run centres increased in these fringe suburbs, more mothers 
could work longer hours, if desired, and improve their family's financial situation. 
This could be particularly beneficial to single mothers, whom some studies have 
shown to need either full-time work or a full pension, because part-time work is just 
not financially viable for them (Funder, 1993; Funder & Millward 1993; Millward & 
Funder 1993). 

If increased formal care provision in these outer metropolitan areas led to more full
time work for mothers, this WOUld, of course, involve a "trade-off" between increased 
family income and lower level of entitlement to government assistance. However, this 
report suggests that a range of alternatives in work-related care for children aged 
0-5 years is generally desirable: families in the ALSS middle urban localities 
apparently had no lesser supply of informal sources of care (friends! neighbours! 
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relatives) than did ALSS families in the outer urban, or fringe, localities, yet middle 
urban families tended to use a greater variety of care types (including formal 
centres) than did their outer urban counterparts, ostensibly because they had more 
choice. 

Australia wide, the use of, and demand for, work related child care has steadily 
increased over the past few decades and this is largely attributable to the increase 
in the proportion of women in paid employment. There is a particular need for care 
of children who are not yet at school because they potentially need all day care 
and more labour-intensive care than is needed for older children. 

For families to survive economically, mothers' paid employment is becoming 
increasingly important. However, while mothers in couple headed families might have 
more flexibility regarding working hours and sharing child care with their partners, 
single mothers need to work essentially full-time hours to improve their economic 
position. This report has found that women in full-time employment were more likely 
to use formal child care and that children, on average, spend fewer weekly hours 
in informal care. Therefore is would seem that the local supply of formal care is 
important for the working patterns of mothers and that those in the outer urban 
areas discussed in this report are disadvantaged regarding this resource. 

Attachment to the primary labour sector (with more security and various entitlements 
such as maternity leave and superannuation) rather than to the secondary (or 
casual) labour sector may well be a goal for many mothers, especially with a view 
to retirement provisions. Apart from the obvious economic benefits, many career 
paths require ongoing and full-time commitment. Secure employment and improved 
position through seniority' or promotion may be especially significant for the ever 
increasing number of sin~le mothers, as they are principal family breadwinners. 

" 

For women in general to have equitable opportunities in paid employment, the tenets 
of ILO Convention 156 should not be forgotten: parents should not be inhibited from 
participating in paid employment due to family responsibilities. This report has clearly 
shown the link between mothers', not fathers', employment and child care 
arrangements made for children not yet at school. Care for infants is also a matter 
of concern for mothers wishing to return to work after childbirth. More family day 
care provision may be helpful here, as it is more likely to cater for babies than is 
centre based care. 

It would seem that the mothers living on the urban fringes have indeed less choice 
concerning child care, then do their inner or middle urban counterparts. They used 
grandparents, other relatives and friendsl neighbours more than did those in the 
middle or inner urban localities, but this may be due to the few alternatives 
available. Even so, some of those who did use formal care had concerns about 
inflexibility and lack of provision for sick children: in the majority of cases it appears 
that mothers (not fathers) had to take time off work to care for sick children. More 
community provided facilities and more flexible facilities regarding hours and services 
could benefit parents in outer urban communities, particularly mothers. 
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Appendix A: Methodology: Australian Living Standard's Study 

Population and Sampling 

The 14 localities in the Australian Living Standards Study were: 

Outer Metropolitan: 

Penrith NSW 
Campbelltown NSW 
Berwick VIC 
Werribee VIC 
Elizabeth/Munno Para SA 

Middle Metropolitan: 

Box Hill VIC 
Ryde NSW 

Inner Metropolitan: 

Melbourne VIC 
South Sydney NSW 

Non-Metropolitan: 

Berri/Loxton/Renmark SA 
RomalBungil OLD 

Remote: 

Tennant Creek NT 
Richmond OLD 
Doomadgee OLD 

. 
. ~ 

Excluding Richmond and Doomadgee, which were managed by the Northern 
Australian Development Unit (NADU), six of the localities were chosen by those 
contracting the study and six were chosen by AIFS. Of prime importance was that, 
the four Victorian and four New South Wales urban localities were chosen to match 
each other, as far as possible. 

The population of interest was all households in a locality which contained at least 
one parent or guardian who had at least one biological, adopted or foster child 
under twenty years of age, whether or not the child actually lived in the household 
(except where the child was living elsewhere with their other parent). The household 
survey sampling in all chosen areas in Victoria, New South Wales and South 
Australia (ie. not Tennant Creek, RomalBungil, Richmond and Doomadgee, which 
were treated as a census) was as follows: 

1. A listing of all residential properties in the locality was obtained from the relevant 
council rates list. Where possible, names of residents of long-term caravan parks 
were added to this list before sampling. 



2. The target number of families with children under twenty years for each area was 
500, with the exception of Tennant Creek. Assuming a response rate of 50 per cent, 
which took into account the likely non-contact rate (vacant dwellings, holiday flats, 
etc.) a possible 1000 such families were therefore required from the random 
sample of fami lies . 

3. The proportion of such families in each locality was estimated using the 1986 
Australian Census and the sample size was calculated using the fraction of families 
with children in that locality, using the following formula: 

( (500 * 2) I fraction of target families }. 
The required sample was then randomly computer generated from the total 
residential households. 

Fieldwork 

The ALSS fieldwork was conducted between October 1991 and January 1993. The 
Victorian localities were surveyed first, beginning with Berwick, and the New South 
Wales localities were surveyed last, ending with South Sydney. The procedure for 
the urban fieldwork was as follows: 

1. A letter was sent to all addresses sampled containing the study brochure, a letter 
from the AIFS Director, a sheet explaining the study in six languages and an 
information form for the household to return. The information form was to determine 
eligibility for the study, plus telephone contact numbers and language spoken. Those 
returning this form were sent a thank you letter and offered a $1 scratch lottery 
ticket for their time. 

2. Eligible families with telephones who returned their form were then contacted via 
the AIFS Computer Assi~ed Telephone Interviewing system. This had a three-fold 
purpose: to obtain consent to participate in the study; to obtain basic household 
demographics; to determine language interpreter needs. Those without a telephone 
were door-knocked. 

3. Those who did not return their forms were sent reminder letters and, if necessary, 
then contacted by telephone or door-knock. Telephone numbers were attached 
where possible using a computerised telephone directory. The originally selected 
addresses in the sample were thoroughly pursued, but some non-contact resulted 
from non-existent addresses, vacant properties and continual non-response to 
telephone calls and door-knocks. This level of non-contact was generally higher than 
Originally envisaged largely because of inaccuracies in the council property lists 
provided. 

4. Eligible families who agreed to participate were then mailed questionnaire Parts 
1 and 2 for self-completion. These were the forms for personal demographics of all 
household members (age, sex, relationships, ethnicity, religion, education, 
occupation, health status, etc) and general household information for families 
(housing, transport, local services, neighbourhood, etc.). It was at this point that 
household and family income data were collected. 

5. About one to two weeks later, face-to-face interviews were conducted with a 
parent (usually mother). These used the Part 3 questionnaires, which covered 
children's services and well being for four age groups of children: those not yet at 
school, primary school age, secondary school age and less than 20 who have left 
school. It was at this point that child care and educational information was obtained 



about children. Parts 1 and 2 (all household members' information) were also 
checked at this time. 

6. After this interview regarding children, the personal self-completion questionnaires 
for secondary students, those who had left school and parents (Parts 4 and 5) were 
left behind, each with an envelope to seal for privacy. Essentially, everyone in the 
family aged 12 years or older were asked to complete a personal questionnaire for 
their own views, opinions and assessments of many aspects of everyday life. 

7. Non-english language interviews were conducted fully face-to-face, by language 
interviewers, over several sessions. Identification of literacy problems also led to 
some additional face-to-face interviews. 

Contact and Response Rates 

For households in the Victorian, New South Wales and South Australian samples, 
the average successful contact rate was 79 per cent and the average response rate 
for eligible households was 71 per cent (see table, next page). The lowest rates of 
initial contact were in South Sydney, Penrith, Elizabeth/ Munno Para and Melbourne 
(between 60 and 71 per cent), with the highest contact rates being in Werribee and 
Campbelltown (92 and 90 per cent). 

These discrepancies in contact rate were due to several factors: variability in the 
accuracy of residential address data supplied by local councils; incorrect telephone 
numbers or continual non-response to phone calls; vacant residences or non
response to extensive door-knocking; curtailment of fieldwork due to time and 
expenditure constraints. The locality most adversely affected by these fieldwork 
difficulties was South Sydney. Here, special arrangements to interview suburbs with 
high numbers of aboriginal residents did not eventuate and, due to the huge initial 
mail-out (as with Melbou~f1e, over 7,000 addresses) and the fact that this was the 
last locality studied, curtailment of fieldwork resulted in a lack of contact with some 
public housing areas which needed very time-consuming and labour intensive door
knocking. These huge mail-outs were necessary, however, due to the low 
percentage of eligible families for the study who resided in these two inner city 
localities (see table, next page, under "known eligibles"). In contrast, the outer urban 
localities sampled had the highest percentages of eligible households for the 
purposes of the study (again, see table, next page, under "known eligibles"). 

Weighting and bias 

Percentages or proportions presented were not weighted since they constitute a 
representative slice of data, or sub-sample, from eight of the urban areas surveyed. 
There was some bias, however, in the South Sydney sample, as explained above. 
This resulted in government benefit-dependent parents and public housing residents 
being under-represented due to fieldwork curtailment (please refer to the Socio
demographic appendix for details of ALSS sample profiles compared with Census 
1991 profiles). 



ALSS: Contact and Response Rates for 10 Localities Studied 1991-92 

From maJI- Of those households contacted : Of those eligible : 
out. % of Refused. 
households Known status Known Completed Refused or Final 
contacted ineligibles unknown eligibles the sUlVey incomplete sample 

size 
0/0 010 % % 010 0/0 (N) 

Locality Name 
(mailed-out) 

BeIWick 
(1523) 83 46 6 48 70 30 (424) 

Box Hill 
(3451) 87 67 10 22 80 20 (520) 

Melbourne 
(7203) 71 83 4 13 65 35 (420) 

Werribee 
(1717) 92 45 16 39 78 22 (478) 

Riverlands 
(2432) 84 56 12 32 80 20 (519) 

Elizabeth 
(2461) 66 54 10 36 73 27 (427) 

Campbelltown 
(1901) 90 39 22 39 61 39 (407) 

Penrith 
(1943) 65 48 14 38 80 20 (393) 

Ryde 
(2991) 87 66 14 20 71 29 (367) 

South Sydney 
(265) (7092) 60 81 7 12 53 47 
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Table 1; Changes in Population between 1986 and 1991 in 9 Urban Localities 
and Australia-wide: 1986,1991 Census 

1986 1991 Change 
'000 '000 % 

Berwick 47,897 67,947 +41.9 

Werribee 51,179 70,607 +38.0 

Campbelltown 118,704 134,572 +13.4 

Penrith 132,134 146,001 +10.5 

ElizabethlMunno Para 56,862 59,115 +4.0 

Box Hill 44,403 43,804 -1.3 

Ryde 86,451 87,086 +0.7 

Melbourne (LGA) 52,808 51,575 -2.3 

South Sydney 66,759 69,471 +4.1 

Australia 14,880,264 16,033,119 +7.7 

Source: ABS 1991 

. 
~ 

Table 2: Household types in '9 Urban Localities and Australia wide: 1991 Census 

Single 
Family Group Person All 

Locality Households Households Households Households 
0/0 0/0 % (N) 

Berwick 87.8 2.0 10.2 20,813 

We rribe e 87.3 2.2 10.5 21,526 

Campbelltown 88.2 2.4 9.5 39,199 

Penrith 85.1 3.0 11.9 44,965 

ElizabethlMunno Para 81.6 2.4 16.0 20,533 

Box Hill 69.7 5.7 24.6 17,001 

Ryde 70.9 5.5 23.5 32,605 

Melbourne (LGA) 49.1 15.1 35.8 19,502 

South Sydney 40.6 16.4 43.0 29,406 

Australia 75.4 4.5 20.0 5,641,994 

Source: ASS 1991 



-2-

Table 3: Families with dependent children as a proportion of all families in 9 
urban localities and Australia-wide: 1991 Census 

Families with All 
dependent children Families 

0/0 (N) 

Berwick 62.2 18.535 

Werribee 64.0 18.953 

Campbelltown 68.7 34.976 

Penrith 63.5 38.777 

ElizabethlMunno Para 55.4 16.927 

Box Hill 44.6 11,902 

Ryde 46.5 23.371 

Melbourne (LGA) 47.4 9,689 

South Sydney 39.5 11,998 

Australia 53.0 4,298,710 

Source: ABS 1991 

Table 4: Families with dependent children as a proportion of a households in 9 
urban localities anc:J Australia-wide: 1991 Census 

Families with All 
dependent children Households 

% (N) 

Berwick 55.4 20,813 

Werribee 56.5 21,526 

Campbelltown 61.3 39.199 

Penrith 54.8 44,965 

ElizabethlMunno Para 45.7 20,533 

Box Hill 31.2 17,001 

Ryde 33.3 32,605 

Melbourne (LGA) 23.5 19,502 

South Sydney 16.1 29,406 

Australia 40.4 5,641,994 

Source: ABS 1991 
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TableS: Family type in 9 urban localities and Australia-wide: 1991 Census 

Single Single Two parent Two parent Couples Families All 
parents parents families families without of other families 
with dep with no dep with dep with no dep offspring related (n) 
children children children children individuals 

only 
0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Berwick 7.5 2.9 54.7'-" 9.0 25.1 0.9 18,535 

Werribee 7.8 2.6 56.3 8.3 23.9 1.1 18,953 

Campbelltown 14.1 3.6 54.6 7.6 19.1 1.1 34,976 

Penrith 9.7 3.6 53.8 8.7 22.8 1.4 38,777 

ElizabethlMunno Para 14.9 4.3 40.6 9.7 29.4 1.1 16,927 

Box Hill 7.6 5.8 37.0 10.5 36.2 2.8 11,902 

Ryde 6.7 5.3 39.8 10.8 34.8 2.7 23,371 

Melbourne (LGA) 15.9 6.2 31.4 6.1 35.4 5.0 9,686 

South Sydney 15.3 7.1 24.2 6.1 42.1 5.3 11,998 

Australia 8.8 4.1 53.8 8.7 22.8 1.4 4,298.710 

Source: ABS 1991 
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Table 6: Single parents with dependent children as a proportion of all families in 9 
urban localities and Australia-wide: 1991 Census 

% 

Berwick 12.1 

Werribee 12.2 

Campbelltown 20.5 

Penrith 15.3 

ElizabethlMunno Para 26.8 

Box Hill 17.1 

Ryde 14.4 

Melbourne (LGA) 33.6 

South Sydney 38.7 

Australia 16.5 

Source: ABS 1991 

, 
; 

Table 7: Types of families with children under 20 years: ALSS-9 Urban Localities 

Couple 
0/0 

Berwick 90.6 

Wembee 90.8 

Campbelltown 82.9 

Penrith 86.6 

ElizabethlMunno Para 74.4 

Box Hill 87.7 

Ryde 87.5 

Melbourne 71.8 

South Sydney 77.1 

Source: AIFS 1994 

Single 
fathers 

% 

0.2 

0.6 

2.7 

2.3 

1.4 

1.7 

1.6 

2.1 

4.9 

Single 
mothers 

0/0 

9.1 

8.6 

14.4 

11.1 

24.2 

10.5 

10.9 

26.1 

18.0 
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Table 8: Type of family for children aged less than 20 years: ALSS-9 urban 
localities 

Berwick 

Werribee 

Campbelltown 

Penrith 

Elizabeth/Munno Para 

Box Hill 

Ryde 

Melbourne 

South Sydney 

TOTAL 

Source: AIFS 1994 

Both 
Natural 
Parents 

0/0 

85.0 

84.9 

78.5 

83.0 

64.9 

84.7 

83.7 

69.9 

70.8 

, 
f9.1 

Step
Family 

S.4 

6.6 

6.9 

6.0 

9.S 

4.S 

4.7 

4.8 

8.7 

6.2 

Single 
Parent 
Family 

0/0 

8.4 

7.8 

13.5 

10.0 

23.2 

9.9 

10.5 

24.4 

18.8 

13.4 

Other 
Family 

0/0 

1.2 

0.8 

1.1 

1.0 

2.3 

0.9 

1.1 

0.9 

1.7 

1.2 

Total 
Families 

(n) 

909 

1030 

869 

835 

901 

999 

705 

756 

414 

7418 
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Table 9: Age structure of the population in 9 urban localities and Australia-wide: 1991 Census 

AGE IN YEARS 

0- 4 5- 9 1 0- 14 15- 19 Total 0- 19 20- 34 35-49 50-64 65+ 
years years years years (N) years years years years years 

% % % 0/0 0/0 % % % & 

Berwick 28.5 27.6 23.7 20.2 24465 35.4 27.2 22.2 9.9 5.4 

Werribee 28.5 25.9 23.0 22.7 ,.~62JO 36.3 29.4 21.6 8.2 4.5 

Campbelltown 26.5 26.5 24.6 22.5 56142 40.7 25.1 21.8 7.8 4.5 

Penrith 26.5 26.4 24.2 23.0 55256 36.9 26.1 22.4 9.0 5.6 

ElizabethlMunno Para 28.6 27.2 22.2 21.0 20868 34.3 26.6 17.6 13.3 8.3 

BoxHiJI 26.5 23.1 22.9 27.6 10763 23.8 25.4 19.4 14.8 16.7 

Ryde 26.4 23.5 23.1 27.0 22051 24.4 26.9 20.8 14.4 13.5 

Melbourne (LGA) 26.5 23.1 22.9 27.6 13544 22.4 35.7 19.4 12.0 10.5 

South Sydney 28.0 18.2 20.0 33.8 13250 17.1 36.8 21.2 13.5 11.4 

Australia 24.9 24.7 24.5 25.9 5078798 30.1 24.1 21.1 13.3 11.3 

Source: ABS 1991 

Total 
Persons 
(n) 

69099 

72227 

13n86 

149789 

60876 

45138 

90190 

60385 

77264 

16847310 
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Table 1 0: Ages of fathers: ALSS-9 urban localities 

Age Groups 

<30 30-39 40-49 50+ Total no. 
years years years years of fathers 

% 0/0 0/0 % (n) 

Berwick 10.6 54.4 27.8 7.2 388 

Werribee 12.4 52.6 28.6 6.4 437 

Campbelltown 10.9 50.4 31.4 7.2 347 

Penrith 11.6 48.0 32.8 7.6 354 

ElizabethlMunno Para 17.0 46.6 27.2 9.2 324 

Box Hill 4.5 40.9 39.4 15.3 465 

Ryde 5.8 42.2 38.8 13.2 327 

Melbourne 6.2 47.7 34.3 11.8 306 

South Sydney 8.4 44.4 31.3 15.9 214 

Source: AIFS 1994 

Table 11: Ages of mothers: 1LSS-9 urban localities 
; 

Age Groups 

<30 30-39 40-49 50+ Total no. 
years years years years of rrothers 

0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 (n) 

Berwick 18.8 54.1 22.4 4.7 425 

Werribee 18.5 55.0 24.8 1.7 476 

Campbelltown 21.3 50.7 25.7 2.3 400 

Penrith 20.9 49.2 27.6 2.3 388 

ElizabethlMunno Para 28.2 43.6 24.4 3.8 422 

Box Hill 8.5 49.1 34.2 8.3 509 

Ryde 12.5 48.5 34.6 4.4 361 

Melbourne 13.7 48.3 33.7 4.4 410 

South Sydney 12.1 49.8 31.7 6.4 249 

Source: AIFS 1994 
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Table12: Ages of children under 20 years: ALSS- 9 urban localities 

0-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 Total no. 
years years years years of children 

0/0 % % % (n) 

Berwick 29.5 30.5 22.8 17.2 898 

Werribee 26.6 30.2 24.1 19.1 1022 

Campbelltown 26.6 27.8 27.4 18.2 861 

Penrith 27.2 30.1 24.1 18.6 827 

Elizab~thlMunno Para 28.1 27.1 22.2 22.6 841 

Box Hill 30.0 24.1 22.2 23.7 992 

Ryde 33.5 23.8 22.9 19.8 698 

Melbourne 35.3 21.4 21.8 21.4 747 

South Sydney 39.5 19.5 18.3 22.7 410 

Source: AIFS 1994 

Table13: Household size: A~SS-9 urban localities 

Berwick 

Werribee 

Campbelltown 

Penrith 

Elizabeth! 
Munno Para 

Box Hill 

Ryde 

Melbourne 

South Sydney 

Source: AIFS 1994 

2 
% 

2.1 

2.1 

6.4 

4.8 

7.5 

3.6 

4.4 

14.5 

15.1 

3 
% 

17.2 

24.3 

21.6 

23.4 

31.1 

28.6 

26.2 

31.7 

44.2 

Number of People in Household 

4 
% 

48.4 

42.3 

40.1 

38.2 

36.5 

40.6 

40.3 

34.3 

26.4 

5 
% 

23.1 

21.1 

22.6 

23.4 

18.3 

20.0 

20.7 

11.9 

9.1 

6 
% 

5.9 

7.5 

6.6 

8.4 

4.2 

6.0 

7.1 

5.7 

3.4 

7 
0/0 

2.8 

1.7 

1.5 

1.3 

1.9 

0.8 

0.5 

1.4 

1.5 

8 
% 

0.5 

1.1 

1.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.8 

0.2 

0 

9 
0/0 

0 

0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0 

0 

0 

0.4 

10 
0/0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.2 

0 
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Table14: Number of children aged less than 20 years in families: ALSS-9 
urban localities 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Berwick 24.4 46.8 22.0 4.9 1.9 0 0 

Werribee 24.6 46.4 21.3 5.6 1.7 0.4 0 

Campbelltown 27.6 44.4 20.0 5.6 1.2 1.2 0 

Penrith 29.5 39.8 22.9 6.3 1.3 0.2 0 

Elizabeth! 30.1 41.7 19.6 5.6 2.6 0.2 0.2 
Munno Para 

Box Hill 35.8 42.5 17.4 3.3 0.8 0.2 0 

Ryde 34.1 45.0 16.6 3.5 0.8 0 0 

Melbourne 45.3 37.0 13.0 3.8 0.5 0 0.5 

South Sydney 61.3 27.1 7.5 2.3 1.5 0 0.4 

Source: AIFS 1994 

Table15: Overseas-born as ~ proportion of the population. Proportion of 
population born in'a non-English speaking country. 9 urban 
localities: 1991 Census 

Population born Population born Total 
overseas non-English Population 

speaking country (N) 

% % 

Berwick 33.6 22.2 67677 

Werribee 25.3 15.9 70724 

Campbelltown 24.8 14.1 134386 

Penrith 24.2 13.3 146552 

ElizabethlMunno Para 32.2 7.9 59955 

Box Hill 26.9 18.4 44276 

Ryde 33.5 24.7 88346 

Melbourne (LGA) 39.4 29.3 55551 

South Sydney 42.0 25.9 69485 

Source: ABS 1991 
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Table16: Three largest groups of overseas-born in 9 urban localities: 1991 Census 

1st Group 0/0 2nd Group % 3rd Group 0/0 Total overseas 
born (N) 

Berwick UKllreland 28.0 S. Europe 16.5 S.E. Asia 9.2 22718 

Werribee UKllreland 31.9 S. Eur~e 28.4 S.E. Asia 11.7 17854 

Campbelltown UKllreland 34.4 S.E. Asia 12.2 S. Europe 8.8 33509 

Penrith UKllreland 37.7 S. Europe 15.8 S.E. Asia 8.8 35345 

ElizabethlMunno Para UKllreland 73.9 S. Europe 6.8 W. Europe 6.6 19172 

Box Hill UKllreland 23.4 S. Europe 18.8 S.E. Asia 15.5 12018 

Ryde UKllreland 16.9 N.E. Asia 16.8 S. Europe 14.9 29748 

Melbourne (LGA) S.E. Asia 26.4 UKllreland 15.2 S. Europe 13.6 21870 

South Sydney UKllreland 21.3 S. Europe 14.2 N.E. Asia 11.6 29101 

Source: ASS 1991 
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Table17: Parents' country of birth: ALSS-9 urban localities 

Berwick 

Werribee 

Campbelltown 

Penrith 

ElizabethlMunno Para 

Box Hill 

Ryde 

Melbourne 

South· Sydney 

Source: AIFS 1994 

Australia 
0/0 

58.5 

70.3 

72.2 

68.1 

61.4 

66.8 

57.9 

52.9 

58.3 

, 

UK 
0/0 

13.5 

11.0 

9.1 

13.7 

30.7 

7.8 

6.3 

5.9 

11.8 

Elsewhere 
0/0 

28.0 

18.7 

18.7 

18.2 

8.0 

25.4 

35.9 

41.2 

29.9 

Total parents 
(N) 

814 

904 

744 

740 

740 

973 

686 

718 

465 

Table18: Mothers' and fathers' country of birth: ALSS-9 urban localities 

Father Mother 
Austrafia Overseas Australia Overseas 

0/0 0/0 % 0/0 

Berwick 45.6 54.4 47.9 52.1 

Werribee 57.4 42.6 57.7 42.3 

Campbelltown 61.1 38.9 64.2 35.8 

Penrith 57.2 42.8 59.0 41 

ElizabethlMunno Para 49.6 50.4 50.9 49.1 

Box Hill 55.5 44.5 58.5 41.5 

Ryde 46.8 53.2 51.0 49.0 

Melbourne 41.3 58.7 46.7 53.3 

South Sydney 48.7 51.3 51.2 48.8 

Source: AIFS 1994 
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Table 19: Country of birth - children aged less than 20 years: ALSS-9 
urban localities 

Berwick 

Werribee 

Campbelltown 

Penrith 

ElizabethlMunno Para 

Box Hill 

Ryde 

Melbourne 

South Sydney 

Source: AIFS 1994 

Australia 
010 

89.9 

93.0 

90.6 

91.2 

95.8 

90.6 

83.9 

80.1 

89.2 

\ 

.i 

UK 
0/0 

2.3 

1.7 

2.0 

2.9 

1.9 

1.0 

2.4 

1.5 

0.7 

Elsewhere 
0/0 

7.8 

5.3 

7.4 

5.9 

2.3 

8.4 

13.6 

18.4 

10.0 

Total children 
(N) 

898 

1012 

855 

825 

842 

986 

698 

744 

409 

Table 20: Percentage of parents born in a non-English speaking country: 
ALSS-9 urban localities 

Berwick 25.4 

Werribee 16.7 

Campbelltown 15.3 

Penrith 16.2 

ElizabethlMunno Para 6.5 

Box Hill 20.4 

Ryde 31.8 

Melbourne 39.1 

South Sydney 23.7 

Source: AIFS 1994 
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Table 21; Three largest groups of overseas-born: ALSS-9 urban localities 

Berwick 

Werribee 

Campbelltown 

Penrith 

ElizabethlMunno Para 

Box Hill 

Ryde 

Melbourne 

South Sydney 

Source: AIFS 1994 

1st Largest 
group 

UKllreland 

UKllreland 

UKllreland 

UKllreland 

UKllreland 

UKllreland 

North-East Asia 

South-East Asia 

UKllreland 

7.6 

5.9 

5.2 

8.1 

15.4 

4.4 

6.3 

8.3 

6.6 

2nd Largest 
group 

South East Asia 
-............ 

Southern Europe 

South East Asia 

South East Asia 

South East Asia 

South East Asia 

South East Asia 

North East Asia 

North East Asia 

3.7 

3.5 

2.0 

2.3 

1.9 

4.2 

4.7 

4.7 

3.7 

3rd Largest 
group 

Southern Europe 

South East Asia 

Sand E Africa 

Southern Asia 

Western Europe 

Southern Europe 

UKllreland 

UKllreland 

South-East Asia 

3.3 

2.9 

2.0 

2.0 

0.9 

2.7 

4.5 

3.6 

3.2 
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Table 22: Parents born overseas. Year of arrival in Australia: ALSS-9 
urban localities 

Berwick 

Werribee 

Campbelltown 

Penrith 

ElizabethlMunno Para 

Box Hill 

Ryde 

Melbourne 

South Sydney 

Source: AIFS 1994 

Before 
1960 
% 

9.8 

18.3 

7.2 

9.8 

12.8 

13.7 

5.5 

11.2 

8.4 

, 

19605 
0/0 

24.9 

35.6 

26.3 

27.7 

52.1 

27.1 

14.2 

10.7 

21.1 

1970s 
0/0 

29.1 

19.5 

21.5 

23.4 

23.8 

22.4 

30.1 

21.6 

31.6 

1980 
Onwards 

% 

36.2 

26.6 

45.0 

39.2 

11.4 

36.8 

50.2 

56.5 

38.6 

Total parents 
(N) 

337 

267 

209 

235 

282 

321 

289 

338 

190 

Table 23: Overseas-born fattlers and mothers. Median year of arrival in Australia: 
ALSS-9 urban localities 

Fathers Mothers 
Median Year Median Year 

of arrival of arrival 

Berwick 1975 1974 

Werribee 1967 1972 

Campbelltown 1973 1981 

Penrith 1973 1975 

ElizabethlMunno Para 1965 1967 

Box Hill 1971 1976 

Ryde 1978 1980 

Melbourne 1981 1984 

South Sydney 1975 1977 

Source: AIFS 1994 
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Table 24: Percentage of parents who speak a language other than English at 
home: ALSS-9 urban localities 

0/0 

Berwick 20.8 

We rribe e 12.5 

Campbelltown 12.1 

Penrith 9.8 

ElizabethlMunno Para 4.0 

BoxHiU 15.6 

Ryde 26.2 

Melbourne 34.8 

South Sydney 18.7 

Source: AIFS 1994 

\ 

i 
Table 25: Percentage of children who speak a language other than English at 

home: ALSS-9 urban localities 

0/0 

Berwick 14.5 

Werribee 9.3 

Campbelltown 10.5 

Penrith 6.8 

ElizabethlMunno Para 3.6 

Box Hill 12.1 

Ryde 20.2 

Melbourne 35.1 

South Sydney 22.7 

Source: AIFS 1994 
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Table 26: Most common languages other than English spoken at home: ALSS-9 urban localities 

1st Largest 2nd Largest 3rd Largest 
language group/s % language group/s % language group/s % 

Berwick Italian 11.8 Chinese language 7.1 Spanish/Greek 5.9 

Werribee Italian 27.2 Matfese 10.5 Spanish 7.9 

Campbelltown Arabic 13.2 Pilipino 9.9 French/Polish 8.8 

Penrith Turkish 13.7 Pllipino/Hindi 8.2 Chinese language 6.8 

ElizabethlMunno Para ItalianIVletnamese 20.0 Pilipino 13.3 Greek 10.0 

Box Hill Chinese/Greek language 14.4 Italian 13.1 Vietnamese 7.8 

Ryde Cantonese 22.2 Armenian 6.7 Italian 6.1 

Melbourne Chinese language 17.9 Vietnamese 16.3 Spanish 11.9 

South Sydney Greek 15.9 Cantonese 14.8 Telugu 10.2 

Source: AIFS 1994 
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Table 27: Percentage of parents speaking a language other than English at home 
who do not speak/read English well: ALSS-9 urban localities 

Speak English Read English 

Not welVNot at all Not welVNot at all 

% 0/0 

Berwick 19.6 23.0 

Wenibee 15.0 18.0 

Campbelltown 16.5 22.0 

Penrith 7.0 11.0 

ElizabethlMunno Para 20.0 20.0 

Box Hill 18.0 20.0 

Ryde 19.0 19.0 

Melbourne 49.0 48.0 

South Sydney 35.0 39.0 

Source: AIFS 1994 

Table 28: Children speakingia language other than English at home - Percentage 
of 2-19 year oldswho do not speak English well, percentage of 10-19 
year olds who do not read English well: ALSS-9 urban localities 

Children 2-19 yrs Children 10-19 yrs 
Speak English Read English 

Not welVNot at ail Not well I Not at all 
% % 

Berwick 1.7 2.8 

Werribee 0.8 1.1 

Campbelltown 1.5 3.0 

Penrith 0.8 3.4 

ElizabethlMunno Para 0.4 3.7 

Box Hill 1.8 2.2 

Ryde 3.8 2.4 

Melbourne 11.2 5.2 

South Sydney 3.0 0.0 

Source: AIFS 1994 
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Table 29: Mothers' and fathers' religion: ALSS-9 urban localities 

Anglican Catholic Other Muslim Jewish Buddhist Hindu No Other 

Christian Religion 

0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Berwick 
Mothers 23.2 32.6 27.5 0.9 0 2.1 1.2 11.5 0.9 

Fathers 22.7 28.9 23.9 1.0 0.3 2.6 1.3 18.3 1.0 

Werribee 
Mothers 25.7 38.0 22.9 0.8 0.2 0.6 0 11.7 0 

Fathers 23.1 37.7 21.3 1.2 0 0.2 0 16.4 0 

Campbelltown '::'J"~, 

Mothers 38.9 33.4 16.8 1.8 0 0.8 0.3 8.0 0 

Fathers 32.1 36.4 16.5 2.3 0 0.6 0.3 11.9 0 

Penrith 
Mothers 36.1 37.1 17.8 2.1 0 0.3 0.8 5.7 0.3 

Fathers 36.2 34.2 17.5 2.3 0 0.3 0.9 8.5 0.3 

ElizabethlMunno Para 
Mothers 30.9 17.0 26.3 0.2 0 0.7 0 24.6 0.2 

Fathers 26.5 21.2 23.4 0.6 0.3 0.9 0 26.8 0.3 

Box Hill 
Mothers 20.0 25.3 30.8 0.4 0.4 1.8 0.8 19.8 . 0.8 

Fathers 18.1 25.7 26.5 0 0.7 1.9 0.4 25.9 0.9 

Ryde 
Mothers 24.0 32.6 19.5 2.2 1.1 1.4 1.4 16.7 1.1 

Fathers 21.5 32.2 17.8 2.8 1.2 0.6 1.8 21.2 0.9 

Melbourne 
Mothers 11.7 25.5 19.0 5.1 0.5 5.4 0 32.1 0.7 

Fathers 12.1 26.1 14.4 6.5 1.3 3.3 0 35.9 0.3 

Sth Sydney 
Mothers 20.8 24.0 17.6 0.8 0.8 1.2 0.8 33.2 0.8 

Fathers 19.6 21.0 14.9 1.4 1.4 2.3 0.5 37.9 0.9 

Source: AIFS 1994 
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Table 30; Boys' and girls religion: ALSS-9 urban localities 

Anglican Catholic Other Muslim Jewish Buddhist Hindu ~ Other 
Christian Religion 

% % % % % % % % % 

Berwick 
Girls 20.7 29.7 20.3 1.7 0 1.2 0.7 24.5 1.2 
Boys 17.5 36.6 23.5 1.0 0 1.3 1.5 17.8 0.8 

Werribee 
Girls 21.4 39.9 18.5 1.4 0 0.4 0 18.3 0 
Boys 17.1 44.7 16.9 0.9 0 0.4 0 20.1 0 

~ -" ' ...... , 

Campbel~own 
Girls 33.1 37.5 15.2 2.3 0 0.9 0.2 10.8 0 
Boys 32.3 38.2 13.5 1.7 0 0.7 0.2 13.3 0 

Penrith 
Girls 28.6 42.6 18.9 2.4 0 0.5 0.5 6.6 0 
Boys 31.2 36.6 20.1 2.0 0 0 1.0 8.9 0.3 

ElizabethlMunno Para 
Girls 20.6 18.0 20.1 0 0 1.2 0 39.8 0.2 
Boys 24.4 15.6 19.9 0.2 0 0.7 0 39.1 0 

Box Hill 
Girls 17.6 30.8 23.6 0.4 0.8 1.7 0 24.4 0.8 
Boys 14.7 29.1 24.8 0.6 0.2 1.8 0 28.1 0.8 

Ryde 
Girls 18.1 38.5 13.6 3.2 0.9 0.3 0.9 23.7 0.9 
Boys 23.8 35.7 17.5 0.8 1.1 0.3 0.8 18.6 1.4 

Melbourne 
Girls 8.9 27.8 16.7 4.7 0.6 4.7 0 36.4 0.3 

Boys 9.7 25.9 15.2 6.5 1.0 4.2 0 36.6 0.8 

Sth Sydney 
Girls 15.1 28.1 14.1 0.5 1.0 1.0 0 39.7 0.5 
Boys 18.9 24.2 13.7 1.4 1.0 0.9 0.9 38.9 0 

Source: AIFS 1994 
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Table 31: Mothers' and fathers' living arrangements: ALSS-9 urban localities 

Not in In relationship Living with Married and 
relationship but not someone but living with 

living not legally spouse 
together married 

0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Berwick 
Mothers 7.3 1.6 3.8 87.3 
Fathers 0.8 0.0 3.6 95.6 

Werribee 
Mothers 6.4 2.3 3.4 87.9 
Fathers 0.5 0.2 3.7 95.6 

Campbelltown 
Mothers 9.3 6.0 5.8 78.9 
Fathers 2.9 0.3 6.6 90.2 

Penrith 
Mothers 8.5 2.3 4.6 84.5 
Fathers 2.0 0.5 4.8 92.7 

ElizabethlMunno Para 
Mothers 18.2 6.2 S.5 70.0 
Fathers 1.($ 0.3 7.2 90.9 

Box Hill 
\ 

i 
Mothers 6:7 3.5 3.4 86.4 
Fathers 1.7 0.2 3.7 94.4 

Ryde 
Mothers 7.S 3.6 2.8 86.1 
Fathers 1.5 0.3 3.1 95.1 

Melbourne 
Mothers 20.7 5.8 5.6 67.9 
Fathers 2.3 0.6 6.2 90.9 

South Sydney 
Mothers 14.9 3.6 18.6 62.9 
Fathers 4.2 2.3 21.4 72.1 

Source: AIFS 1994 
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Table 32: Mothers' and fathers' marital status: ALSS-9 urban localities 

Never In first Remarried Separated, Divorced Widowed 

Married Marriage not divorced 
% % % % % % 

Berwick 
Mothers 2.6 79.3 8.0 3.5 5.6 0.9 

Fathers 2.6 87.4 8.8 0.3 1.0 0.0 

Werribee 
Mothers 3.6 80.8 7.0 4.0 3.6 0.9 

Fathers 3.0 88.0 7.6 0.7 0.5 0.2 

Campbelltown 
-_ .. ........-L, ,. 

Mothers 7.0 68.9 10.3 4.3 8.3 1.2 

Fathers 4.6 79.5 10.7 2.0 2.6 0.6 

Penrith 
Mothers 6.2 76.6 8.0 3.1 5.7 0.5 

Fathers 2.5 81.4 11.0 0.6 3.7 0.8 

ElizabethlMunno Para 
Mothers 10.5 57.2 12.7 6.2 12.4 10.0 

Fathers 5.0 75.8 14.9 0.6 3.1 0.6 

Box Hill 
Mothers 2.9 79.1 6.9 2.8 7.1 1.2 

Fathers 1.9 85.3 9.0 1.1 2.4 0.2 

Ryde 
Mothers 3.1 82.2 4.2 2.5 7.2 0.8 

Fathers 1.5 88.4 6.4 0.3 3.4 0.0 

Melbourne 
Mothers 10.7 63.3 5.3 7.1 11.9 1.7 

Fathers 3.6 81.4 9.4 1.9 2.9 0.7 

Sth Sydney 
Mothers 16.9 56.2 5.6 7.2 11.7 2.4 

Fathers 17.7 59.5 12.1 3.3 6.5 0.9 

Source: AIFS 1994 
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Table 33: Mothers and fathers who had had a previous marriage. Median year 
of end of last marriage (separation or widowhood): ALSS-9 urban 

localities 

Berwick 

Werribee 

Campbelltown 

Penrith 

ElizabethlMunno Para 

80xHiII 

Ryde 

Melbourne 

South Sydney 

Source: AIFS 1994 

Mothers 
Median 
Year (N) 

1983 76 

1986 71 

1985 94 

1984 66 

1984 134 

1983 89 

1984 53 

1984 106 

1984 65 

Fathers 
Median 
Year (N) 

1981 38 

1980 38 

1982 54 

1981 55 

1982 62 

1981 55 

1982 33 

1983 46 

1985 46 

Table 34: Household income~ relative to the poverty line: ALSS-9 urban 
localities :: 

Below 1200/0 120-199% 200%+ 
poverty line poverty line poverty line 

0/0 0/0 0/0 

Berwick 25.2 52.4 22.4 

Werribee 24.9 56.2 18.9 

Campbelltown 32.0 46.8 21.2 

Penrith 21.7 53.5 24.8 

ElizlMunno Para 44.9 43.9 11.2 

80xHiII 14.5 46.4 39.1 

Ryde 14.1 41.1 44.8 

Melbourne 31.3 30.1 38.6 

South Sydney 19.7 33.1 47.2 

Source: AI FS 1994 

Total 
Households 

(n) 

420 

450 

391 

383 

412 

496 

348 . 

409 

254 
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Table 35: Employment status of couples with children: ALSS-9 urban 
localities 

Both parents One parent Neither parent 
in paid work in paid work in paid work 

0/0 % 0/0 

Berwick 58 35 6 

Werribee 55 40 6 

Campbelltown 50 42 8 

Penrith 60 37 4 

ElizabethlMunno Parra 45 38 17 

Box Hill 60 34 5 

Ryde 64 32 4 

Melbourne 55 31 13 

South Sydney 67 28 5 

Source: AI FS 1994 

Table 36: Employment status of couples with dependent children in 9 urban 

localities: 1991 Census 

Berwick 

We rribe e 

Campbelltown 

Penrith 

ElizabethlMunno Para 

Box Hill 

Ryde 

Melbourne 

South Sydney 

Source: ABS 1991 

. 
,1 

Both parents 
in paid work 

0/0 

54.1 

51.5 

48.1 

53.9 

38.3 

57.8 

59.5 

41.2 

46.9 

One parent 
in paid work 

% 

36.2 

39.5 

36.6 

38.1 

39.6 

33.4 

32.5 

29.6 

31.7 

Neither parent 
in paid work 

0/0 

9.7 

9.0 

15.4 

8.1 

22.1 

8.8 

8.0 

29.2 

21.4 

Total 
Couples 

(n) 

387 

432 

339 

344 

317 

458 

321 

299 

201 

Total 
Couples 

(n) 

17885 

18440 

35042 

37402 

12192 

7747 

15554 

4785 

4162 
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Table 37: Employment status of single parents: ALSS-9 urban localities 

Berwick 

Werribee 

Campbelltown 

Penrith 

ElizabethlMunno Para 

Box HiD 

Ryde 

Melbourne (LGA) 

South Sydney 

Source: AIFS 1994 

Single parent 
in paid work 

0/0 

45 

57 

43 

44 

27 

68 

76 

53 

66 

Total Single Parents 
(n) 

40 

44 

70 

54 

108 

62 

46 

118 

61 

Table 38: Employment status,of single parents with dependent children: 
1991 Census 

\ 

,1 

Berwick 

Werribee 

Campbelltown 

Penrith 

ElzabethlMunno Para 

Box Hill 

Ryde 

Melbourne (LGA) 

South Sydney 

Source: ABS 1991 

Employed 
0/0 

41.6 

43.2 

28.6 

39.3 

23.4 

58.5 

56.2 

33.5 

32.5 

Total Single Parents 

2283 

2544 

9023 

6275 

4285 

1361 

2299 

2250 

2467 
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Table 39: Occupations of employed males in 9 urban localities, 3 capital cities and Australia-wide: 1991 Census 

Managers/ Professionals Para Tradespersons Clerks Sales & per- Plant & Machine Labourers Total 
Administrators Professionals sonal service operators, Males 

workers drivers (n) 

0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 % 010 % 

Berwick 13.6 9.3 6.7 
-_ .............. 

'27.4 7.0 9.0 12.9 14.1 16087 

Werribee 11.6 9.3 9.2 26.4 8.2 6.5 15.7 13.0 17812 

Campbelltown 11.4 9.0 8.0 26.2 8.5 8.8 13.8 14.3 29226 

Penrith 11.5 8.4 8.0 26.2 8.1 8.8 14.2 14.8 35548 

ElizabethlMunno Para 9.5 5.3 7.6 26.7 6.9 7.8 16.2 20.1 11492 

Box Hill 15.4 23.8 7.2 19.1 7.8 11.0 5.8 9.8 10151 

Ryde 15.1 20.2 7.8 19.3 8.4 10.2 7.4 11.5 22650 

Melbourne (LGA) 18.3 29.8 6.2 10.3 7.3 10.9 5.2 12.0 13263 

South Sydney 14.0 23.0 6.3 13.2 9.4 13.4 6.1 14.6 19005 

Melbourne (all) 14.7 15.5 6.7 22.4 7.4 10.0 10.4 13.0 692,535 

Sydney 15.0 15.2 6.8 21.9 7.7 10.2 9.9 13.2 827,951 

Adelaide 13.0 14.3 7.8 23.1 7.6 10.8 10.3 13.1 229,200 

Australia 16.4 13.1 6.9 22.4 6.4 9.5 11.2 14.2 3802567 
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Table 40: Occupations of employed females in 9 urban localities, 3 capital cities and Australia-wide: 1991 Census 

Managers! Professionals Para Trades ClerKs Sales & Plan Labourers Total 
Administrators Professionals person personal machine Females 

service operators & (n) 
workers drivers 

0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 
.: - ~ ......... 

Berwick 5.1 8.9 6.6 3.9 33.6 21.5 5.0 15.5 12041 

Werribee 5.0 9.0 7.1 2.9 38.3 22.2 3.4 12.0 12423 

Campbelltown 4.7 9.9 7.5 2.9 38.0 21.8 3.5 11.8 21226 

Penrith 5.4 9.3 7.1 3.2 37.8 22.3 3.1 11.8 25188 

ElizabethlMunno Para 5.3 5.8 5.6 4.4 24.9 24.8 7.6 21.6 7789 

Box Hill 6.5 21.3 10.9 3.6 29.0 19.3 2.0 7.5 8836 

Ryde 6.9 17.9 9.2 2.8 34.0 18.0 1.9 9.3 18374 

Melbourne (LGA) 9.1 27.9 10.5 2.9 19.8 20.2 2.0 7.6 11190 

South Sydney 9.3 22.5 9.8 3.6 24.4 19.9 2.0 8.4 14181 

Melbourne (all) 6.4 15.4 8.0 3.6 30.3 21.1 4.0 11.2 539,190 

Sydney 7.2 15.5 7.5 3.2 33.6 20.1 2.7 10.1 635,015 

Adelaide 5.7 13.7 8.6 3.9 28.8 23.0 2.9 13.4 181,576 

Australia 8.5 14.0 7.8 3.8 29.3 22.0 2.7 12.0 2822724 

Source: ABS 1991 

Source: ABS 1991 
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Table 41; Industry of employed males in 9 urban localities, 3 capital cities and Australia-wide: 1991 Census 

Agri- Mining Manu- Elec- Const- Wholesale Trans- Comrn- Finance Public Comm- Rec- Total 
culture facturing tricity ruction Retail port unication admin unity reation Males 

services (n) 

% % % 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 % 0/0 % % % 

Berwick 0.8 0.3 30.0 1.7 10.8 24.2 6.0 2.9 9.3 3.0 7.3 3.7 16237 
~ . ' ............ 

Werribee 2.2 0.3 23.6 2.5 8.2 18'.1 8.9 2.3 7.9 15.7 7.2 3.1 17933 

Campbelltown 0.5 0.5 25.2 2.3 10.0 20.0 9.3 2.7 10.1 6.3 9.3 3.7 29349 

Penrith 1.0 0.6 22.8 2.2 12.2 21.2 7.6 3.0 10.2 6.2 9.0 3.9 35699 

Elizabeth! 
Munno Para 3.3 0.4 34.2 1.9 8.2 18.5 6.1 1.6 5.0 8.5 8.9 3.3 11406 

Box Hill 0.4 0.2 17.1 1.4 7.9 20.0 4.6 3.0 17.4 6.7 15.2 6.1 10166 

Ryde 0.4 0.2 15.0 1.9 9.0 22.2 5.7 2.5 18.0 5.7 12.8 6.7 22621 

Melbourne (LGA) 0.9 0.4 16.2 0.7 2.8 14.7 6.3 2.9 17.7 6.5 19.2 11.8 12743 

South Sydney 0.5 0.1 10.8 1.1 4.9 15.1 7.5 2.2 17.3 7.9 15.7 17.0 18863 

Melbourne (all) 0.9 0.3 23.3 1.7 8.6 21.0 6.7 2.7 12.6 5.7 11.1 5.5 690,624 

Sydney 0.7 0.4 18.2 2.0 9.9 20.4 7.7 2.5 15.0 5.9 10.7 6.5 825,041 

Adelaide 1.0 0.6 22.0 1.9 8.6 20.9 5.9 2.2 10.8 6.5 13.7 5.8 225,179 

Australia 5.9 2.0 17.7 2.1 9.6 19.4 6.7 2.2 10.5 6.7 11.2 5.8 3785854 

Source: ASS 1991 
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Table 42: Industry of employed females in 9 urban localities, 3 capital cities and Australia-wide: 1991 Census 

Agri- Mining Manu- Elec- Const- Wholesale Trans- Co mm- Finance Public Comrn- Rec Total 
culture facturing tricity ruction Retail port unication admin unity reation Families 

services (n) 

0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 % % 0/0 0/0 

~-~~ , 

Berwick 0.7 0.0 19.4 0.6 3.0 27.1 1.7 1.8 13.9 4.3 21.1 6.5 12064 

Werribee 1.3 0.1 12.2 0.6 2.2 22.9 3.4 1.8 15.9 10.1 22.9 6.6 12309 

Campbelltown 0.7 0.1 13.5 0.7 2.2 21.9 2.8 1.5 17.8 5.9 25.6 7.1 20878 

Penrith 1.0 0.1 12.4 0.5 2.7 23.7 2.3 1.7 16.9 5.9 24.2 8.6 25250 

Elizabeth! 
Munno Para 2.6 0.1 20.1 0.4 1.9 23.2 1.3 1.2 9.0 5.4 26.7 8.2 7693 

Box Hill 0.1 0.2 8.5 0.4 1.9 19.1 1.9 1.9 17.0 4.9 37.4 6.7 8820 

Ryde 0.2 0.2 9.0 0.4 2.1 22.0 2.5 1.5 19.9 3.9 30.5 7.8 18397 

Melbourne (LGA) 0.6 0.2 8.3 0.4 0.7 14.9 2.9 1.5 15.0 5.6 37.2 12.7 11044 

South Sydney 0.4 0.0 8.2 0.3 0.8 14.6 4.2 1.2 18.1 6.2 29.4 16.5 13968 

Melbourne (all) 0.7 0.1 13.8 0.4 1.9 21.9 2.4 1.5 15.3 5.2 29.0 9.8 535,050 

Sydney 0.6 0.1 10.9 0.4 2.0 21.4 3.4 1.4 18.6 4.5 27.6 8.9 630,104 

Adelaide 0.8 0.2 10.1 0.3 1.8 20.9 1.8 1.0 14.1 4.8 34.7 9.5 179,261 

Australia 3.4 0.4 9.4 0.4 2.1 21.6 2.5 1.2 13.9 5.3 29.9 9.8 2795497 

Source: ASS 1991 
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Table 43: Of all journeys to work made, modes of transport used in 9 urban localities and Australia-wide, males: 1991 
Census . 

Public transport Taxi Car/Motorbike Bicycle Walked only Other Worked at home Total 
Males 

0/0 0/0 0/0 % 0/0 0/0 0/0 (n) 

Berwick 7.4 0.4 86.7 
-_ ........... , 

0.6 1.2 2.0 1.7 16176 

Werribee 8.6 0.2 82.5 1.3 3.9 1.6 1.8 17383 

Campbelltown 22.4 0.4 70.9 0.8 1.9 2.6 1.0 30105 

Penrith 18.1 0.4 73.6 1.0 2.2 3.0 1.8 36486 

ElizabethlMunno Para 7.4 0.2 82.9 2.3 2.9 1.9 2.3 11141 

Box Hill 20.8 0.4 70.8 1.4 2.5 1.1 3.1 10370 

Melbourne (City) 22.4 0.9 51.1 3.6 16.7 1.4 3.8 10773 

South Sydney 34.3 3.3 34.9 1.8 21.2 1.0 3.6 17021 

Australia 10.3 0.4 75.1 2.1 5.2 2.1 4.8 3609418 

Source: ABS 1991 
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Table 44: Of all journeys to work made, modes of transport used in 9 urban localities and Australia-wide, females: 1991 
Census 

Public transport Taxi Car/Motorbike 
~.AL. .. 

Bicycle Walked only Other Worked at home Total 
Females 

0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 (n) 

Berwick 10.3 0.4 80.9 0.0 2.1 0.3 6.0 11041 

Werribee 14.5 0.3 76.6 4.5 3.1 0.4 4.7 11435 

Campbelltown 27.7 0.4 64.6 0.1 2.6 0.3 4.1 20195 

Penrith 23.9 0.5 66.8 0.1 3.1 0.4 5.3 23815 

ElizabethlMunno Para 13.3 0.5 76.6 0.2 3.9 0.3 5.2 7022 

Box Hill 22.7 0.4 66.3 0.3 4.4 0.4 5.5 8239 

Ryde 26.1 0.6 62.7 0.1 5.7 0.3 4.4 17108 

Melbourne (City) 27.7 1.0 44.7 2.1 19.5 0.8 4.1 9034 

South Sydney 39.2 3.0 30.2 0.8 22.3 0.4 4.0 12477 

Australia 14.4 0.5 70.0 0.7 5.9 0.5 8.1 2507988 

Source: ABS 1991 
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Table 45: Structure of Housing in 9 urban localities, 3 capital cities and Austrlia-wide: 1991 Census 

Separate Semi- Flat 1,2 Flat 4+ Caravan Other Total 
House Detached or 3 storeys storeys Dwellings 

(n) 
0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Berwick 93.3 3.1 2.9 0.0 0.6 0.1 21939 

Werribee 89.9 3.6 4.8 
.:~.~ ......... '" 

0.0 0.9 0.8 23224 

Campbelltown 80.0 17.3 2.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 41351 

Penrith 88.8 3.4 6.1 0.8 0.6 0.3 47779 

ElizabethlMunno Para 66.8 28.5 3.7 0.0 0.9 0.1 21684 

Box Hill 74.3 16.5 8.6 0.4 0.0 0.2 18597 

Ryde 61.8 9.5 16.2 11.3 0.6 0.5 35495 

Melbourne (LGA) 14.5 33.2 26.6 24.5 0.0 1.2 23102 

South Sydney 4.5 36.2 20.2 37.6 0.0 1.6 36129 

Melbourne (all) 76.7 9.7 11.2 1.4 0.3 0.6 1,133,809 

Sydney 67.2 9.0 15.4 9.0 0.3 0.4 1,300,827 

Adelaide 74.6 15.4 9.0 0.3 0.4 0.3 ·400,955 

Australia 77.2 8.0 9.9 2.3 1.7 0.8 6397977 

Source: ASS 1991 
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Table 46: Percentage of dwellings with 4 or more bedrooms in 9 urban 
localities and Australia-wide: 1991 Census 

% 

Berwick 25.1 

Werribee 16.6 

Campbelltown 21.0 

Penrith 21.7 

Elzabeth!Munno Para 10.5 

Box Hill 15.3 

Ryde 15.1 

Melbourne (LGA) 7.8 

South Sydney 7.3 

Australia 19.7 

Source: ABS 1991 

Table 47: Tenure of housing in 9 urban localities and Australia-wide: 
1991 Census 

Owgers Purchasers Renters Renters 
government other 

0/0 % 0/0 0/0 

Berwick 28.8 55.6 5.6 10.0 

Werribee 29.9 49.4 7.1 13.7 

Campbelltown 23.5 46.1 19.6 10.7 

Penrith 31.3 47.3 6.4 15.0 

Elizabeth! 
Munno Para 23.3 32.9 38.7 5.1 

Box Hill 47.3 27.2 3.1 22.4 

Ryde 43.1 25.0 5.5 26.5 

Melbourne (LGA) 22.8 13.0 22.6 41.6 

South Sydney 20.8 15.2 21.7 42.4 

Melbourne (all) 42.5 32.4 4.6 20.5 

Sydney 41.6 28.4 7.6 22.4 

Adelaide 40.5 31.0 12.3 16.2 

Australia 42.9 28.8 7.6 20.7 

Source: ASS 1991 

Total 
Dwellings 

(n) 

20025 

20754 

38267 

43576 

20140 

16409 

31566 

19227 

28508 

981.589 

1.133.554 

362.799 

5411640 
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Table 48; Housing tenure by family type in 9 urban localities: ALSS and 1991 Census 

One Parent with Dependent Children Two Parent with Dependent Children 

Owner Pur- Gov Other TOTAL Owner Pur Gov Other TOTAL 
chaser Renter Renter chaser Renter Renter 

0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 
BERWICK 

Census 1.8 5.1 2.8 2.3,-,.4. , 1_2.0 18.2 59.8 3.1 6.8 88.0 
ALSS 1.2 3.1 1.9 2.4 8.6 16.7 67.4 1.7 5.7 91.4 

WERRIBEE 
Census 1.6 4.9 2.3 3.3 12.1 22.1 50.9 6.7 8.2 87.9 
ALSS 1.3 5.8 0.4 1.5 9.0 20.6 60.0 2.2 8.2 91.0 

CAMPBELL TOWN 
Census 1.7 4.6 12.2 2.2 20.7 13.9 47.8 12.1 5.5 79.3 
ALSS 0.7 6.0 8.5 1.0 16.2 13.4 57.7 8.2 4.5 83.8 

PENRITH 
Census 2.7 5.1 3.8 3.6 15.2 20.0 53.6 2.9 8 .. 3 84.8 
ALSS 1.8 4.1 3.9 2.1 11.9 16.1 65.8 1.6 4.7 88.1 

ELlZABETH/MUNNO PARA 
Census 1.5 5.4 18.2 1.7 26.8 10.3 39.2 20.1 3.6 73.2 
ALSS 1.2 5.8 16.8 1.0 24.7 6.5 48.0 19.9 1.0 75.3 



P.2 

BOX HILL 
Census 
ALSS 

RYDE 
Census 
ALSS 

MELBOURNE (CITY) 
Census 
ALSS 

SOUTH SYDNEY 
Census 
ALSS 

Source: AIFS 1994 
ASS 1991 

Owner 

0/0 

4.3 
2.8 

3.9 
3.4 

3.7 
2.0 

4.0 
4.0 

One Parent with 

Pur Gov 
chaser Renter 

0/0 0/0 

4.5 2.1 
4.3 0.4 

3.1 2.5 
3.1 2.2 

2.6 18.2 
9.0 10.2 

3.5 23.7 
7.9 5.9 
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Dependent Children 

Other TOTAL 
Renter 

0/0 0/0 

5.9 16.8 
3.9- '-4., 11.4 

5.1 14.6 
3.4 12.1 

9.2 33.7 
7.0 28.2 

8.3 39.5 
5.5 23.3 

Two Parent with Dependent Children 

Owner Pur Gov Other TOTAL 
chaser Renter Renter 

0/0 % % 0/0 0/0 

26.9 40.5 1.9 13.9 83.2 
24.3 53.8 1.2 9.3 88.6 

29.5 35.3 3.2 17.4 85.4 
24.2 47.8 0.6 15.4 87.9 

14.6 13.8 24.1 13.8 66.3 
15.2 27.4 15.2 14.0 71.8 

17.2 17.1 11.5 14.7 60.5 
19.4 41.9 1.6 13.8 76.7 
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Table 49: Place of last residence: Berwick parents: ALSS 

Fathers Mothers 
0/0 0/0 

Same suburb 8.3 9.7 

BerwickLGA 11.1 9.2 

Surrounding LGAs 28.0 28.5 

Nearby eastern LGAs 28.8 28.0 

Other Melbourne 16.3 16.9 

Elsewhere in Victoria 3.0 2.7 

Interstate 2.2 2.0 

Overseas 2.2 3.0 

Total (n) 361 403 

Source: AIFS 1994 

Table 50: Place of last residence: Werribee parents: ALSS 

. Fathers Mothers 
j 0/0 % 

Same suburb 29.0 28.5 

Werribee 6.5 7.1 

Inner West 36.0 34.1 

North and west 6.3 6.0 

Rest of Melbourne 12.1 14.2 

Elsewhere in Victoria 3.0 3.6 

Interstate 4.4 4.3 

Overseas 2.6 2.1 

Total (n) 428 466 

Source: AI FS 1994 



-36-

Table 51: Place of last residence: Campbelltown parents: ALSS 

Fathers Mothers 

0/0 0/0 

Same Suburb 12.7 11.6 

Campbelltown 19.7 22.8 

Adjacent LGAs 15.0 15.7 

Other south/west LGAs 26.0 27.6 

Rest of Sydney 20.8 17.0 

Elsewhere in NSW 1.7 1.3 

Interstate 2.3 2.5 

Overseas 1.7 1.5 

Total (n) 346 395 

Source: AIFS 1994 

, 
.~ 

Table 52: Place of last residence: Penrith parents: ALSS 

Males Females 

010 % 

Same suburb 13.2 13.6 

Penrith 21.3 22.0 

Adjacent L(iM 25.0 25.4 

Other west LGAs 18.4 16.2 

Rest of Sydney 17.0 16.8 

Elsewhere in NSW 1.4 1.8 

Interstate 1.7 1.8 

Overseas 2.0 2.4 

Total (n) 348 382 

Source: AIFS 1994 
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Table 53: Place of last residence: ElizabethlMunno Para: ALSS 

Fathers Mothers 

% 0/0 

Same surburb 15.0 16.4 

SameLGA 15.4 14.3 

Other LGA 13.5 14.5 

Adjacent LGAs 21.6 23.2 

Rest of Adelaide 17.6 15.2 

Elsewhere in SA 7.5 8.0 

Interstate 7.2 6.3 

Overseas 2.2 2.2 

Total 319 414 

Source: AIFS 1994 

, 

Table 54: Place of last residence: Box Hill parents: ALSS 

Fathers Mothers 

% 0/0 

Same suburb 18.7 17.9 

Box Hill 5.7 6.6 

Surrounding LGAs 22.4 21.5 

Inner south and east 28.1 27.4 

Outer south and east 9.2 11.1 

Other Melbourne 4.8 3.6 

Elsewhere in Victoria 2.8" 3.2 

Interstate 4.1 4.2 

Overseas 4.1 4.6 

Total (n) 459 503 

Source: AIFS 1994 



-38-

Table 55: Place of last residence: Ryde parents: ALSS 

Fathers Mothers 

0/0 010 

Same surburb 19.3 20.6 

Ryde 17.2 18.7 

Inner west/south 15.8 15.0 

Adjacent/eastern 26.1 26.5 

Rest of Sydney 7.5 7.8 

Elswhere in NSW 0.9 2.8 

Interstate 3.2 3.3 

Overseas 3.7 5.3 

Total (n) 326 359 

Source: AIFS 1994 

Table 56: Place of last residence: Melbourne: ALSS 
\ 

~ 
'. Fathers Mothers 

0/0 0/0 

Same suburb 25.6 22.1 

Melbourne 17.2 15.6 

Surrounding lGAs 21.4 23.3 

North and west 9.1 8.9 

South and east 14.9 16.1 

Elsewhere in Victoria 2.9 3.7 

Interstate 2.3 2.7 

Overseas 6.5 7.4 

Total (n) 308 403 

Source: AIFS 1994 
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Table 57: Place of last residence: South Sydney: ALSS 

Fathers Mothers 
0/0 0/0 

Same surburb 22.4 19.0 

South Sydney 19.2 19.4 

Adjacent/nearby 28.5 32.8 

Rest of Sydney 20.1 20.2 

Elsewhere in NSW 1.4 1.6 

Interstate 5.1 4.9 

Overseas 3.3 2.0 

Total (n) 214 247 

Source: AIFS 1994 
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Sources: Australian Bureau of Statistics (1991), 
Basic Community Profile. 1991 Census of Population 
and Housing. ABS Catalogue No. 2722.0 

Australian Institute of Family Studies, (1994) Australian Living 
Standards Study 

Notes on Tables. 

Period in which the Australian Living Standards Study was conducted: 

The Australian Living Standards Survey was conducted throughout the urban 
and rural localities between late 1991 and early 1993. Interviews were 
conducted in the following urban localities mainly within the following periods: 

Berwick, Box Hill 
Wenibee 
Melbourne 
Elizabeth 
Campbelltown 
Penrith 
Ryde, South Sydney 

- October to December 1991 
- November 1991 to February 1992 
- December 1991 to April 1992 
- March 1992 to June 1992 
- August 1992 to October 1992 
- September 1992 to November 1992 
- October to December 1992 

Table 1. Persons counted at home in each area . . 
~ 

Table 3. Dependent children are defined by the ABS as children under 
15 years of age or full time students aged 15-24 years. 

Table 4. Note that these percentages are approximate because of the 
small percentage of multi-family households - 1 per cent of all 
family households Australia-wide. 

Table 7. This table is not directly comparable with the ABS tables relating 
to families with dependent children since a proportion of children 
aged 15-19 in the ALSS have left school and are not full-time 
students, for instance, are in full-time employment or are un
employed. 

Table 8. Other includes: Brothers, sisters and other relatives of the parents 
in the family, adopted or foster children, boarders, friends, etc ... 
Excludes children who are parents themselves. 
Note: 0.003% cases missing because no details of relationship 
were given. 

Table 10. N missing = 15 

Table 11. N missing = 17 

Table 12. N missing = 3 



-41-

Table 13. Total number of households across 9 urban areas = 3701 

Table 14. Total number of families in the 9 urban areas = 3719 

Table 17. N missing = 30 

Table 18. N missing = 64 fathers, 51 mothers 

Table 19. N missing = 30 

Table 20. Non-English speaking countries are overseas countries 
excluding Australia, UK, South Africa, NZ, Ireland, USA, Canada 

Table 21. South Sydney had 3.10/0 overseas-born from New Zealand and 
3.0 from Southern Europe 

Table 36. Note that the Census tables and ALSS tables relating to parental 
employment are not directly comparable. This is partly because of 
differences in the definition of 'children' and partly because of 
differences in the definition of 'paid work'. Unlike the ASS Census, 
the ALSS defines mothers on unpaid maternity leave of more than 
4 weeks as being 'in paid employment'. 

Table 39. Excludes persons where occupation 'not stated' or 'inadequately 
described' . 

Table 40. Excludes perso'ns where occupation 'not state' or 'inadequately 
described' . ' 

Table 41 . Excludes persons where industry 'not classifiable' or 'not stated'. 

Table 42. Excludes persons where industry 'not classifiable' or 'not stated'. 

Table 43. This refers to journeys made, rather than persons, since question 
allows multiple methods of travel. 

Table 44. This refers to journeys made rather than persons, since question 
allows multiple methods of travel 

Table 45. All private dwellings, excluding those where structure of dwelling 
'not stated'. 

Table 46. Excludes dwellings where number of bedrooms 'not stated' 

Table 47. All occupied private dwellings excluding those where tenure 
'otherlinadequately described' or 'not stated' 

Table 48. Note that 'government rental' includes families in defence force 
accommodation as well as local and state government housing. 
The Study was unable to be completed in South Sydney and 
families in public housing are under-represented 
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Table 49. Surrounding - Dandenong, Knox, Sherbrooke, Pakenham, 
Cranbourne. Nearby eastern LGAs - Chelsea, Moorabbin, 
Mordialloc, Oakleigh, Springvale, Waverley, Frankston. 

Table 50. Inner west - Altona, Footscray, Sunshine, Williamstown. 
North and west - Broadmeadows, Bulla, Essendon, Keilor, 
Melton, Preston, Coburg. 

Table 51 Adjacent LG&s. - Cambden, Liverpool, Sutherland. Other 
south/west LGAs - Fairfield, Canterbury, Bankstown, Hurstville. 

Table 52 Adjacent lGAt - Blacktown, Fairfield, Uverpool, Blue Mountains. 
Other west LGAs - Bankstown, Canterbury, Holroyd, Parramatta. 

Table 53 Same LGA - refers to whether household located in Elizabeth or 
Munno Para. Other LGA - refers to Munno Para if household 
located in Elizabeth, Elizabeth if household located in Munno Para. 
Adjacent LGAs - Salisbury, Tea Tree Gully, Gawler 

Table 54 Surrounding LGAs - Camberwell, Waverley, Doncasterl 
Templestowe, Nunawading. Inner south and east - Brighton, 
Brunswick, Caulfield, Collingwood, Hawthorn, Heidelberg, Fitzroy, 
Kew, Northcote, Malvern, Melbourne, Prahran, Richmond, St Kilda, 
South Melbourne. Outer south and east - Chelsea, Cranbourne, 
Croydon, Dandenong, Diamond Valley, Eltham, Frankston, Knox, 
Lilydale, Moorabbin, Mordialloc, Oakleigh, Ringwood, Sandringham, 
Sherbrooke, Sp,tingvale. 

Table 55 Inner westlsouth - Ashfield, Bankstown, Burwood, Canterbury, 
Leichhardt, Marrickville, Randwick, South Sydney, Strathfield. 
Akjacentleastern - Drummoyne, Homsby, Hunters Hill, Ku-rin-gai, 
Lane Cove, North Sydney, Paramatta, Willoughby, Warringah 

Table 56 Surrounding LGAs - Brunswick, Collingwood, Essendon, Fitzroy, 
Footscray, Prahran, Port Melbourne, Richmond, South Melbourne, 
St Kilda. North and west - Coburg, Preston, Epping, Williamstown, 
and suburbs to the west. South and east - All other suburbs to the 
south and east. 

Table 57 AdjacentlNearby - Leichhardt, Marrickville, Botany, Randwick, 
Sydney, Waverley, Woollhahra 



Appendix C: ADDITIONAL TABLES 

Table i ALSS: Country of birth, grouped by regions, of employed mothers of pre-school aged children, by 
9 urban localities. 

Berwick Box Melbourne Werribee EUzabeth/ Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill Munno Para -town Sydney 

~. - " ...... 41" 

% OJi, OJi, % % % OJi, OJi, % 

Australia 61 66 76 72 65 78 69 67 68 
New Zealand 1 4 1 0 0 2 0 2 5 
Pacific Region 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 
Europe 8 6 8 6 4 8 5 5 4 
UK, Ireland 9 7 4 12 28 5 15 2 12 
Middle East/North Africa 1 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 
South East/ South Asia 11 9 4 6 0 5 8 11 5 
North East Asia 1 2 4 0 0 0 0 6 0 
North America 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 
South & Central America 

/Caribbean 1 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 
Africa (not North) 5 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 

N. Mothers per LGA = 87 99 79 86 46 60 62 85 73 

Total Families= 677 



Table II ALSS: Country of birth, grouped by regions, of employed father of pre-school aged chlldren, by 9 urban 
localities. 

Berwick BOl[ Melbourne Werribee Elizabethl Campbell- Penrlth Ryde South 
Hill Munno Para -town Sydney 

°lb °lb °lb °lb °lb °lb °lb °lb % 

Australia 60 72 76 73 65 76 69 70 64 
New Zealand 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 3 
Pacific Region 1 0 '-'-..4. r 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Europe 10 7 7 8 3 7 3 2 12 
UK, Ireland 7 9 6 12 28 9 15 5 11 
Middle East/North Africa 1 0 1 0 3 0 5 0 3 
South East/ South Asia 11 6 3 6 3 5 3 12 5 
North East Asia 2 1 4 0 0 0 0 6 0 
North America 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
South & Central America 

/Caribbean 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Africa (not North) 6 1 1 0 0 0 3 1 2 

N. Fathers per LGA = 83 99 70 77 40 55 61 83 66 

Total Families = 634 



Table ill Building a model to assess the contributions of factors in explaining the 
use of formal chlld care rather than informal or within household care: 
urban Victorian and New South Wales working faml1les. 

Effects of Explanatory Factors: 
Model 1 
est. (A) 

1. FOR ALL LOCALmES: 

Living in an inner urban locality 

Mother working 30 plus hours per week 

Being a single mother-headed family 

Living in a middle urban locality 

Mother's English-speaking background 

Family income 200% plus of Poverty Line 

No grandmother within half hour's drive 

Mother having an upper level occupation NS 

Not having a child under 3 years of age NS 

Not having other children in the family NS 

Mother not working in reSi?ential LGA NS 

(Number of Families for MQdel 1 = 508) 
.~ 

2. SPECIFIC LOCATIONAL EFFECTS: 

Mother works 30 plus hrs p.week (outer) 
Mother works 30 plus hrs p. week (middle) 
Mother works 30 plus hrs p.week (inner) 

Single mother-headed family (outer) 
Single mother-headed family (middle) 
Single mother-headed family (inner) 

Mother, English-speaking b'ground (outer) 
Mother, English-speaking b'ground (middle) 
Mother, English-speaking b'ground (inner) 

Family income 200% + of Pov. Line (outer) 
Family income 200% + of Pov. Line (middle) 
Family income 200% + of Pov. Line (inner) 

No grandmother within half hr. drive (outer) 
No grandmother within half hr. drive (middle) 
No grandmother within half hr. drive (inner) 

Number of Families for Models 2,3 & 4 = 524 

0.64· 

0.49· 

0.47# 

0.39· 

0.34# 

0.31· 

0.27# 

0.22 

0.17 

0.15 

0.14 

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
est. (B) est. (C) est. (D) 

0.44· 
0.64· 
0.24 

0.60# 
0.02 
0.631 

0.26 
0.312 
0.413 

0.10 
0.49· 
0.59· 

0.32# 
0.45# 
0.10 

0.35 

0.29 

0.67· 

0.53# 

0.18 

0.65* 

0.39# 

0.41· 

0.32# 

0.26# 

0.71· 

0.53# 

0.64* 

0.42# 

i chISq stg@llcant at 6.6 i level; # chiSq Stgilillcant at 6.65 level; NS = not a stg@llcant iador overall. 
1. Chisq not significant due to small numbers of single parents. 
2,3. Chisq not significant due to small numbers of mothers with non-English speaking background. 



Appendix 0: INCOME MEASURES 

Collecting ALSS Income Data 

The incomes of every person in the household 15 years of age or over for the 
previous financial year (period income) and at the time of the survey (weekly current 
income) were collected in the study. In a number of households at least one person 
refused to give their income or did not know their income. There are, thus, no 
current income data for a small proportion of households in each area. The current 
income of self-employed people was imputed from their period income. It is likely, 
however, that this overestimated the incomes of some self-employed people since 
there were indications that they were struggling to find work because of the onset 
of the recession. 

Although income was collected at the time of the survey, every effort was made to 
collect 'usual' income rather than income received in that particular week, so that, 
for instance, people who did not work in the survey week and did not receive any 
income did not record their current income as nought. In a small number of cases, 
where the wage and salary income of employed people was recorded as nought, 
current income was imputed from period income. 

In order to calculate 'net' income, tax was imputed to gross income using a tax 
program comprising tax rates, the dependent spouse rebate, the sole parent rebate, 
pensioner and beneficiary rebates and the Medicare levy. Child maintenance 
received was added to household income. 

\ 

Individual incomes were ~aggregated into a household income. A modified version 
of the Henderson equivalence scale was applied to the total household income to 
give a measure of income after needs had been taken into account, thus adopting 
the principal that total household income is pooled and shared. Other people living 
in the household - landlords, employees, nannies, flat-mates, friends and boarders 
aged 20 years and older were excluded from the household for the purposes of the 
equivalent income calculation. While the assumption of pooling and sharing of 
household income may be problematic for households where there are other 
relatives, such households comprise only a very small proportion of households in 
the areas. The vast majority of households in all areas consisted only of parents 
with children aged less than 20 years. 

While the basic concept of the Henderson equivalence scale was accepted, it was 
modified in the following manner. Points were rounded to whole numbers, eliminating 
the decimal points, since it was not felt that there was a need for this level of detail. 
The distinction between children and adults was retained and the Henderson age 
ranges retained. However, children 18 years and older were treated as adults and 
no distinction was made between males and females or between adults of different 
ages. Following Henderson, people who were working or who were unemployed 
received more points than people who were not working and were not full-time 
post-secondary students. Those who were working part-time or who were 
unemployed were given fewer points than those who were working full-time, while 
those who were full-time, post-secondary students were given the same points as 
part-time workers. 



Although there are questions as to whether the incomes of self-employed people are 
artificially lower than those on wages and salaries, it was decided not to exclude 
self-employed people from the analysis. The question of the relationship of indicators 
of living standards to income for self-employed people will be examined when further 
data becomes available. 

Parental Income 

Gross income of both parents in a two parent family; gross income of a parent in 
a single parent family. 

Current Equivalent Household Income 

Total household current after-tax income adjusted for family needs using a modified 
version of the Henderson equivalence scale. 

Poverty Line 

Current equivalent household income relative to the poverty line at the time the 
household was surveyed (see interview dates). The poverty line for' Henderson's 
standard family (2 parents, father employed, mother not in the labour force, 2 
children 5 and 8 years) in the June quarter 1993 was $372.29 per week (disposable 
income) (Institute of Applied Economic and Social Research, Sept. 1993). 

For more information abput equivalence scales and the Henderson Poverty Line, 
please refer to :': 

Whiteford, P. (1985), itA Family's Needs: Equivalence scales, poverty and social 
security", Research Paper No. 27, Development Division, Department of Social 
Security, April 1985. 
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