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Executive Summary 

Attractions 

¶ A significantly greater number of participants identifying as female reported a romantic 

attraction exclusively to females, compared with a sexual attraction exclusively to females.  This 

pattern was reversed for males with significantly larger numbers reporting a sexual attraction 

exclusively to males, compared with a romantic attraction exclusively to males. 

¶ From the total sample, close to a third of participants (29.9%) indicated a difference between the 

extent to which they felt romantically attracted and the extent to which they felt sexually 

attracted to males and/or females.  Only 1.2% indicated an exactly equal attraction to males and 

females, when it came to both romantic and sexual attraction.  This suggests that even for 

people who identify as bisexual it is rarely a simple case of equal attraction to men and women. 

Awareness and First Disclosure of Same-Sex Attractions 

¶ Although males, as a group, were sure of their attractions before females, they took significantly 

more time on average to disclose these attractions.  On average, female and gender different 

participants disclosed around one year after they felt sure of their sexuality, whereas for males 

the average was three and a half years.  These results are discussed in terms of the higher levels 

of victimization reported by nonheterosexual males relative to their female counterparts. 

¶ Females in the oldest cohort reported, on average, being sure of their same-sex  attractions close 

to 7 ½ years later than females in the youngest cohort.  This certainty was 3 years later for the 

oldest cohort of males and 4 years later for the oldest cohort of gender different participants, 

when compared with their younger counterparts.  The greater differences found for females are 

ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ƭƻƴƎƛǘǳŘƛƴŀƭ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ΨŦƭǳƛŘƛǘȅΩ ƻŦ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƛǘȅΦ 

Ongoing Disclosure of Sexuality  

¶ Participants were presented with three scenarios in which they were asked to consider disclosing 

their same-ǎŜȄ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŀ ǇǊŜǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨǎǘǊŀƛƎƘǘΩ ŎƻǳǇƭŜ ŀǘ ŀ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƎŀǘƘŜǊƛƴƎ ǳƴǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ 

work.  Close to two-thirds (65.9%) of participants, who reported having a regular same-sex 

partner, selected an option to disclose now to a couple depicted as being possibly conservative, 

although for most this depended on its relevance to the conversation.  By contrast, the majority 

(53.8%) of participants who reported not currently having a regular partner stated they were not 

likely to disclose at all or would most probably delay disclosure until another time.   For those 

ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊŜŘΣ ƻǇǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƳŜ ƻǳǘΩ ǿŀǎ ŜǾŜƴ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ 

compatibility with their partner when it came to feeling comfortable ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƛǘȅΦ  

¶ The above findings suggest that, ŜǾŜƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ Ƴŀȅ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƳŜ ƻǳǘΩΣ deciding to disclose 

may be hampered by ƻƴŜΩǎ current single status or a lack of compatibility with a ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻf 

disclosure comfort.  Although casually introducing or mentioning a partner may facilitate 

disclosure, in much the same way heterosexual individuals convey the nature of their 

relationships, this option is not always possible for some.  
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¶ Findings revealed that it was only the extent of religious influence on disclosure (including the 

ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊǎύΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ƻǿƴ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎ, that was related to the 

ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩΦ  {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴce the significantly lower 

ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŎƭƻǎǳǊŜΣ ŜǾŜƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ΨƳƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜΩ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻΦ 

¶ The above results are discussed in relation to recent experimental research in Australia which 

found heterosexual individuals responded morŜ ŦŀǾƻǳǊŀōƭȅ ǘƻ ǳǇŦǊƻƴǘ ŘƛǎŎƭƻǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ 

same-sex attractions when compared with delayed.  

Relationships and Recognition 

¶ Although participants identifying as female were significantly more likely to report having a 

current same-sex partner, those identifying as male were significantly more likely to report being 

in a current relationship of a longer duration. 

¶ The majority of participants (54.7 %) selected marriage as their personal choice for relationship 

recognition (when including participants who did not complete the survey in full, the figure was 

54.2% - see Appendix for Auxiliary Report).  A federally recognised relationship documented at a 

registry (other than marriage) was the second most popular option (27.6%) followed by de facto 

status (14.8%).  Of the sample, 2.9% reported that they preferred no legal status.  

¶ The younger the age of the participant the more likely they were to have selected marriage as 

their personal choice.  For example, 66.7% of those 18-19, and 62.8% of those 20-29 selected 

marriage as their preference. 

¶ The majority preference for marriage was larger for participants identifying as female (58.1%), 

when compared with male (50.7%) or gender different (44.7%).  For the youngest cohort (< 25 

years), however, differences between males and females were no longer observed with 63% 

from both groups selecting the option to marry. 

¶ Irrespective of their personal choice, 78% reported that they would like to see marriage become 

available as an option for same-sex couples in Australia, 59.7% reported that they would like to 

see a federally recognised relationship other than marriage be made available and 48.4% stated 

that they would like to see de facto recognition remain.  These percentages indicate that many 

participants selected multiple options, suggesting that simply having a choice was an important 

factor. 

¶ Although a majority preference for marriage was found regardless of the legal status of a 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ǎŀƳŜ-sex relationship, preferences for marriage were higher among those currently 

in a relationship formalised through a state or municipal registry, an overseas recognised civil 

union/partnership, and an overseas recognised marriage.   

¶ The more people felt their relationships were valued on a comparable level with different-sex 

relationships, the significantly greater their reported level of overall well-being. 
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Children 

¶ Overall, 29.2% of those indentifying as female, 10.0% of those identifying as male, and 25.5% of 

gender different participants reported having children in their lives, either their own or the result 

of a current or previous relationship.  When considering the age group most likely to have 

children, given that people in general are having children in later years (ABS, 2008),  47.1% of 

female and 17.6% of male participants reported having children in their lives, whether their own 

or the result of a current or previous relationship.  

¶ Close to a third of both young male and female participants (< 25 yrs) reported that they planned 

to have children at some stage in their lives. 

¶ Of participants with at least one child in their lives under the age of 20, 64.7% of female, 24.1% 

of male and 40% of gender different participants were living with these children full-time.   

¶ For participants with a same-sex partner and living full-time with children under the age of 13 

(i.e., generally primary school age) 74.7% reported that they would prefer to marry.  For those 

with children under the age of 5 (i.e., non-school age) 80.8% selected marriage as their 

preference.   

Partners 

¶ Higher levels of perceived partner support, relationship satisfaction, and partner similarity in 

beiƴƎ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ 

psychological well-being. 

¶ Participants in the youngest cohort (< 25 years) reported significantly less similarity between 

ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǎŀƳŜ-

sex couple, when compared with those in the two older cohorts (i.e., 25-34 years and 35+ years). 

¶ Participants identifying as female reported significantly higher levels of relationship satisfaction 

and partner support, relative to male and gender different participants.  This is consistent with 

research in general, in which females tend to score higher than males for measures of positive 

relationships with others (e.g., Ryff & Keyes, 1995).  

GLBTI Friends and Community 

¶ Just over a third of participants reported that they did not have any contact with individuals 

(apart from friends) from the GLBTI community.  The younger the cohort the less likely they were 

to have reported contact with the GLBTI community or feel connected to the GLBTI community, 

with this being the case for both metropolitan and rural areas of residence.  

¶ Not surprisingly, those living in more populated areas were significantly more likely to report 

feeling a greater connection with the GLBTI community, relative to those living in less populated 

areas.  For those with contact with the community, however, perceptions of support did not 

differ between metropolitan and rural areas.  
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Family and Heterosexual Friends and Community 

¶ A majority of ǘƘƻǎŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜ ƻŦ нр ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ΨƳƻǎǘΩ ǘƻ ΨŀƭƭΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ 

heterosexual, whereas for those in the oldest cohort (35+ years) the percentage was less than a 

third.  Nonetheless, and with the exception of those 60 years of age and over, older participants 

were significantly more likely to report that a greater proportion of their heterosexual friends 

were aware of their sexuality, relative to younger participants. 

¶ Even when first taking into account the support participants received from their GLBTI friends 

and the GLBTI community, significantly higher levels of well-being were associated with greater 

perceptions of acceptance from heterosexual friends, parents and the wider community. 

¶ The more people felt accepted by their heterosexual friends, parents and siblings the significantly 

greater the likelihood of them having reported an ongoing same-sex relationship.  

¶ When taking into account age differences, people with a same-sex partner who felt more 

accepted by their heterosexual friends and siblings were more likely to report a current 

relationship of a significantly longer duration.  

Stigma and Psychological Well-Being 

¶ The highest perceptions of stigma related to issues regarding same-sex attracted people and the 

caring of children (e.g., a same-sex attracted teacher in a public school).  Perceptions in relation 

to stigma and employment were much more positive, with 78% agreeing to some extent that 

employers would hire a same-sex attracted person if qualified.  

¶ Gender different participants and transgender/transsexual and intersex participants scored 

higher on perceptions of stigma and lower on reported well-being, when compared with the 

general sample. 

¶ Data were compared between a national American LGB sample (Rostosky et al., 2009), the 

current sample and a random sample of Australians (MacKinnon et al., 1999).  Participants from 

both the American LGB survey and the current survey were found to score significantly higher on 

negative emotional experiences but did not report less positive emotional experiences, when 

compared with the Australian random sample.  These differences for negative mood between 

nonheterosexual individuals and those from the Australian random sample were more 

pronounced in the case of male participants. 

¶ Relative to an American national sample (MIDUS II), participants in the current survey scored 

significantly lower on the Environmental Mastery, Purpose in Life and Self-Acceptance dimensions 

of well-being (PWB: Ryff, 1989).  Participants from the current survey, however, scored 

significantly higher on perceptions of Personal Growth.  These findings are similar to those found 

for comparisons between  a subsample of American sexual minority participants and their 

heterosexual counterparts (Riggle, Rostosky, & Danner, 2009) 
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Research Background 

The Not So Private Lives online survey was conducted through the School of Psychology at The 

University of Queensland, Australia.  The aim of the survey was to add to the growing body of 

research on the lives of sexual minorities in Australia.  The questions within the survey focused on a) 

the timing of disclosure of same-sex attractions b) preferred relationship recognition c) same-sex 

attracted individualsΩ perceptions of how others value their relationships relative to different-sex 

relationships d) parenting, and e) the role of mainstream acceptance in relation to psychological 

well-being, even when in the presence of LGBTI support. 

Not So Private Lives is the first national study to examine same-ǎŜȄ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴǎΩ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ 

for various forms of relationship recognition since the introduction of de facto status for same-sex 

couples at a federal level.  Further, it is the first major study to investigate preferences for 

relationship recognition while taking into account the current legal status (in Australia or overseas) of 

ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ǎŀƳŜ-sex relationship.  Findings in these areas were presented at the Australian 

Federal Senate hearing of the inquiry into the Marriage Equality Amendment Bill 2009 

(Commonwealth of Australia. Senate Legal and Constitutional Affairs Committee, November 9, 2009). 

The survey site was hosted as a secure site by Globalpark through its Unipark program for academic 

research.  Globalpark has its headquarters in Germany and is one of the leading international 

suppliers of online software for academic and commercial research.  All data collection and storage 

were provided by Globalpark.  The URL for the web-page entry to the survey was 

www.notsoprivatelives.com.  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜΦ  

Recruitment 

The survey commenced on the 3rd April 2009 and ran until midnight, 15th August 2009.  Responses to 

the survey decreased substantially in the latter two weeks, suggesting the sample had reached its 

maximum uptake.  The survey was advertised online in the GLBTQI press for every state and territory 

and in print in various GLBTQI magazines (e.g., LOTL, SX Magazine, Queensland Pride, AX National, 

MCV and Sydney Star Observer).  Information on the survey was also circulated through sexual 

minority email networks across the country.  Flyers and/or email information were sent to sexual 

minority - businesses, health and community centres, sporting clubs, reading groups, parenting 

groups, outdoor activity groups, city and country social clubs, chat rooms and coffee shops, as well as 

university queer collectives and sexual minority welcoming religious organisations.  The survey was 

also promoted via Queer radio (e.g., JOY FM ς Melbourne) and flyers were distributed at sexual 

minority events (e.g., Brisbane Pride Day and the Brisbane Queer Film Festival).  Participants were 

also asked to consider informing their same-sex attracted friends/contacts about the survey. 

Of the potential participants who started the survey, 192 did not pass the eligibility check (see 

criteria for eligibility on p. 6) and a further 121 did not proceed past the session information page or 

consent form.  Of the 2,545 people who started the survey proper (i.e., answered Q.1), 2,056 

completed the last question indicating a retention rate of 80.8%.  Of this number, the responses of 

24 participants were not included in the analyses due to a high percentage of missing data, leaving a 

total number of 2,032.  

http://www.notsoprivatelives.com/
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Eligibility 

Participants were invited to take part in the survey provided they met the criteria of being: 

a) at least 18 years of age  

b) a citizen or permanent resident of Australia 

c) attracted (sexually and/or romantically) to people of the same sex 

tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΣ ǿƘƻ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ Ψ¸ŜǎΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ǘƘǊŜŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀΣ 

were thanked for their interest and directed away from the survey.  Identification as same-sex 

attracted was further verified by the Sexual Identity and Sexual and Romantic Attraction measures in 

the main body of the survey (see Chapter 2).  

Gender Different, Transgender, Transsexual and Intersex Participants 

To be consistent with earlier experimental and survey research, which served as foundations for the 

current study, this research focused on individuals who identified as same-sex attracted.  Therefore, 

this survey also welcomed gender different, transgender, transsexual and intersex participants who 

felt that they met this criterion.  Lǘ ƛǎ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜŘΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨǎŀƳŜ-ǎŜȄ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘŜŘΩΣ ōȅ 

definition, can be problematic for those whose biological sex and/or gender identity do not adhere to 

the assumptions that ŀƭƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀǊŜ ōƻǊƴ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǎǘǊƛŎǘƭȅ ƳŀƭŜ ƻǊ ŦŜƳŀƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎŜȄ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǘ 

ōƛǊǘƘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ.  As the survey did not attempt to explore how 

participants might differentiate between their attractions in terms of sexual anatomy and their 

ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ǊƻƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨǎŀƳŜ-ǎŜȄ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘŜŘΩ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ōǊƻŀŘƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ŀƴ 

ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǊƻƳŀƴǘƛŎ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΦ  

Auxiliary Report 

An auxiliary report, based on the responses of 2, 232 participants, was released in August 2009.  This 

report detailed the findings in relation to a sub-set of questions presented in the first third of the 

survey on current relationship status and preferences for relationship recognition.  The examination 

of these factors aimed to provide an insight into the preferences of same-sex attracted Australians 

with regard to the legal recognition of their relationships, following the introduction of de facto 

status for same-sex couples at a federal level.  These findings were presented at the Australian 

Federal Senate hearing of the inquiry into the Marriage Equality Amendment Bill 2009 

(Commonwealth of Australia. Senate Legal and Constitutional Affairs Committee, November 9, 2009). 

Findings from this larger sample were found to be consistent with those of the current sample of 

2,032 (200 fewer) participants who completed the survey in full.  Nonetheless, it was deemed more 

appropriate to provide results to the inquiry based on the larger sample, to ensure the relationship 

findings were not representative of people who may have been more inclined to complete a lengthy 

survey.  ¢ƻ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ ΨǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴΩ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƛƴ 

full with those including participants who did not, refer to the findings discussed in Chapter 5 and 

those provided in the Auxiliary Report provided in the Appendix.   
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Overview of Analytical Methods 

A consistent analytical strategy was taken in that a variety of descriptive and inferential statistical 

methods were employed including, but not limited to, Independent Factorial Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA), Factorial Repeated Measures ANOVA, Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA), Multivariate 

Analysis of Variance (MANOVA), Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA), Hierarchical 

aǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ wŜƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴΣ .ƛƴŀǊȅ [ƻƎƛǎǘƛŎ wŜƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ tŜŀǊǎƻƴΩǎ /Ƙƛ-Square tests.  For analyses 

involving multiple comparisons between groups, the Bonferroni method was used to control the 

familywise Type I error rate.  For all analyses, results are discussed as being significant if p < .05. 

In instances where a variable was both categorical and continuous (e.g., age group), analyses were 

conducted based on both characterisations of the variable.  Results related to these variables are 

generally presented in bar graphs with the categorical data, to assist with the visual interpretation of 

findings. 

For the analyses of age as a categorical variable, results were presented based on either six age 

groups (i.e., 18-19, 20-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60+) or three age cohorts (i.e., <25, 25-34, 35+)1.  

Although analyses were conducted for both numbers of categories, results are presented in the 

report based on the most meaningful interpretation of findings.  For example, if significant 

differences were found between participants in the most senior age group (60+) relative to the rest 

of the sample, findings are reported based on the six age groups in order to highlight these findings. 

As all participants who selected the transgender/transsexual or intersex response options identified 

as either male or female, these participants were included in all findings for the general sample.  To 

help increase visibility of these individuals in sexual minority research, separate analyses were also 

provided, where appropriate.  

CƻǊ ŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ΨDŜƴŘŜǊ 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ 

ŦƻǊƳ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ όΨDŜƴŘŜǊ 5ƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘΩύ ǘƻ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƳŀƭŜ ƻǊ 

female.  The most frequently dŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ 

ΨƎŜƴŘŜǊ ǉǳŜŜǊΩ.  Although the number of gender different participants was relatively small (N = 47), 

numbers were fairly well distributed across states/territories (NSW = 14, VIC = 12, QLD = 9, WA = 10, 

ACT = 2). 

In all cases, analyses were conducted to examine gender differences, age differences and 

interactions between predictor variables.  In the absence of any discussion of these findings, 

differences were not found to be statistically significant.  

 

 
 
 
 

  
                                                           
1
 The Australian Bureau of Statistics classifies youth as being from 15-24 years of age, young people generally as being up to 

the age of 34, and those 35 and older as no longer young adults (ABS, 2009a; 2010) 
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1. Demographics 

A total of 2,032 participants completed the survey in full.  This was 200 (9%) fewer than the number 

who completed the first phase of the survey which included the Relationship Recognition measures 

(see Appendix).  Importantly, the characteristics of the sample on which the current report is based 

did not differ substantially from those of the larger sample.  For comparative figures, refer to the 

Auxiliary Report in the Appendix. 

1.1 Area of Residence 

Participants were asked to select their state or territory of residence and the type of urban or rural 

area in which they lived (see Figure 1 and Table 1).  For this sample, thirty-two participants selected 

ǘƘŜ ΨŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƻǾŜǊǎŜŀǎΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŀƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘƻƳŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻǊ 

territory in Australia.  These numbers are accounted for in Figure 1 below.  The survey attracted a 

proportionately greater number of participants from Queensland, despite advertising across all 

states and territories.  This is likely to have been a result of the survey being conducted in 

Queensland and advertised through The University of Queensland.    

Figure 1.   
  
Numbers and percentages of participants according to state/territory of residence  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1.  
 
Numbers and percentages of participants according to area of current residence  

        N                %  
Capital City 1494 73.5  
Other metropolitan area (population 100,000 or more)   287 14.1  
Large rural centre (25,000 ς under 100,000)   131   6.4  
Other rural area    103   5.1  
Remote     17   0.8  

(N = 2032) 
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1.2 Cultural Ancestry  

Participants were asked to indicate their cultural background by nominating up to two ancestries, as 

requested for the 2006 Australian Census.  Thirty nine participants chose not to respond to this 

question leaving a total of 1993 respondents.  As participants were able to select up to two 

ancestries (e.g., British and German), the percentages represent multiple responses and therefore 

add up to over 100%.  Where numbers were very small for a particular ancestry, they were either 

grouped or represented as ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ.  The most frequently listed ancestries, aside from Australian, New 

Zealander and British/Irish, were German, Italian, Chinese, Dutch, American, Greek, and Indian.  With 

the exception of American ancestry, these results are in keeping with those from the 2006 Australian 

Census showing these six ancestries (Italian, German, Chinese, Greek, Dutch and Indian ς order 

according to Census results) as having the highest number of responses after Australian and 

British/Irish (ABS, 2006).  Eleven people (0.6%) self-identified as Indigenous Australians.  As a group, 

these Australians were underrepresented in the current sample.  As at 30 June 2006Σ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ 

Indigenous population was estimated to be 2.5% of the total population (ABS).  Although not 

included in Table 2 below, 21 participants (1.1%) reported a Jewish ancestry, with this likely to be 

due to the close association between Jewish religion and ethnicity.  All participants reported being an 

Australian citizen or permanent resident of Australia as part of the eligibility requirement of the 

survey.  Close to three-quarters (74.6%) reported that they had lived in Australia all their lives, with 

the average duration for those who had not being 22.6 years (median = 21 years). 

Table 2. 
 
Cultural ancestry (up to two ancestries) 

   N            %  
Anglo/Australian/British Irish descent 1590 79.8  
Australian Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander 11 0.6  
East Asian 

Chinese 

(Japanese, Korean, Mongolian, Taiwanese) 

 

41 

7 

2.4 

 

 

Eastern and South-eastern European  

Polish 

Russian 

Croatian 

Hungarian 

Czech 

Serbian 

Other 

 

13 

11 

10 

7 

6 

4 

21 

3.6 

 

 

Latin American/Caribbean 10 0.5  

Middle Eastern 

Lebanese 

Israeli 

Other 

 

8 

6 

7 

1.1  
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North American 

American (USA) 

Canadian 

Native American 

 

26 

10 

5 

2.1  

Northern European-Nordic (Danish, Swedish, Finnish, Norwegian) 16 0.8  

Other Oceania  

New Zealander 

Maori 

(Papua New Guinean, South Pacific Islander) 

 

54 

6 

4 

  3.2  

South African 14 0.7  

South Asian 

Indian 

Sri Lankan 

Pakistani 

 

20 

7 

4 

1.6  

Southeast Asian  

Filipino 

Malay 

Indonesian 

(Singaporean, Vietnamese, Other) 

 

14 

7 

5 

8 

1.7  

Southern European 

Italian 

Greek 

Maltese 

Spanish 

Portuguese 

 

48 

25 

11 

10 

6 

5.0  

Western European 

German 

Dutch 

French 

Austrian 

Swiss 

Other 

 

55 

32 

10 

8 

5 

2 

5.6  

Other  

European unspecified  

Other African 

 

8 

7 

0.8  
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1.3 Age 

The mean age of this sample was 35.8 years (standard deviation 12.4) with a median age of 34 years.  

Ages ranged from 18 to 82 years.  Of the 81 participants in the Ωсл ǇƭǳǎΩ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ, 17 were aged 70-

82.  The mean ages according to gender identity were 35.4 for female, 36.8 for male, and 30.0 for 

gender different participants.  Table 3 below indicates the numbers and percentages of participants 

by age group and according to gender identity (for description of ΨƎŜƴŘŜǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΩ, (see section. 2.1). 

Table 3. 
 
Numbers and percentages of participants according to age group and gender identity 

 
         N 

               % 
of total % female % male 

% gender 
different 

 

18 - 19 121  6.0 51.2 43.8 5.0  
20 - 29 634  31.2 53.9 42.3 3.8  
30 - 39 537 26.5 62.0 35.9 2.1  
40 - 49  441 21.7 56.7 42.4 0.9  
50 - 59 215 10.6 51.2 47.9 0.9  
60 + (60-82) 81 4.0 33.3 66.7 0.0  
Total N = 2029.  Three participants (1 female, 2 male) did not provide their age. 

 

1.4 Education and Employment 

Participants were asked to select their highest level of education completed (see Table 4).  Three 

participants did not specify their current level of education leaving a total of 2029 respondents for 

this measure.  Consistent with research findings involving sexual-minority individuals both overseas 

(e.g., Cochran & Mays, 2009; Kurdek, 2008) and in Australia, the sample was highly educated when 

compared with the general population.  For example, the Australian Private Lives GLBTI survey 

conducted in 2005, found 50.7% of participants reported having a university degree (Pitts, Smith, 

Mitchell, & Patel, 2006).  In the current survey, 60.8% of participants reported having a Bachelor 

degree or above compared with 23% of the Australian population in general (ABS, 2009b).  The 

percentage of people with university degrees in Australia has increased over recent years (ABS, 

2009b) which may account for some of the discrepancy between the findings from the earlier and 

current Australian GLBTI surveys.  It is also acknowledged that participants tend to be of higher 

education in survey research in general (Kaye & Johnson, 1999).  The main issue, however, is being 

able to determine how representative this higher level of education status is of the sexual-minority 

population is extremely difficult, given the lack of a description of this group in large population-

based studies and the stigma associated with reporting a sexual-minority status (Meyer & Wilson, 

2009).    
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Table 4. 
 
Numbers and percentages for highest level of education completed 

     N                %  

Less than Year 10 27  1.3  
Year 10 Certificate 78  3.8  
Year 12 Certificate 358 17.6  
Diploma/Trade Certificate  332 16.4  
Undergraduate university degree  759  37.4  
Postgraduate university diploma/degree   475   23.4  

Total N = 2029 (three participants did not specify their education level). 

 

For current employment status, participants were able to select multiple responses.  The 

percentages in Table 5 below, therefore, provide a total over 100%.  When taking into account 

multiple responses (e.g., a person who selected both full-time employment and being self-employed 

is counted only once as employed), 78.9% of the sample reported being employed.  The employment 

rate for those not in full-time studies or retirement was 92.8%.  Please note that the figures for 

currently Ψƴƻǘ ƛƴ ǇŀƛŘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘΩ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ŀǎ ΨǳƴŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘΩ.  Of the total sample, 

27% reported currently being a student.  According to a 2009 report from the Australian Bureau of 

Statistics, 19% of the Australian population aged 15-64 was enrolled in a course of study (ABS).  As 

the current survey did not include individuals under 18, who as a group are more likely to be 

students, the discrepancy is likely to be even greater.  However, the number of students in this 

survey is in keeping with the relatively high level of education of the sample. 

Table 5. 
 
Numbers and percentages for current work status 

     N                %  

Full-time student 376 18.5   
Part-time student 173  8.5  
Full-time employment 1044 51.4  
Part-time employment  404 19.9  
Self-employed  194 9.5  
Not in paid employment (incl. Volunteer work)  143  7.0    
Retired 77 3.8  

Total N = 2032 (number of participants who selected at least one response) 
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1.5 Religion 

Participants were simply asked if they considered themselves to be a religious person rather than 

asked to state their religious background.  For this sample, 19% (n = 385) ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ΨȅŜǎΩΣ у1% (n = 

1646ύ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ΨƴƻΩ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ.  In the Australian Private Lives GLBTI survey 

conducted in 2005, close to 71% ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƴƻ άŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻƴέ (Pitts et al., 2006).  The slightly 

higher figures found for the current survey may be due to the different wording of the question 

between the two surveys.  Considering oneself to be non-religious and to have no current religion, 

might not be interpreted as being one and the same.  For example, some people may retain a strong 

identity with a particular religion, due to the association with their school years, family background 

and/or ethnicity, but may not necessarily believe in the teachings of that religion.  Importantly, 

41.9% of participants reported that religion (including the religious beliefs of others) plays a role in 

their decisions to disclose their sexuality.  Findings on religion as an influence on disclosure are 

discussed in Chapter 4. 
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2. Biological Sex, Gender Identity and Sexual Attraction 

2.1 Sex, Gender Identity and Sexual Identity 

Participants were first asked to select their biological sex as defined at birth.  Of the sample, 56.8%   

(n = 1154) selected female, 43.1% (n = 875) selected male and 0.1% (n = 3) selected intersex.  Four 

intersex individuals reported that they were defined as male at birth, resulting in a total of seven 

intersex participants.  Five of these participants reported a female gender identity and two reported 

a male gender identity.  !ǎ ΨiƴǘŜǊǎŜȄΩ is not a gender identity, and many are not defined as such at 

birth, it is possible that larger numbers of intersex individuals participated in this survey.  Some may 

have reported a female, male or gender different identity without also indicating that they were 

intersex.  Percentages in relation to gender identity are provided in Table 6 below.  The most 

ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ΨƎŜƴŘŜǊ ǉǳŜŜǊΩ.  For ease 

of interpretation, the ΨGender DifferentΩ and ΨOtherΩ response categories were combined to form a 

single category (ΨGender DifferentΩ) to represent those who did not indicate a male or female 

identity.  When examining the numbers of transgender, transsexual, intersex, and gender different 

participants, it is important to keep in mind that this survey was not open to all sexual minority 

individuals but only those who identified as same-sex attracted.  This is likely to have reduced the 

participation of the already proportionately smaller number of transgender, transsexual and intersex 

people in the sexual-minority population.  It is also acknowledged that the term ΨǎŀƳŜ-ǎŜȄ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘŜŘΩ, 

by definition, can complicate matters for those whose gender identities and biological sex fall outside 

of the binary definitions imposed by society.   

Table 6. 
 
Current gender identity 

     N                %  
Female 1107 54.5   
Transgender/Transsexual - Female 11  .5  
Intersex - Female 5 .3  
Gender Different - Female 2 .1  
Total Female 1125 55.4  
    
Male 851 41.9  
Transgender/Transsexual - Male 7  .3    
Intersex - Male 2 .1  
Total Male 860 42.3  
    
Gender Different 26 1.3  
Other (e.g., gender queer) 21 1.0  
Total Gender Different (incl. Other) 47 2.3  
Total N = 2032 
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Participants were also asked to nominate a sexual identity.  The most frequent responses for the 

total sample were gay, lesbian, bisexual, queer and no label, in that order.  Table 7 below lists the 

numbers and percentages for sexual identity for the total sample and provides a separate breakdown 

by gender identity category.  Consistent with research suggesting greater fluidity for female sexuality 

and that females ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƭŜǎǎ ΨŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎΩ (e.g., Diamond, 2003;2008), larger percentages of 

those identifying as female, than male, nominated the terms bisexual, queer or no label.  The terms 

queer and bisexual were also nominated by a larger percent of gender different participants of 

whom 83% reported being defined as biologically female at birth.  The most frequent description of 

ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǿŀǎ ΨpansexualΩ.  Eight participants (7 female, 1 male), 

who identified as heterosexual, reported that they also had sexual and/or romantic attractions 

towards members of the same sex.   

Table 7. 
 
Sexual identity by gender identity category 

Gender Identity           
                

         Female 
 Female  

        Male  Gender Diff 

Biological Sex  
(as defined at birth) 
 
 
 
(defined at birth) 

      
 98.4% F 

 
 

      99.0% M 
         

      83.0% F 
                          

 Total Sample    
Sexual Identity     N     %        N           %         

% 
         N            %            

% 
      N      %                                            

% Gay 824 40.6 51 4.5 772 89.8 1 2.1 
Lesbian 791 38.9 780 69.3 1 0.1 10 21.3 
Bisexual 167 8.2 130 11.6 30 3.5 7 14.9 
Queer 116 5.7 68 6.0 26 3.0 22 46.8 
Heterosexual/Straight 8 0.4 7 0.6 1 0.1 0 0.0 
No label 74 3.6 54 4.8 18 2.1 2 4.3 
Not sure 16 0.8 15 1.3 0 0.0 1 2.1 
Other (e.g., pansexual) 36 1.8 20 1.8 12 1.4 4 8.5 

Total N = 2032, F = female, M = male 

2.1.1 Transgender, Transsexual and Intersex Participants 

Research findings for transgender, transsexual and intersex participants are often obscured due to 

their relatively small numbers.  Therefore, and only where appropriate, figures are provided 

separately for these participants to provide greater visibility.  However, results will also always be 

included in data presented for the general sample.  Table 8 provides the numbers for the reported 

sexual identity of these participants.  As noted earlier, all transgender/transsexual and intersex 

participants reported having same-sex attractions, as part of the eligibility requirement of this 

survey.  This is likely to explain their smaller representation, as well as the smaller percentages 

reporting a heterosexual identity, when compared with the Australian Private Lives GLBTI survey 

(Pitts et al., 2006) conducted in 2005. For this earlier survey, 14% of these individuals reported a 

heterosexual identity compared with 0.5% for the current survey.  However, consistent with the 

Private Lives survey, the most frequent response for transgender/transsexual females was ΨlesbianΩ 

and for transgender/transsexual males was ΨqueerΩ.  Importantly, the small numbers of transgender, 

transsexual and intersex participants in both surveys make it difficult to draw any conclusions on the 

representativeness of the findings.  Nonetheless, highlighting these responses is important in order 
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to create greater visibility, show the diversity within these groups, and identify consistencies 

between earlier and future research. 

Table 8. 
 
Sexual identity of transgender, transsexual and intersex participants 

   Trans-F (11)     Trans-M (7)   Intersex-F (5)   Intersex-M (2)  

Sexual Identity                              

Gay 0 0 0 0 
Lesbian 5 0 2 0 
Bisexual 2 1 2 1 
Queer 1 5 0 1 
Heterosexual/Straight 1 0 0 0 
No label 0 1 0 0 
Not sure 0 0 0 0 
Other  2 0 1 0 

F = female, M = male 

 
2.2 Sexual and Romantic Attraction 

Participants were invited to select the extent to which they felt sexually and romantically attracted to 

either males or females.  It is acknowledged that the modified version of the Kinsey Scale (Kinsey, 

Pomeroy, & Martin, 1948) used for these questions, and which is utilised extensively in research 

relating to same-sex attractions, is not inclusive of non-binary gender identities and intersex.  The 

option to select attracted to Ψequally ƳŀƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŜƳŀƭŜǎΩ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛŘ-point of the scale is not one and 

the same as selecting an attraction to people who are biologically intersex or biologically either male 

or female but gender identify as another, or being attracted to people who identify as gender 

different.  Although very few people did not respond to these questions (none of whom reported 

being transgender, transsexual, gender different or intersex), some participants commented that 

they felt quite constrained by the strictly binary options.  Sexual and romantic attraction responses 

for the three gender identity groups are provided in Figures 2, 3 and 4.  Please note that the figures 

for the two types of attractions do not necessarily represent the same participants at any given point 

on the scale.  For example, ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŀǎ ƳŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǊƻƳŀƴǘƛŎ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ Ψƻƴƭȅ 

ŦŜƳŀƭŜǎΩ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŀ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ Ψequally males and femalesΩ.   
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Figure 2. 
 
Sexual and romantic attraction towards others for participants identifying as male (N = 854) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. 
 
Sexual and romantic attraction towards others for participants identifying as female (N = 1123)
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Figure 4. 
 
Sexual and romantic attraction towards others for participants identifying as gender different       
(N = 47))  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The large majority of participants identifying as male reported being sexually attracted exclusively or 

predominantly (95.3%) to males, as well as romantically attracted exclusively or predominately (91%) 

to males.  Comparably, the large majority of participants identifying as female reported being 

sexually attracted exclusively or predominantly (83.4%) to females, as well as romantically attracted 

exclusively or predominantly (83.8%) to females.  Responses on the attraction scales were more 

evenly distributed for participants identifying as gender different, although the majority reported 

attraction on the ΨfemaleΩ side of the scales.  Consistent with prior research (e.g., Pitts et al., 2006), 

those who identified as male were significantly more likely than those who identified as female to 

report being exclusively attracted to members of the same sex.  More interestingly, a significantly 

larger number of those who identified as female reported a romantic attraction exclusively to 

females when compared with a sexual attraction exclusively to females (see Figure 3).  Although the 

statistical significance was less pronounced for those who identified as male, the pattern was 

reversed with significantly larger numbers having reported a sexual attraction exclusively to males 

compared with a romantic attraction exclusively to males (see Figure 2).  In the case of gender 

different participants, larger numbers reported being romantically attracted exclusively to females 

than sexually attracted exclusively to females (see Figure 4).  Although this was the same pattern 

found for those who identified as female, the numbers for this group were comparatively small with 

this difference not statistically significant.  

2.2.1 Transgender, Transsexual and Intersex Participants 

As well as being included in the findings for the general sample above, attraction responses relating 

to transgender, transsexual and intersex participants are provided separately.  For this survey, the 

majority of female transgender/transsexual participants reported being sexually attracted exclusively 

or predominantly (63.6%) to females and romantically attracted exclusively or predominantly (54.6%) 

to females.  Three participants (27.3%) reported an equal attraction to males and females for both 
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romantic and sexual attraction.  The majority of male transgender/transsexual participants reported 

being sexually attracted exclusively or predominantly (54.2%) to males with one participant (14.3%) 

reporting a sexual attraction to mainly females and the remaining two participants an attraction 

between these scale points.  On the other hand, the numbers for romantic attraction for 

transgender/transsexual males tended to be polarised with 42.9% reporting being romantically 

attracted exclusively or predominantly to males and an equal 42.9% being romantically attracted 

predominantly to females.  The remainder responded between these scale points.  For both sexual 

and romantic attraction, 100% of intersex participants reported being mainly or exclusively attracted 

to individuals of the gender to which they identified.  

2.3 Sexual vs. Romantic Attractions 

Overall, the findings from these measures indicate that sexual and romantic attractions are not 

necessarily consistent.  From the total sample, close to a third of participants (29.9%) indicated a 

difference between the extent to which they felt romantically attracted and the extent to which they 

felt sexually attracted to males and/or females.  Further, only 1.2% of the sample indicated an equal 

attraction to males and females when it came to both romantic and sexual attraction (for 

interpretation of percentages provided in Figures 2, 3, & 4, (see section 2.2).  This suggests that even 

for people who identify as bisexual, it is rarely a simple case of equal attraction to men and women.  

Distinguishing between the two types of attraction also allowed a person to clarify if they were 

sexually attracted to neither males nor females but did have romantic attractions or vice versa.   

Although the numbers were small, some participants clarified in the comment box provided for each 

scale that they had only sexual attractions or only romantic attractions to people (e.g., άLΩƳ 

romantically attracted...but not sexually attracted to [anyone]έ). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



NOT SO PRIVATE LIVES     21 

 

3. Awareness and First Disclosure of Sexuality 

3.1 Age First Aware 

Participants were first asked to recall at what age they first became aware of sexual and/or romantic 

attractions to someone of the same sex.  Due to the complexity of this question, particularly for 

people who are transgender, transsexual or intersex, participants were invited to describe their 

experiences if they preferred.  The data provided in response to this question are likely to be 

imprecise for a number of reasons.  Like all retrospective data, it relies on the accuracy of memory.  

Further, it is difficult to distinguish between the age at which a person realises at the time they have 

certain attractions to others and the age at which they now realise they had these attractions.  

Another issue is that what defines same-sex attractions for one person may be different for another.  

For some participants, and consistent with research in this area (e.g., Savin-Williams, 2005), the 

ŜŀǊƭƛŜǎǘ ƳŜƳƻǊȅ ǿŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ Ƨǳǎǘ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǇŜŜǊǎ.  Despite the nature of this 

question, the majority of participants were able to provide a specific age.  In instances where a 

relatively small range in age was given, the figures were averaged (e.g., ά13-14έ to 13.5; ά15-17έ to 

16).  Where the range provided was wider than three years (e.g., ά21-24Σ άƳȅ ǘŜŜƴǎέ) or no age was 

made clear, the response was not included for this particular analysis, resulting in a reduction of 9.8% 

of the sample.  wŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦƻǊ Ψŀge ŀǿŀǊŜΩ for the three gender identity groups are provided in Table 9 

and Figure 5. 

3.2 Age Sure 

A second question asked participants at what age they felt sure within themselves that they had 

same-sex attractions.  Perhaps as a result of this question being a little less open to distortion than 

the first, the sample size was reduced (based on criteria described above) by only 4.7% compared 

with 9.8% for the question on first awareness.  For some participants the inability to provide a 

precise age was not due to memory issues but rather that they felt awareness was a subtle process, 

or was difficult to pinpoint, with there being no defining age at which they felt sure όŜΦƎΦΣ άL ŘƻƴΩǘ 

think it was a defined point, more a growing awareness ǎƛƴŎŜ ŎƘƛƭŘƘƻƻŘέΣ ά{ŜȄǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ŦƭǳƛŘ 

ǘƘƛƴƎέ).  Importantly, even for those who made it clear that they felt sure about their attractions at a 

certain age, several were not ΨǎŜƭŦ-ŀŎŎŜǇǘƛƴƎΩ of their attractions at the time (e.g., άL ŦŜƭǘ 

sure...althƻǳƎƘ L ǘǊƛŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǾŜǊǘ ƛǘ ƻǊ ŘŜƴȅ ƛǘέΣ άaround 15...but denied it till around 17/18έ).  The 

fƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŦƻǊ Ψŀge sureΩ of same-sex attractions are provided for the three gender identity groups in 

Table 9 and Figure 5. 

3.3 Age of First Disclosure  

A third question asked participants at what age they first disclosed to others, including those with 

similar attractions, that they were same-sex attracted.   A separate response option was provided for 

those who had never told anyone, with 23 participants (1.1%) reporting that this was the case.  Of 

the remaining sample of 2,009, 0.6% was not included in this particular analysis based on the criteria 

stated in paragraph one above (i.e., the age range provided did not exceed 3 years).  wŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦƻǊ Ψŀge 

of first disclosure to othersΩ are provided for the three gender identity groups in Table 9 and Figure 5.  
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Table 9. 
 
Percentile ages of participants by gender identity for age first aware, age sure and age of first 
disclosure of same-sex attractions 

  Age Aware Age Sure Age First Disclosure 
Gender Identity Percentiles     

     
Female  (994) (1070) (1108) 

 25% by 11.0 16.0 17.0 

 50% by 14.0 19.0 19.0 

 75% by 17.0 24.0 25.0 

     

Male  (795) (824) (843) 

 25% by 9.0 13.0 16.0 

 50% by 12.0 16.0 19.0 

 75% by 14.0 18.0 22.0 

     

Gender different  (43) (42) (46) 

 25% by 7.0 13.5 15.0 

 50% by 12.0 16.0 17.0 

 75% by 15.0 18.5 19.3 

     

Total N  (1832) (1936) (1997) 

Numbers of participants are provided in brackets () 

 

Figure 5. 
 
Mean ages of participants by gender identity for age first aware, age sure and age of first 
disclosure of same-sex attractions (total sample) 
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Participants who identified as female were found to be significantly older at the age they were first 

aware of their same-sex attractions, as well as the age they were sure of these attractions, when 

compared with those who identified as male or gender different.  CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ 

first disclosure of their sexuality to anyone, those who identified as male were found to be 

significantly younger than those who identified as female.  Further, participants who identified as 

gender different were significantly younger for age of first disclosure than both these groups.  

Comparisons were also made between the time a person became sure of their sexuality and the time 

it took to disclose their sexuality.  Although males, as a group, were sure of their attractions before 

females, they took significantly more time on average to disclose these attractions.  Female and 

gender different participants disclosed around one year after they felt sure of their sexuality, 

whereas for males the average was three and a half years.  Although sexual minorities in general can 

experience negative reactions in relation to their sexuality, research has found higher levels of 

prejudice towards gay men from other men than towards lesbians from other women (Herek, 2000).  

Additionally, the Writing Themselves in Again national survey, involving sexual-minority youth in 

Australia, found that although both males and females reported abuse in relation to their sexuality, 

young males were more likely to state that they were targets of this abuse (Hillier, Turner, & 

Mitchell, 2005).  As such, adolescent males, although sure of their same-sex attractions at younger 

ages, may, out of fear of these negative repercussions, deliberate for longer over when to first 

disclose their feelings when compared with females.  Another possibility is that by the time females 

are sure of their sexuality they have, on average, reached a more mature age and may therefore feel 

more confident in disclosing soon after.   

Although findings discussed above are based on the average ages of participants according to 

gender, it is important to note that both male and female participants who were most senior in this 

survey (i.e., 60 years of age or over) did not disclose their same-sex attractions, on average, until 

their early thirties (30.1 yrs for males and 32.6 yrs for females).  Additionally, a quarter of the males 

and females in this 60+ age group did not disclose for the first time until their 40s, 50s, or 60s.   
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3.4 Gender Differences Based on Age Cohort 

To provide a more meaningful interpretation of the findings for awareness and disclosure of sexuality 

based on gender identity, participants were grouped into one of three age cohorts (under 25, 25-34, 

and 35 or older2).  As can be seen in Figure 6 (A, B and C), gender differences were less pronounced 

for younger cohorts relative to older with this mainly attributed to differences of those who 

identified as female.  Although results clearly indicated differences between the genders, 

interpreting these findings in relation to age is restricted by the fact that the data do not allow for 

comparisons between similar age groups at different periods in time (e.g., youth in the 1980s with 

the youth of today).  For example, the greater difference among females between cohorts may be 

due to the possibilitȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ ΨŦƭǳƛŘΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ƳŀƭŜ 

(Baumeister, 2000), is likely to be influenced to a greater extent by the social conditions of the day 

(e.g., Udry, Talbert, & Morris, 1986).  Longitudinal research, however, also supports the possibility 

that females, in their encounters with different relationships and situations, are likely to become 

more aware of the fluidity of their sexuality as time goes by (Diamond, 2008).  The findings discussed 

below may be a reflection of both factors.   

With the exception of the oldest cohort of females, awareness of same-sex attractions tended to 

occur between the ages of 11 ½ and 13½.  On average, females 35 years of age and over reported 

becoming aware in their mid-teens, and for certain age groups within this cohort the average was 

not until the late teens or early twenties.  For example, females aged 50-59 generally reporting 

becoming aware of their same-sex attractions at 19 years of age, and those 60 years, and over, at 

around 23 years of age.  For their male counterparts, however, the ages were 12 ½ years and 14 

years respectively (averages are not provided for gender different participants in this instance, due to 

the fact there were only two gender different individuals within these ages).    

Females in the oldest cohort reported, on average, being sure of their same-sex  attractions close to 

7 ½ years later than females in the youngest cohort, whereas it was around 3 years later for the 

oldest cohort of males and 4 years later for the oldest cohort of gender different participants, when 

compared with their equivalent counterparts.  When comparing age of first disclosure between the 

youngest and oldest cohorts within each gender group, females in the oldest cohort reported this 

occurring just over 8 ½ years later, whereas for males and gender different participants in the same 

age group it was 6 years later and 3 ½ years later respectively. 

For those under the age of 25 (Figure 6C), there were no significant differences between the ages in 

which females, males and gender different participants first disclosed their same-sex attractions.  

However, females, on average, were still significantly older (although only by one year) when first 

aware and sure of their sexuality, compared with males.  Also consistent with the results for the total 

sample, males, although sure of their attractions before females, took significantly more time on 

average to disclose these attractions.  These young female participants disclosed approximately 4 

months after feeling sure, whereas young male participants disclosed around one and a half years 

later.  The number of gender different participants for this reduced sample of under 25 year olds is 

relatively small limiting the interpretation of any statistical comparisons (for numbers see Table 10). 

                                                           
2
 The Australian Bureau of Statistics classifies youth as being from 15-24 years of age, young people generally as being up to 

the age of 34, and those 35 and older as no longer young adults (ABS, 2009a; 2010).  Analyses comparing gender 
differences between the six age groups of the survey (i.e., 18-19, 20-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60+) revealed the same 
pattern of results for awareness and disclosure of sexuality as those found for the three main age cohorts.  
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Figure 6 (A, B and C). 
 
Mean ages by gender identity, for age first aware, age sure and age of first disclosure of same-sex 
attractions according to age cohort 
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Table 10. 
 
Numbers of participants corresponding to data presented in Figure 6 for gender differences by 
cohort, for age aware, age sure and age of first disclosure of same-sex attractions 

      N Age Aware                    N Age Sure N 1st Disclosure  

<25 yrs      

 Female 185 199 206  
 Male 183 192 197  
 Gender different 17 16 18  

25 ς 34 yrs      

 Female 338 358 369  
 Male 205 214 219  
 Gender different 15 14 15  

35 + yrs       

 Female 470 512 532  
 Male 405 416 425  
 Gender different 11 12 13  

Note:  The aware, sure, and disclosure questions were presented to all participants, with numbers 

varying due to number of invalid responses (refer to sections 3.1 ς 3.3 for clarification).  

 

3.5 Transgender, Transsexual and Intersex Participants 

Participants who specifically selected the transgender, transsexual or intersex response options in 

this survey reported either a male or female identity.  They are, therefore, included in the findings for 

these two larger groups presented previously.  It is, nonetheless, important to acknowledge the very 

different experiences of these individuals.  !ǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨǎŀƳŜ-sex 

ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘŜŘΩΣ ōȅ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴΣ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎ ŦƻǊ those whose biological sex and/or gender identity do 

not adhere to the assumptions that all people are born either ǎǘǊƛŎǘƭȅ ƳŀƭŜ ƻǊ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴŜΩǎ 

ǎŜȄ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǘ ōƛǊǘƘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ.  Although feelings of attraction to 

certain others may remain stable over time, having to classify these as either same-sex or different-

sex attractions or identify at what stage they classify as one or the other, for those who transition, is 

far from straightforward.  It is not surprising, therefore, that several of these participants did not 

provide a precise age for the awareness and first disclosure questions discussed above.  Nonetheless, 

nearly all participants attempted to explain their unique experiences and how it related to their sex 

defined at birth, their current gender identity and/or time of transitioning.  Importantly, all 

transgender, transsexual and intersex participants considered themselves eligible for this survey, 

ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǎŀƳŜ-sex attrŀŎǘŜŘΩ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ.  As noted before, people who are transgender, 

transsexual or intersex may also identify as heterosexual (e.g., Pitts et al., 2006).  
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4. Ongoing Disclosure of Sexuality 

Lƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŎƭƻǎƛƴƎ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ very first time, disclosure of sexual 

attractions can be an ongoing process for people in general.  !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀǊƪ άIŜǘŜǊƻǎŜȄǳŀƭǎ 

ŘƻƴΩǘ Ǝƻ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŘƛǎŎƭƻǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ǎƻ ǿƘȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ I/theyέ ƛǎ not uncommon, men who are 

attracted to women and women who are attracted to men frequently disclose the nature of their 

relationships through their everyday conversations.  Although it is unlikely that anyone with only 

ΨŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ-ǎŜȄΩ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ άƘŜǘŜǊƻǎŜȄǳŀƭέΣ ǘƘŜy still convey a 

ŘƛǎŎƭƻǎǳǊŜ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƭƛƪŜ άL ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƘǳǊǊȅ ǳǇΣ Ƴȅ ǿƛŦŜ ƛǎ ǇƛŎƪƛƴƎ ƳŜ ǳǇ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƘƻǳǊέ 

ƻǊ άƳȅ ōƻȅŦǊƛŜƴŘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ŎƘƻŎƻƭŀǘŜ ŎŀƪŜέ.  The same form of indirect disclosure is obviously 

also available to those with same-sex attractions.  The difference is that, for this latter group, the 

consequences of not remaining gender neutral in such conversations are less clear.   

4.1 Experimental Research 

A series of experimental studies conducted at The University of Queensland between 2005 and 2008 

aimed to identify the reactions of heterosexual participants when confronted by ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ 

ƻǳǘΩ in the indirect manner described above.  Male and female stage actors, who were in reality 

same-sex attracted, disclosed their sexuality to a participant of their own sex either very early during 

their interaction or much later.  Findings showed that both male and female heterosexual 

participants (total number over three years = 461) sat closer to the same-sex attracted person, liked 

the person more, shared more about themselves with this person, reported that they were more 

likely to be willing to introduce this person to their friends and were happier about meeting this 

person in the future, when the same-sex attracted person disclosed earlier rather than later (Dane, 

Masser, MacDonald, & Duck, 2010).  Importantly, the form of disclosure used in this research was 

one of ƭƻǿ Ǌƛǎƪ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǎ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ŎƻƴŘǳŎƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŜȄǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎƘƛǇ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΦ 

4.2 Timing of Disclosure ς Survey Scenarios 

The survey included a set of scenarios, in order to identify to what extent same-sex attracted people 

are likely to use various disclosure strategies and at what stage of getting to know someone assumed 

to be heterosexual they are more likely to use these.  These scenarios, like the experiments 

described above, involved a relatively low risk situation (e.g., not related to work or family) at a social 

event in which an equal number of men and women were in attendance.  Each scenario described 

the same event, however, the people to whom disclosure was being considered appeared a) possibly 

open-minded, b) possibly somewhat conservative or c) their stance was not clear.  The order in which 

participants were presented with the three scenarios in the survey was randomised.  The wording of 

the scenarios and the response options that followed are provided on the following page.  

 

 

 

 

 



NOT SO PRIVATE LIVES     28 

 

Scenario A (possibly positive reaction) 

ά¸ƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴǾƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ Ŏŀǎǳŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƎŀǘƘŜǊƛƴƎΣ ǳƴǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪΣ ŀǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ол ǇŜƻǇƭŜ όŀƴ 

equal mixture of men and women) in attendance.  You are not familiar with most of these people, however, you 

ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ΨǎǘǊŀƛƎƘǘΩ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ.  Although these people are new to you, it is likely that you will have the 

opportunity to meet them again.  At a small outdoor table, you find yourself having a chat with a man and a 

woman who arrived together.  You do not know how these people feel about same-sex sexuality.  However, 

something about them gives you a hint that they may be open minded about things in general.  This may be 

something about their appearance, body language or something they have said on another topic.  

bƻƴŜǘƘŜƭŜǎǎΣ ȅƻǳ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ ǎǳǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎǎ ƻƴ ǎŀƳŜ-sex sexuality.  If you have a same-sex partner, 

imagine he or she is also at this event.  If you do not currently have a same-sex partner, imagine a friend (male 

or female) is also at this event. 

Scenario B (possibly negative reaction) 

The same wording as Scenario A above with the wording in bold changed to άHowever, something about them 

gives you a hint that they may be a little conservative (i.e., traditional) in their thinking on some issues.  This 

may be something about their appearance, body language or something they have said on another topicΦέ 

Scenario C (reaction not clear) 

The same wording as Scenario A above with the wording in bold changed to άbothing about their appearance, 

ōƻŘȅ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀƴȅ ŎƭǳŜ ŀǎ ǘƻ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ Ƴŀȅ ŦŜŜƭΦέ with the redundant 

sentence immediately following removed. 

The Response Options  

The same answer options were provided after each randomly ordered scenario and are detailed 

below. 

Q. For the hypothetical situation above, which of the responses below most closely describes how 

you think you would most likely react given your current circumstances (e.g., single, partnered,  

ƴƻǘ ΨƻǳǘΩΣ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ƴƻǘ ΨƻǳǘΩύ.  Note: Disclosure means making it known in some way that you are same-sex 

attracted (e.g., introduce a partner, disclose the name of a past or present partner or offer some other 

information that implies you are same-sex attracted). 

o L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ŘƛǎŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ Ƴŀƴ ŀƴŘ ǿƻƳŀƴ ƴƻǿ ƻǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊŜǎŜŜŀōƭŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ό = 1) 

o I would most probably wait to see if I got to know this man and woman better on another occasion 

before deciding whether to disclose ( = 2) 

o I would most probably disclose to this man and woman at this first meeting but only if it seemed 

relevant to the topic of the conversation ( = 3) 

o I would most probably disclose to this man and woman at this first meeting regardless of the topic of 

the conversation (e.g. make a point of mentioning/introducing a partner or offering some other 

information to make it clear) ( = 4) 
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Figure 7.  
 
tŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ŦƻǊ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ό!ύΣ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ 
negative (B) and unclear (C) reactions to disclosure based on social interaction scenarios 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.3 Overall Findings and in Relation to Well-Being and Stigma 

As expected, participants were significantly less likely to ΨŎƻƳŜ ƻǳǘΩ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻ ǿƘƻƳ ǘƘŜȅ 

were considering disclosing were presented in the scenarios as being possibly somewhat 

conservative (scenario B) compared with possibly open-minded3 (scenario A) or their stance was 

unclear (scenario C).  Nonetheless, even for the potentially least favourable situation (scenario B) a 

ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ όруΦм҈ύ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ŘƛǎŎƭƻǎŜ ΨƴƻǿΩ όпсΦр҈ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ 

11.6% regardless).  The percentages for each of these scenarios are provided in Figure 7 above.  As 

was also expected, higher levels of well-being and lower perceptions of stigma were associated with 

a greater ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ overall.  tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƻƴ well-being and perceived stigma 

are discussed further in Chapter 10.  

4.4 Regular Partner and Partner Ψ5ƛǎŎƭƻǎǳǊŜ ComfortΩ Similarity 

This research was also interested in the association between ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ relationship status and their 

ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ.  As discussed earlier, it is possible for a person to indirectly 

disclose their sexuality in much the same way heterosexual individuals4 disclose the nature of their 

relationships by simply referring to their partners in their everyday conversations.  For this reason, it 

                                                           
3
 Although being open-minded and being conservative are not necessarily mutually exclusive, research has found a 

significant relationship between conservatism and less favourable attitudes towards homosexuality (Whitley & Lee, 2000).  
 
4
 It is acknowledged that simply because a person makes it clear that they are in a relationship with someone of a different 

sex it does not necessarily mean they are heterosexual. However, the same logic is less likely to apply when disclosing a 
relationship with a person of the same sex (i.e., that they are not nonheterosexual). 
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was anticipated that participants who reported currently having a regular partner5 would indicate, on 

average, ŀ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ not 

currently having a regular partner or were in only casual relationships.  Results showed that this was 

in fact the case.  Perhaps for people who are partnered, referring to their relationships may allow 

disclosure to feel less awkward (or at least more relevant) in their casual conversations with others.  

Another contributing factor may be thŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ 

during the disclosure process.  Results for being partnered vs. not partnered are provided in Figure 8 

and those based on similarity ǘƻ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ƛƴ ōŜƛƴƎ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ŀōƻǳǘ disclosing ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎŜxuality 

are provided in Figure 9.  Although findings were significant for the likelihood of disclosure across the 

three scenarios, for ease of interpretation and presentation, percentages are provided for scenario B 

which was presented as being potentially the least favourable for disclosure.  

Figure 8. 
 
tŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ŦƻǊ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ όǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ .ύ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎƭƻǎǳǊŜ 
for those currently same-sex partnered vs. not 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For scenario B, close to two-thirds (65.9%) of participants who reported having a regular partner 

selected an option to disclose now (51.1% and 14.8%), although for most this depended on its 

relevance to the conversation.  By contrast, the majority (53.8%) of participants who reported not 

currently having a regular partner stated they were not likely to disclose at all or would most 

probably delay disclosure until another time (16.6% and 37.2%).  Importantly, even when a ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ 

level of well-being was taken into account, having a regular partner was still significantly related to a 

greater likelihood of disclosure for each of the three scenario cases and overall.   

                                                           
5
 ΨwŜƎǳƭŀǊ tŀǊǘƴŜǊΩ ǿŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘ ŦǊƻƳ ΨŎŀǎǳŀƭ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ƻƴƭȅΩ ŀƴŘ Ψƴƻ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ōǳǘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǎŜȄ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ.  It 
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ΨwŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ όƭƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊύΩ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ΨwŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ όƭƛǾƛƴƎ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜƭȅύΩ 
ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Ψ/ǳǊǊŜƴǘ {ŀƳŜ-Sex RelatƛƻƴǎƘƛǇόǎύΩ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ όǎŜŜ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ рΦмΦмύΦ ΨwŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩΣ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀ 
regular same-sex partner.  ! ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ΨŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ-ǎŜȄΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎΦ 
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Although some people may be ƘŀǇǇȅ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƳŜ ƻǳǘΩ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ Ŏŀǎǳŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ 

deciding to do so may hinge on ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘ ǿƛǘƘ such disclosure.  As such, this 

research also looked at the relationship between partner similarity in relation to comfort with 

disclosure/sexuality ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻǎ.  To assess 

ΨǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ partner ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƛǘȅΩ regarding this level of comfort, the survey included a five-item scale 

devised by Mohr and Fassinger (2006) and asked participants to what extent they agreed or 

disagreed with the statements.  9ȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ άaȅ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ŀƴŘ L ŀǊŜ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ 

ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ΨƻǳǘΩ ƛƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎέ ŀƴŘ άaȅ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ŀƴŘ L ŀǊŜ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƳŦortable being a same-sex 

ŎƻǳǇƭŜέ (for more detail on this scale, refer to section 7.3).  The low vs. high categories for partner 

disclosure similarity (see Figure 9) ǿŜǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ 

median score and those that were above the median score. 

Figure 9. 
 
tŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ŦƻǊ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ όǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ .ύ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎƭƻǎǳǊŜ 
ŦƻǊ ƭƻǿ ǾǎΦ ƘƛƎƘ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ΨŘƛǎŎƭƻǎǳǊŜ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘΩ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ 
of the same sex 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Results indicated that although having a regular partner was related to a higher likelihood of ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ 

ƻǳǘΩ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭΣ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘ ƛƴ ŘƛǎŎƭƻǎƛƴƎ was, not surprisingly, 

related to a greater likelihood.  Using scenario B as an example, over three-quarters (78.6%) of 

participants, who perceived high levels of similarity with their partners regarding comfort in 

disclosing, selected an option to disclose ΨnowΩ (56.5% if relevant and 22.1% regardless) despite the 

prospect of encountering a possibly negative reaction by others (see Figure 10).  For those who 

perceived low levels of similarity, 54.4% selected an option to disclose ΨnowΩ (45.2% and 9.2%) and 

for those with no current same-sex partner the numbers were under a majority at 46.2% (39.6% and 

6.6%).  Additionally, when considering the results for partner similarity for disclosure and perceptions 

of how supportive a partner was in general, it was only partner disclosure similarity that was 

significantly related to the ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ.    
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4.4.1 Conclusion 

Researchers have frequently discussed ǘƘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ŦƻǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǿŜƭƭ-being and in 

relation to changing societal attitudes (e.g., Herek, 2003).  Further, recent experimental studies, 

involving low risk casual encounters, have shown that heterosexual individuals respond more 

positively to such disclosure when it occurs earlier rather than later (Dane et al., 2010).  Overall, the 

majority of participants for the hypothetical scenarios presented in this survey indicated that they 

ǿƻǳƭŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ΨŎƻƳŜ ƻǳǘΩ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊ to an assumed to be ΨǎǘǊŀƛƎƘǘΩ ŎƻǳǇƭŜ ŀǘ ŀ 

casual social gathering.  For some this was if it was relevant to the conversation and for others it was 

regardless.  Interestingly, a majority was found for those partnered even when the situation was 

depicted as being potentially negative, albeit a low risk casual encounter (scenario B).  Nonetheless, 

and although somewhat intuitive, it is important to acknowledge the additional challenges faced by 

some individuals.  The findings from this survey suggest that even for those who Ƴŀȅ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ΨŎƻƳŜ 

outΩ, this decision may be hampered by their currently single status or a lack of compatibility with 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŘƛǎŎƭƻǎǳǊŜ ŎƻƳŦƻǊt.  Although casually introducing or mentioning a partner 

may facilitate disclosure in much the same way heterosexual individuals convey the nature of their 

relationships, this option is not always possible for some.  Several participants made it clear in the 

accompanying comment boxes that if they had a partner they would be more inclined to disclose.  

Many who reported having a partner stated that they would simply discuss or introduce their 

partners.  It is also acknowledged that relationship status and partner disclosure compatibility are 

just two of a myriad of factors that are likely to be associated with decisions to ΨŎƻƳŜ ƻǳǘΩ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ.   

4.5 Gender Identity and Disclosure 

No statistical differences were found between participants identifying as male, female or gender 

different ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǘƛŎŀƭ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀōƻǾŜ.  

It is important to keep in mind that the event in the scenarios was described as having an equal 

number of men and women in attendance.  CǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǇƭŜ ǘƻ ǿƘƻƳ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ōŜ 

considered consisted of a man and a woman.  The rationale for presenting these equal numbers was 

to ensure the scenarios, in terms of sex, were perceived similarly between participants.  Nonetheless, 

ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ƛƴ real life is not likely to always occur when in the company of both men and women.  

Therefore, participants upon completion of the scenario questions were asked about their 

preferences in relation to disclosing to heterosexual men vs. heterosexual women.  As shown in 

Figure 10 on the following page, the most frequent response for participants, regardless of their 

gender identity, was that it made no difference whether a heterosexual person was male or female 

when considering disclosing their sexuality, with the largest number for this equal preference being 

for participants who identified as female (70.2%).  For those to whom it did make a difference,  the 

percentages overall were higher towards a preference for disclosing to women, with the percentage 

in this case being largest for participants who identified as male (48.8%).  These results are consistent 

with numerous studies that have found heterosexual men generally hold more negative attitudes 

towards nonheterosexuals than do heterosexual women, and that this is mainly a consequence of 

their negative evaluations of gay men as opposed to lesbians (Kite & Whitley, 2003).  Only in the case 

of gender different participants were the numbers very close to even when it came to a preference 

for disclosing to either men or women.   
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Figure 10. 
 
tŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ǘƻ ƘŜǘŜǊƻǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƳŜƴ ǾǎΦ 
heterosexual women 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.6 Transgender, Transsexual and Intersex Participants  

¢ƘŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀƴǎƎŜƴŘŜǊΣ ǘǊŀƴǎǎŜȄǳŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜȄ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ, 

based on the three scenarios presented, were in keeping with those of the general sample.  In the 

ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ǘƻ either heterosexual men or women, overall the percentages 

representing a preference for disclosing to women were higher compared with the general sample 

(see Table 11).  This is consistent with research suggesting that heterosexual men are more likely 

than heterosexual women to negatively evaluate those who fundamentally challenge 

heteronormative assumptions about sex and gender identity, and that women appear to be more 

likely to make some distinction between sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender roles in their 

evaluations (Nagoshi, Adams, Terrell, Hill, Brzuzy, & Nagoshi, 2008). 

Table 11. 
 
Numbers of transgender/transsexual and intersex participants in relation to preferences for 
disclosing sexuality to heterosexual men vs. heterosexual women. 

 Trans-F Trans-M Intersex-F Intersex-M 

Preference for disclosure                           

Much more likely men 0 0 0 0 
Somewhat more likely men 0 0 0 0 
Makes no difference 5 3 1 1 
Somewhat more likely women 2 3 1 1 
Much more likely women  4 1 3 0 
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4.7 Religion and Disclosure 

LŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ 

based on the social interactions described in the three scenarios.  Of the 385 participants in this 

survey who stated that they considered themselves to be religious, less than half (48.3%) felt that 

religion (including the religious beliefs of others) had an influence on their decisions to disclose or 

not disclose their sexuality in everyday life.  Further, of the 1646 participants who stated that they 

did not consider themselves to be religious, 40.5% nonetheless felt religion (including the religious 

beliefs of others) did have an influence on their decisions to disclose or not.  Statistical analyses 

revealed that it was only the extent of religious influence in everyday life, ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ 

religious beliefs, which was significantly related to the ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ŘǳǊƛng the social 

encounters depicted in the three hypothetical scenarios.  Specifically, the greater the religious 

influence the lower the likelihood of disclosure for all three scenarios, with this association strongest 

for ǘƘŜ ΨǇƻǎǎƛōƭȅ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴΩ όscenario B) outcome.  Figure 11 shows the percentages of 

participants based on the responses for extent of religious influence on disclosure in everyday life.  

Figure 11. 
 
Percentages of participants in relation to extent of religious influence (including the religious 
beliefs of others) on decisions to disclose sexuality (N = 2031) 
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4.8 Acceptance and Disclosure 

As past experiences witƘ ŘƛǎŎƭƻǎƛƴƎ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǊŜ likely to have some impact on ongoing 

disclosure, this ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŀƭǎƻ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǎŜŎǘƻǊǎ 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΩ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎ ŘŜǇicted in the 

three scenarios.  When considering all five areas of acceptance together (i.e., heterosexual friends, 

heterosexual contacts from the wider community, mother, father and siblings), it was perceived 

acceptance from heterosexual friends, contacts from the wider community and from a mother which 

were significantly related to a ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ of disclosing in the scenarios.  hŦ ǘƘŜǎŜΣ ŀ ƳƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ 

acceptance was the stronger predictor, followed by heterosexual friends.  These findings suggest that 

experiences of disclosure to close others are, on average, likely to have some ongoing influence on 

decisions to be relatively upfront, or not, ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƛǘȅ.  
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5. Relationships and Recognition 

NOTE:  Findings for the Ψwelationship wŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴΩ measures discussed in this chapter were presented 

in an earlier report (Auxiliary Report) which was submitted to the Federal Senate inquiry into the 

Marriage Equality Amendment Bill 2009 (Commonwealth of Australia. Senate Legal and 

Constitutional Affairs Committee, November 9, 2009).  The findings from this earlier report related to 

the 2,232 participants who completed the Ψwelationship RecognitionΩ questions presented in the first 

third of the survey.  Results were found to be consistent between this larger sample and the current 

sample of 2,032 (200 fewer) participants who completed the survey in full.  Nonetheless, it was 

deemed more appropriate to provide results to the Senate inquiry based on the larger sample, to 

ensure the relationship findings were not just representative of people who may have been more 

inclined to complete a lengthy survey.  For comparisons between the results provided in this chapter 

based on the responses of 2,032 participates with those of the larger sample of 2,232, please refer to 

the Auxiliary Report in the Appendix. 

5.1 Relationship Background 

Of the current sample, 94.6% reported being in some type of same-sex relationship (including casual) 

at some stage in their lives, with the remaining 5.4% stating that they had never been in any type of 

same-sex relationship.   

5.1.1 Current Relationship 

Of the sample, 8.4% reported currently being in a different-sex relationship όǿƻǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ ΨƻǇǇƻǎƛǘŜ-

ǎŜȄΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜύ ŀƴŘ сс҈ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ form of same-sex relationship 

(note: 5.1% reported currently being in a same-sex and different-sex relationship).  The numbers and 

ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ΨŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎŀƳŜ-ǎŜȄ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇΩ ŀǊŜ provided in Table 12.  The differences between 

the findings for the larger sample of 2,232 and the current sample of 2,032 for ΨŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇΩ 

were minimal with 33.7% vs. 34% having reported not being in a current same-sex relationship of any 

type and 60.7% vs. 60.4% having reported being in a relationship with a regular partner.   

Table 12. 
 
Type of current same-sex relationship 

 N %  

Regular partner (living together) 919 45.3  
Regular partner (living apart)   307  15.1  
No primary partner but regular sex partners   36   1.8  
Casual relationship(s) only    77 3.8  
Not currently in a same-sex relationship   690   34.0  
Total N = 2029 (three participants did not respond) 

Figure 12, on the following page, represents the percentages of participants who reported having a 

regular same-sex ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ.  As the small 

number of gender different participants in this survey was reduced when considering only those with 

a regular partner, the numbers for these participants are provided in Table 13 below Figure 12.  
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When looking at the results for all ages combined, 66.0% of female, 54.2% of male and 38.3% of 

gender different participants reported having a regular same-sex partner.  This outcome is consistent 

with that from the Australian Private Lives GLBTI survey (Pitt et al., 2006), which found higher 

percentages of women (59.5%) than men (42.9%) reported a current same-sex relationship.  For 

numbers of participants represented in each of the categories, refer to Table 13 below Figure 12. 

Figure 12. 
 
Percentages of participants reporting a regular same-sex partner by age group and gender identity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 13. 
 
Number of participants with regular same-sex partner according to age group and gender identity 

Age group  Female Yes (No) Male Yes (No) Gender different Yes (No)  

18-19 18 (44) 13 (40) 1(5)  
20-29 196 (146) 118 (150) 9 (15)  
30-39 241 (91) 129 (64) 4 (7)  
40-49  185 (65) 115 (72) 3 (1)  
50-59 83 (27) 58 (45) 1 (1)  
60 plus  18 (9) 32 (22) No cases  

Total N = 2028 (four participants did not provide an age and/or their relationship status) 

5.1.2 Length of Current Relationship 

Figure 13 provides the average length of current relationship with a regular partner for participants 

identifying as female or male.  Due to the small number of gender different participants for this 

reduced sample, the results for this group have not been included in Figure 13.  The overall average 

length of current relationship for gender different participants was 2.9 years with 25% of this group 

having reported being in a relationship for 6 years or more.  The longest current relationship for this 

group was 12 years.  Results overall showed that although higher percentages of those who 



NOT SO PRIVATE LIVES     38 

 

1.3
2.2

4.0

5.4

7.5

*5.2

0.34

2.4

5.5

8.2

11.1
11.8

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

18-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 plus

m
e
a

n
 le

n
g

th
 in

 y
e
a

rs

female male

identified as female reported having a regular same-sex partner (see Figure 12), the average length 

of these current relationships was significantly longer for those who identified as male compared 

with female (see Figure 13).  Results from the earlier Australian Private Lives GLBTI survey (Pitts et al., 

2006) found 41% of males reported being in their current relationship for 5 years or more compared 

with 32% of females.  For the current survey, the pattern was similar with 47% of those identifying as 

male having reported to be in their current relationship for 5 years or more compared with 32.5% of 

females.  

Figure 13. 
 
Average length of current relationship with regular same-sex partner for participants identifying as 
male or female 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

* Numbers of female participants in the 60 + age-group were proportionately smaller relative 

    to their representation in other age groups.  For numbers refer to Table 13. 

 

The findings for females 60 years of age and older should be interpreted with caution, given the 

relatively small number in this age group.  Further, over half of the female participants in this older 

age group reported a fairly recent relationship of 1 year duration or less.  When considering the 

longest reported relationship (rather than current) for female participants in this group, the average 

length was 8.6 years which is consistent with the overall trend.  Thirty participants from the overall 

number of those identifying as male and female were not included in the data presented in Figure 13 

above.  Of these, 17 did not provide a duration and 13 stated that they were in a relationship for less 

than one month, with no specific duration obtained.  Of these participants, 6 (2 female, 4 male) were 

from the 18-19 age group, 9 (6 female, 3 male) were from the 20-29 age group, 7 (6 female, 1 male) 

were from the 30-39 age group, 5 (3 female, 2 male) were from the 40-49 age group, and 3 (2 

female, 1 male) were from the 50-59 age group.   

Table 14 lists the minimum length of current relationship for 50% and 25% of the male and female 

gender identity groups according to age group.  For example, 50% of male participants aged 40-49 

reported being in a current same-sex relationship for 8 years or more, and 25% for 13 years or more 

with the longest for this male age group being 26 years.   
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Table 14. 
 
Minimum number of years together in current relationship for 50% and 25% of male and female 
gender identity groups according to age 

Age group 
Female 
50%=> 

 Female 
25%=> 

Female 
longest 

Male 
50%=> 

Male 
25%=> 

Male 
longest 

18-19 1.0      2.0   4.0 0.2 0.6  1.0 
20-29 1.2 3.0  10.0 2.0 4.0 11.0 
30-39 3.0 6.0  15.0 5.0 9.0  17.0 
40-49  3.0 9.0  23.0 8.0 13.0  26.0 
50-59 5.0 11.0  31.0 7.0 19.0 33.0 
60 plus  1.0 6.0  28.0 7.0 18.0 41.0 

 

5.1.3 Transgender, Transsexual and Intersex Participants 

Table 15 below lists the numbers of transgender, transsexual and intersex participants who reported 

that they had a current regular same-sex partner.  The current length of these relationships ranged 

from 1 month to 10 years with the longest on average being for transgender/transsexual male 

participants.  Transgender/transsexual male participants who reported currently having a regular 

partner were also younger relative to others listed in Table 15, with 80% being under the age of 35.  

The large majority of those partnered in the remaining three groups were over the age of 35. 

Table 15. 
 
Transgender/transsexual and intersex participants with regular same-sex partner 

  Yes (No)  
Transgender/Transsexual - Female 4 (7)  
Transgender/Transsexual - Male 5 (2)  
Intersex - Female 3 (2)  
Intersex - Male 0 (2)  

 

5.1.4 Concluding Comment 

Discussion of the findings in this chapter regarding the duration of same-sex relationships is not 

meant to imply that longer relationships are necessarily better relationships.  Further, any 

interpretation of the length of relationships of participants in this survey is difficult due to a host of 

factors.  First, the data represent ongoing relationships, including those which were just recently 

formed.  Second, nonheterosexuals and their relationships continue to be perceived less favourably 

by certain sectors (e.g., Newspoll, 2006) and at this moment relationships are not affirmed by society 

through official registration or ceremonial process in Australian national law.  Additionally, at the 

time the current survey was conducted, Australian national law recognising de facto status for same-

sex couples had only just come into effect, and state and territory provisions for relationship 

registration were relatively recent and available only in some jurisdictions.  This restricted access to 

any formal recognition of same-sex relationships in Australia may have some influence on the 

longevity of these relationships.  For example, researchers have argued that socially sanctioned 
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relationships, such as marriages (between different-sex couples), may provide for more enduring 

relationships (albeit not necessarily positive) through perceptions of increased commitment and 

social support (e.g., Cherlin, 2004).  In keeping with this argument, an American study, involving 552 

married same-sex couples living in Massachusetts, found that a substantial majority reported that 

marriage had increased their commitment to their spouses, and that they felt more accepted by their 

communities and families as a result (Ramos, Goldberg, & Badgett, 2009).  Lastly, it is important to 

acknowledge the many factors which could have inhibited the same-sex relationships of participants 

in the current survey from forming in the first place.  For example, and as discussed earlier in this 

report (see section 3.3)Σ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƛƴ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ΨŎaƳŜ ƻǳǘΩ, on average, to someone for the very 

first time at significantly older ages.  Therefore, in the case of more senior participants, some would 

not have been able to even start a relationship with someone of the same sex until later years in life.  

This would naturally have an impact on the length of the ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŀƎŜ.    

5.2 Current Legal Status of Same-Sex Relationship 

Note:  Findings were initially released based on a larger sample of participants, including those 

who did not complete the survey in full.  For comparative figures see Appendix-Auxiliary Report. 

Participants who reported that they currently had a regular same-sex partner (whether living 

together or apart) were asked how they would describe their current same-sex relationship in legal 

terms.  To minimise confusion, participants were provided with examples for relationships formalised 

through a state or municipal registry in Australia.  These were ACT Civil Partnership, City of 

Melbourne Relationship Declaration, City of Sydney Relationship Declaration, Tasmania Significant 

Relationship, Victoria Domestic Partnership and Yarra City Council Relationship Declaration.  

Examples of relationships recognised overseas were provided next to the relevant answer options 

(see Table 16 below).   

Table 16. 
 
Reported current legal status of same-sex relationship for participants with a regular same-sex 
partner, living together or apart 

 N %  
No legal status  484 39.5  
De facto  660    53.8  
Relationship formalised through a state or municipal registry (see 
examples above) 

  46    3.8 
 

Overseas recognised relationship other than marriage (e.g., UK Civil 
Partnership, NZ Civil Union) 

  39   3.2 
 

Overseas marriage (e.g., Canada, Netherlands, South Africa, 
Massachusetts) 

  22   1.8  

Note:  Respondents were able to select more than one option. 
 
Participants were able to select more than one option regarding the legal status of their current 

relationship with their regular partner, resulting in a total of over 100%.  The question asking 

participants how they would describe the legal status of their same-sex relationship also provided 

ǘƘŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ.  Forty-six participants (3.8҈ύ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ.  However, 

the majority of these participants (29 out of 46) had also selected one of the categories listed in 
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Table 16 ŀƴŘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǳǘƛƭƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ǘŜȄǘ ōƻȄ ǘƻ ŎƭŀǊƛŦȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ.  Three participants used the 

ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǳƴǎǳǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ŀƴŘ мо ŘƛŘ 

not make the legal status of their relationship clear in their description.   

Responses for this second report were very similar to those for the Auxiliary Report on relationship 

recognition (see Appendix).  For example, 39.5% of this sample reported no legal status compared 

with 40.5% in the first report and 53.8% reported being in a de facto relationship in this sample 

compared with 53.1% in the first report.   

5.2.1 Gender Identity and Current Legal Status 

Table 17 lists the numbers and percentages of participants according to the reported legal status of 

their relationships and their gender identity.  Larger percentages of gender different participants 

reported that their current relationship had no legal status when compared with those identifying as 

male or female.  It is important to note, however, that gender different participants were younger on 

average when compared with the rest of the sample, with 50% aged 26 years or under.  Legal status 

of relationships was markedly similar between male and female identifying participants.  However, 

given the number of male identifying participants in this particular sample relative to female, larger 

percentages of those who identified as male reported being in a formally registered relationship 

whether in Australia or overseas.  SƳŀƭƭ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ.  For 

ŎƭŀǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ΨOtheǊΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ section 5.2. 

Table 17. 
 
Reported current legal status of same-sex relationship for participants with a regular same-sex 
partner according to gender identity 

 N - F % - F N - M % - M N- GD  % - GD 

No legal status 286 38.5 185 39.7 13 72.2 
De facto 408 55.0 249 53.4 3 16.7 
Relationship formalised 
through a state or municipal 
registry  

26 3.5 20 4.3 - - 

Overseas recognised 
relationship other than 
marriage (e.g., UK Civil 
Partnership, NZ Civil Union) 

20 2.7 19 4.1 - - 

Overseas marriage (e.g., 
Canada, Netherlands, South 
Africa, Massachusetts) 

10 1.3 12 3.9 - - 

Note:  Respondents were able to select more than one option. 
F = Female, M = Male, GD = Gender Different 
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5.2.2 Commitment Ceremonies 

Of the participants with a current regular same-sex partner, 10.4% reported that they had a 

commitment ceremony unrelated to any official registration of a relationship.  Of these individuals, 

70% identified as female and 70% were from the older cohort of 35 years of age or over, when 

considering the three main cohorts in this survey (i.e., under 25 years, 25-34 years, 35+ years).  

5.3 Personal Preference for Legal Recognition of Same-Sex Relationship  

All participants, regardless of whether or not they were currently in a same-sex relationship, were 

asked about their personal preference for legal relationship recognition in Australia.  Figure 14 below 

indicates the responses to the question άLŦ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ƻǊ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ƭƻƴƎ-term 

committed same-sex relationship, in what way would you prefer Australian law to recognise your 

relationship?έ 

Figure 14. 
 
Personal preference for relationship recognition - general sample (including those not currently in 
a same-sex relationship) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The percentages for personal preference for relationship recognition were consistent with those for 

the earlier Auxiliary Report, which included the participants who did not complete the survey in full.  

In the earlier report, 54.2% reported a preference for marriage vs. 54.7% for the current sample, 

27.8% for a federally recognised relationship documented at a registry other than marriage vs. the 

current 27.6%, 15.0% for de facto status vs. the current 14.8%, and 3.0% none vs. the current 2.9%.  

Further, a clear majority preference for marriage was found for all states and the Australian Capital 

Territory.  The Northern Territory was the only area for which this was not the case with 23.5% 

indicating that they would prefer to marry and an even percentage of 35.3% for both de facto and a 

federally recognised relationship documented at a registry other than marriage.  Although these 

findings may reflect genuine differences in relationship preferences for this group compared with the 

rest of the sample, the small number of participants (N =18) from this area very much limits the 

extent to which these results can be interpreted as being representative.   
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Of the total sample, six participants stated that they preferred a Civil Union and three stated that 

they preferred a Civil Partnership, ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ǘŜȄǘ ōƻȄ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ.  As both types of relationships are 

forms of federally recognised relationships documented at a registry (other than marriage), these 

ƴƛƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ΨCŜŘŜǊŀlly recognised registry- other than 

ƳŀǊǊƛŀƎŜΩ.  Nineteen participants from this sample ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ Ψƴƻǘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ όŜΦƎΦΣ ƴŜǾŜǊ 

wish to be in a long-term committed same-sex relationship) and were therefore excluded from the 

analysis.  From the remaining sample of 2,013, 133 participants selected ǘƘŜ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 

most common statement used to clarify this selection being that they simply wanted the same rights 

ŀǎ ƘŜǘŜǊƻǎŜȄǳŀƭǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ άidentical to opposite-sex relationship recognition and rightsέΣ άŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ǘƘŜ 

same ŀǎ ƘŜǘŜǊƻǎŜȄǳŀƭ ŎƻǳǇƭŜǎέύ.  These responses, although making an important statement, did not 

make clear a single preference as instructed by the question.  Therefore, these responses, along with 

those from others who did not indicate a specific preference, were not included in this analysis.  

However, it is acknowledged that making a specific choice may have been difficult for some 

participants, particularly those who were not currently in a committed same-sex relationship.   

5.3.1 Gender Identity and Relationship Recognition 

Figure 15 shows the percentages for personal preference for relationship recognition according to 

gender identity.  Although the majority of both male and female identifying participants selected 

ΨƳŀǊǊƛŀƎŜΩ ŀǎ ǘheir personal choice, the percentage was larger among those identifying as female 

(when considering younger-age participants, this difference between males and females was no 

longer observed - see Figure 17).  Marriage was the most frequent option for gender different 

participants, however, unlike for male and female respondents, marriage was the preferred option of 

less than 50%.  In all cases, a federally recognised relationship documented at a registry (other than 

marriage) was the second most frequent choice, followed by de facto.   

Figure 15. 
 
Percentages of participants for personal preference for relationship recognition according to 
gender identity groups 
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5.3.2 Age and Relationship Recognition  

Figure 16 below shows the ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ 

recognition by age group.  As three people did not provide their age, the numbers are three fewer 

than those included in Figure 15 (for information on invalid responses refer to section 5.3).  When 

ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ŀƎŜΣ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ the percentages of those who selected 

marriage as their personal choice increased as the age of participants decreased.  For example, two-

thirds of participants 18-19 selected marriage as their personal preference compared with one third 

of those 60 years of age or older.  Percentages for de facto and no legal recognition increased as age 

of participants increased.  Preferences for a federally recognised registry (other than marriage) 

varied slightly between age groups, relative to the other three options.  The majority of both male 

and female participants in the three younger age groups (i.e., 18-19, 20-29, and 30-39) selected 

marriage as their personal choice.  Although marriage remained the most frequent response for both 

male and female participants for the older age groups (except the 60+ group), the numbers in these 

cases were less than 50%.  For gender different participants, results showing a majority for marriage 

was found only for those aged 18-19, with percentages evenly split between marriage and a federally 

recognised registry (other than marriage) for the remaining age groups.   

Figure 16. 
 
Percentages of participants for personal preference for relationship recognition according to age 
group (N = 1877) 
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5.3.3 Relationship Recognition for Younger-Age Participants 

As previously noted, although overall the majority of both male and female identifying participants 

selected marriage as their personal choice (see Figure 15), the percentage was larger among those 

identifying as female (58.1%) when compared with male (50.7%).  When observing the findings for 

preferred relationship recognition for the three main age categories in this survey (i.e., under 25, 25-

34, 35+), the greater preference for marriage among female participants, relative to male, was no 

longer apparent for the youngest cohort.  Younger-age participants are more likely to have 

experienced greater mainstream acceptance relative to their years (Savin-Williams, 2005).  Further, 

the youngest of these have approached and/or entered into their adulthood during a time when the 

definition of marriage, in a growing number of countries, has been extended to include two 

consenting adults.  It is possible then that this experience of greater social inclusion at least partially 

explains the higher reported preference for marriage amongst these younger individuals (see Figure 

16) and what appears to be a greater similarity between genders (see Figure 17).   

Figure 17. 
 
Percentages of participants for personal preference for relationship recognition according to 
gender identity for participants 18-24 yrs  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.3.4 Transgender, Transsexual and Intersex Participants 

Table 18 provides the numbers of transgender/transsexual and intersex participants according to 

their personal preferences for relationship recognition.  In the case of transgender/transsexual and 

intersex participants identifying as female, the majority selected marriage as their personal choice.  

For those identifying as male, the choice was more varied.  Of the three participants with responses 

missing, two transgender/transsexual participants (1 female, 1 male) stated in the comment box that 

they simply felt all types of relationships should be available and treated equally.  As this particular 

question requested a personal choice, these important statements were noted but not included with 

the main data.  The remaining missing participant selected the Ψƴƻǘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜΩ ƻǇǘƛƻƴΦ 
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Table 18. 
 
Numbers of transgender/transsexual and intersex participants for personal preference for 
relationship recognition 

 None De facto 
Fed. 

Registry Marriage Missing 

Transgender/Transsexual - Female 1 1 2 6 1 
Transgender/Transsexual - Male 1 2 1 1 2 
Intersex - Female 0 0 0 5 0 
Intersex - Male 0 0 2 0 0 

 

5.4 Preferred Legal Recognition of Relationship for those Partnered 

Figures 18 through to 22 indicate the personal preferences for the legal recognition of a committed 

same-sex relationship for participants who reported currently having a regular same-sex partner 

whether living together or apart (N = 1,226).  Those with invalid responses, for reasons described in 

section 5.3, were not included in these particular analyses leaving a total of 1,143 responses across 

categories.  wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƎǊƻǳǇŜŘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƭŜƎŀƭ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǎŀƳŜ-sex 

relationships.  For findings on the majority preferences for marriage (75-80%) for those partnered 

and living with young children, refer to section 6.3. 

Figure 18. 
 
Preferred legal recognition for those currently in a same-sex de facto relationship (N = 620) 
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Figure 19. 
 
Preferred legal recognition for those with a current same-sex relationship formalised through a 
state or municipal registry - for examples, see section 5.2 (N = 45) 

 

 

Figure 20. 
 
Preferred legal recognition for those currently in an overseas recognised relationship other than 
marriage - e.g., NZ Civil Union, UK Civil Partnership (N = 39) 
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Figure 21. 
 
Preferred legal recognition for those currently in an overseas marriage (N = 22) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 22. 
 
Preferred legal recognition for those currently in a same-sex relationship with no legal status        
(N = 484) 
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5.5 Preferred Options for Relationship Recognition in Australia  

Participants were also asked about their preferences regarding legal recognition in Australia for 

same-sex couples in general.  Figure 23 ōŜƭƻǿ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ 

άLǊǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦƻǊƳόǎύ ƻŦ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ 

see remain and/or become available for same-ǎŜȄ ŎƻǳǇƭŜǎ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΚέ  Note: Participants in this 

instance were able to select multiple options.  

Figure 23. 
 
Percentages of participants for preferred legal options for same-sex couples in Australia (N =2032) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Of the total sample, 78% of participants reported that they felt marriage should be made available 

for same-sex couples in Australia, 59.7% were in favour of the availability of a federally recognised 

relationship documented at a registry, and 48.4% were in favour of the option for de facto status.  As 

this question allowed for multiple responses, these figures indicate that many felt that 

nonheterosexual couples should simply be given a choice.   

5.6 tŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tǳōƭƛŎΩǎ !ǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ towards Same-Sex Relationships 

The survey also asked participants how they felt the Australian public viewed legally recognised 

same-sex relationships relative to legally recognised different-sex relationships.  Specifically, 

participants were asked how equivalent in value (i.e., worth) they felt the public viewed a) same-sex 

de facto relationships when compared with different-sex de facto relationships and b) current same-

sex options for officially registered relationships (e.g., domestic and civil partnerships) compared 

with different-sex marriages.  Figure 24 (A and B) provides the percentages of participants 

responding to the scale 1 = not at all equivalent in value to 7 = absolutely equivalent in value.  These 

questions also included a separate option for those who felt unable to make a judgement.  A total of 

1,938 participants responded to both, фн ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ ΨǳƴǎǳǊŜΩ ŦƻǊ ŀǘ least one of the questions and two 

chose not to respond. 
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Figure 24 (A and B).  
 
tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ όƛΦŜΦΣ ǿƻǊǘƘύ ƻŦ ǎŀƳŜ-sex 
relationships relative to different-sex relationships (N = 1938) 
 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Overall, both types of same-sex relationships were perceived by participants as being considered by 

the general public to be of lesser value than their different-sex counterparts6.  Given the long and 

ongoing battle for relationship recognition for nonheterosexual couples, this is not surprising.  More 

interestingly, and although the difference was not large, this discrepancy was significantly greater 

when it came to different-sex marriages vs. other forms of relationship registration available to 

same-sex couples.  It is important to note, however, that de facto status for same-sex couples in 

Australia came into effect only months before the commencement date of this survey.  Further, a 

relatively small number of same-sex couples have documented their relationships through a state or 

municipal registry (TGLRG, 2010).  Given this, perceptions in most cases were not likely to have been 

based on any personal experience.  Additionally, the responses to these questions do not necessarily 

reflect participantsΩ personal views on the value of these different types of relationships, rather 

simply how they feel they are valued by others.    

 

 

                                                           
6
 Marriage is currently not available to same-sex couples in Australia, however, same-sex relationships can be formally 

recognised through a state or municipal registry in some jurisdictions.  
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5.7 Perceptions of hǘƘŜǊǎΩ !ǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ wŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ±ŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ hƴŜΩǎ {ŀƳŜ-Sex 

Relationship 

Participants who reported having a same-sex partner were asked how equivalent in value (i.e., 

worth) they felt others, who were aware of their relationships, viewed their particular relationship 

relative to different-sex de facto relationships and marriages.  Unlike the previous questions, that 

focused on perceptions of the ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ same-sex relationships, these questions 

allowed for a more personal assessment based on onŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ experiences.  Response options ranged 

from 1 = a lot less in value to 5 = at least as much value.  Numbers of participants represent those 

who answered both questions, had a regular same-sex partner and reported others were aware of 

their relationships for each of the areas assessed.  Analyses revealed that, in all cases, ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ƻǿƴ 

same-sex relationship was perceived to be seen by others as being of lesser value to a significantly 

greater extent when compared with different-sex marriages than when compared with different-sex 

de facto relationships.  When considering the views of heterosexual friends and contacts apart from 

friends (e.g., neighbours, co-workers, employers, and teachers) these findings were even more 

pronounced among participants who reported that they would prefer to marry.  Figure 25 provides 

the percentages according to response options in relation to perceptions of heterosexual friends, 

heterosexual contacts (apart from friends), parents and siblings.  For example, 68.7% of participants 

with a same-sex partner felt that their heterosexual friends, overall, considered their same-sex 

relationships to have at least as much value as different-sex de facto relationships, however, only 

45.6% reported the same when it came to comparisons with different-sex marriages.  In the case of 

family, 51.2% of participants felt that their parent(s) considered their same-sex relationships to have 

at least as much value as different-sex de facto relationships, however, only a third (33.6%) reported 

the same for the comparison with different-sex marriages.     

Figure 25 (A, B, C and D). 
 
tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ƘŜǘŜǊƻǎŜȄǳŀƭ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎΣ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
same-sex relationships relative to different-sex relationships 
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5.8 Well-.ŜƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ tŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ Iƻǿ hǘƘŜǊǎ ±ŀƭǳŜ hƴŜΩǎ wŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ 

The more people felt their relationships were valued on a comparable level with different-sex 

relationships the significantly greater their reported level of overall well-being.  This was found to be 

the case when considering the extent to which participants felt that their heterosexual friends, 

heterosexual contacts (such as neighbours, employers, teachers or co-workers), parents and siblings 

valued their same-sex relationships relative to different-sex de facto relationships and marriages.  As 

an example, Figure 26 below shows the relationship between well-being and perceptions of how 

heterosexual friends valǳŜ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎŀƳŜ-sex relationship relative to different-sex marriages. 

Figure 26. 
 
The relationship between overall psychological well-being (PWB) and perceptions of how 
ƘŜǘŜǊƻǎŜȄǳŀƭ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎŀƳŜ-sex relationship compared with different-sex marriages 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.9 Summary  

Despite the reference to percentages regarding the relationship recognition measures presented in 

this survey, it is acknowledge that numbers are not necessarily relevant when it comes to the 

argument for relationship equality.  As is often stated, it is about the right to choose.  The rationale 

for obtaining figures for preferred relationship recognition in this survey was to be able to add to the 

current literature on nonheterosexual relationships and provide information to help address the 

many myths that propagate due to the limited information available.  

This national survey was the first to examine same-ǎŜȄ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴǎΩ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ 

forms of relationship recognition since the introduction of de facto status for same-sex couples at a 

federal level.  It is also the first major study to investigate preferences for relationship recognition, 
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while taking into account the current legal status (ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀ ƻǊ ƻǾŜǊǎŜŀǎύ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ       

same-sex relationship. 

Findings from the relationship recognition measures of this survey demonstrate that same-sex 

attracted individuals, like other Australians, differ in the way they prefer their relationships to be 

formally recognised.  However, the results showed that the majority of same-sex attracted 

participants selected marriage as their personal choice.  A federally recognised relationship 

documented at a registry other than marriage was the second most popular option, and de facto 

status was the third.  The preference for a relationship without any legal status was selected by only 

2.9% of the overall sample.   

Marriage was found to be the choice of the majority irrespective of the current legal status of 

ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǎŀƳŜ-sex relationships (including no legal status).  For example, of those currently in a 

de facto relationship, 55.6% stated they preferred marriage for themselves, 26% stated that they 

preferred a federally recognised relationship other than marriage, 16.9% selected de facto and 1.5% 

chose no legal status (Note: for similar figures, including participants who did not complete the 

survey in full, please refer to the Auxiliary Report).  

Interestingly, the younger the age of the participant the more likely they were to have selected 

marriage as their personal choice.  For example, 66.7% of those 18-19 and 62.8% of those 20-29 

selected marriage as their personal preference.  Although the majority of both male and female 

identifying participants reported that they preferred to marry, the percentage was significantly 

higher for females.  For younger-age participants (under 25 years) differences between males and 

females were no longer observed with 63% from both groups selecting the option to marry. 

Participants were also given the opportunity to select which forms of legal relationship recognition 

they would like to see remain and/or become available in this country for same-sex couples in 

general.  Responses to this measure (which allowed for multiple selections) showed that 78% would 

like to see marriage become available as an option, 59.7% would like to see a federally recognised 

relationship other than marriage be made available and 48.4% would like to see de facto recognition 

remain.  These percentages indicate that many participants selected multiple options, suggesting 

that simply having a choice was an important factor.     

Participants with a regular same-sex partner reported that they felt their own same-sex relationship 

was seen by others (heterosexual friends, contacts other than friends, and family) as being of lesser 

value to a significantly greater extent when compared with different-sex marriages than when 

compared with different-sex de facto relationships.  Further, these findings were even more 

pronounced among those who reported that they would like to be able to marry, supporting the 

argument that a desire to marry, among other factors, is likely to be influenced by ƻƴŜΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ 

of the value society places on such unions.  Importantly, the more participants felt others valued 

their relationships, relative to different-sex relationships, the greater their reported psychological 

well-being. 
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6. Children  

6.1 Children in a tŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ [ƛŦŜ 

Participants were asked if there were any children (young or adult) in their lives, whether their own 

or the result of a current or previous relationship.  ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ΨbƻΩΣ Ψ¸ŜǎΩ Ψ9ȄǇŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀ 

ŎƘƛƭŘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨtƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩ.  As a person could have children but also plan on or be 

expecting another, participants could select more than one option.  ¢ƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨȅŜǎΩ 

were then asked about the extent to which they lived or spent time with the child/children and each 

ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ŀƎŜΦ 

When looking at the total sample, 29.2% of females, 10.0% of males and 25.5% of gender different 

participants reported having children in their lives, whether their own or the result of a current or 

previous relationship (see Figure 19).  For those with a current same-sex partner, a third of both 

gender different and female participants reported having children in their lives compared with 13.9% 

of partnered males.  The similar percentages for female and gender different participants may be 

largely attributed to the fact that 83% of gender different participants reported that they were 

defined as biologically female at birth.  Although not included in the figures below, some participants 

mentioned in the comment box provided that although they did not have their own children, or 

those from a current or previous relationship, they were nonetheless a substantial part of their 

nieces and/or nephews lives.  A more meaningful interpretation of these findings (i.e., percentages 

for those at ages most likely to have children) is provided on the following page. 

Table 19. 
 
tŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛǾŜǎ όƻƴŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ ƻǊ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƻǊ 
previous relationship), expecting a child or who plan on having children, for the total sample and 
those with a same-sex partner 

Children  
Female 

Total  
 Female 

Partnered 
 Male 
Total 

Male 
Partnered 

Gender 
Different 

Total 

Gender 
Different 

Partnered 

 (1125)  (742)     (860) (466) (47)  (18) 
Plan on having 19.4% 20.9%  13.1% 11.4% 23.4% 22.2% 
Expecting 1.0% 1.1%  0.1% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 
Have 29.2% 33.4%  10.0% 13.9% 25.5% 33.3% 

Numbers of participants are provided in brackets ( ).  Multiple responses were possible. 

6.1.1 Number and Ages of Children 

The average number of children for participants with children in their lives, whether their own or the 

result of a current or previous relationship, was 1.9.  Fifteen participants did not provide a specific 

number.  Of the remaining sample of 411, 41.1% reported one child, 35.8% two children and 23.1% 

three children or more.  For participants in the youngest cohort in this survey (< 25 years) 50% 

reported the eldest child to be 3 years of age or younger, for those aged 25-34 years, 50% reported 

the eldest to be 7 or younger and for those aged 35 years or over, 50% reported the eldest to be 18 

or younger.  



NOT SO PRIVATE LIVES     56 

 

6.1.2 Percentages with Children According to Gender Identity and Age of Cohort 

Figures 27 through to 29 provide the percentages of participants who reported that they had 

children in their lives, whether their own or as a result of a current or previous relationship, 

according to gender identity and age of cohort.  Also included are the figures for those who reported 

that they were expecting a child and those who reported that they planned on having children.  More 

than one selection was made possible.  Overall 29.2 % of participants who identified as female 

reporting having children in their lives, whether their own or as a result of a current or previous 

relationship (see Table 19), however, when considering those in the age group most likely to have 

children7 (i.e., those 35 years of age or over) the figure was 47.1% (see Figure 27).  Although a high 

percentage (69.2%) of gender different participants 35 years of age and over reported that they had 

children in their lives, the interpretation of this finding is severely limited due to the small number in 

this age group (see Figure 29).  For participants identifying as male, the overall percentage of those 

with children in their lives was 10%, however, for males 35 years of age or over it was 17.6% (see 

Figure 28). 

Figure 27. 
 
Percentages of female participants with children ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛǾŜǎ όƻƴŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ ƻǊ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ 
current or previous relationship), expecting a child or who plan on having children   

 

 

 

 

                                                           
7
 According to data from the 2006 Census, the percentages of women from the general population who had 

not had children were 85.5% of those 20-24 years of age, 36.6% of those 30-34 years of age and 15.9% of those 
40-44 years of age (ABS, 2008).  
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Figure 28. 
 
tŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ƳŀƭŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛǾŜǎ όƻƴŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ or from a current 
or previous relationship), expecting a child or who plan on having children 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 29. 
 
tŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛǾŜǎ όƻƴŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ ƻǊ 
from a current or previous relationship), expecting a child or who plan on having children   
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6.2 Time Spent Sharing or Living with Children  

Participants who reported having children as part of their lives (whether their own or from a current 

or previous relationship) were asked about the extent to which they lived or spent time with the 

child or children.  As adult children are more likely to be living independently, analyses were first 

conducted for those who reported at least one child still under the age of 208.  As shown in Table 20 

below, for those identifying as female, 95.3% spent time with these children, 89.7% spent time on a 

regular basis (ranging from sometime to full-time) and 64.7% were with these children full-time.  For 

those identifying as male, 87% spent time with these children, 64.8% spent time on a regular basis 

(ranging from sometime to full-time) and 24.1% were with these children full-time.  For gender 

different participants, 80% spent time with these children, 60% spent time on a regular basis 

(sometime or full-time) and 40% were with them full-time.  

Table 20. 
 
Percentages according to length of time spent with children for participants with at least one child 
still under the age of 20 years, for each of the three gender identity groups 

Time with children Female  Male  Gender different   

 (232)   (54) (10 )  
None 4.7% 13.0% 20.0%  
Sometime (irregular) 5.6% 22.2% 20.0%  
Sometime (regular) 5.6% 33.3% 20.0%  
Half the time 9.5% 7.4% 0.0%  
Most of the time 9.9% 0.0% 0.0%  
Full-time 64.7% 24.1% 40.0%  

Numbers of participants are provided in brackets ( ). 

6.2.1 Time Shared for Those with All Children 20 Years of Age or Over 

An additional 111 participants (74% female) had children in their lives of whom none were under 20 

years of age.  For this group, 61.3% spent time with these adult children and 25.3% spent time on a 

regular basis (ranging from sometime to full-time).  In the case of participants identifying as female, 

with all children at least 20 years of age or older, 7.3% lived full-time with the adult child/children 

and a further 6.1% spent most of the time with them.  

6.2.2 Transgender, Transsexual and Intersex Participants 

 Of those who identified as transgender/transsexual female (N = 11), intersex female (N = 5) and 

intersex male (N = 2), 40-50% reported having children in their lives, either their own or from a 

current or previous relationship.  Further, two of the participants who identified as 

transgender/transsexual male (N = 7) and one who identified as transgender/transsexual female 

reported that they planned on having children.  Of those with children in their lives, at least 40% 

spent time with these children on a regular basis and three of these participants lived with the 

child/children full-time.  

                                                           
8
 Based on data from the 2006-07 Family Characteristics and Transitions Survey, a 2009 report from the Australian Bureau 

of Statistics revealed that women tend to first leave home at 19.8 years of age and men at 20.9 years of age (ABS, 2009a).  
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6.3 Marriage Preferences among those Partnered and Living with Children 

A majority of participants (54.2%) who reported that children were not currently a part of their lives 

still selected marriage as their personal choice for relationship recognition.  The percentages 

reporting a preference for marriage, however, were higher among participants with a same-sex 

partner and living full-time with children, particularly young children.  For these participants, and 

where the eldest was reported to be under 13 years of age (generally primary school age or under), 

74.7% reported they personally preferred marriage.  In cases where the eldest was under 5 (generally 

non-school age) the figure for marriage was 80.8%.  Perhaps for these couples, the need to have 

their relationships legitimised is of even greater concern, given the strong opposition to same-sex 

parenting from certain sectors (e.g., ACL, 2008).  It is important to note, however, that 95% of 

participants partnered and living full-time with children, all under the age of 13, identified as female.    
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7. Partners 

7.1 Partner Support 

tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ άOverall, I feel that when it comes to receiving 

SUPPORT from my same-sex partner (in the way of being helpful, caring, or encouraging) I generally 

ŦŜŜƭ ǎƘŜ ƻǊ ƘŜ ƛǎΥέ with the response options ranging from 1 = not at all supportive to 9 = extremely 

supportive.  Figure 30 shows the percentages for each response option for those who reported 

having a regular same-sex partner.  Of this sample, 59.3% of female, 46.6% of male and 50% of 

gender different participants reported that they felt their partners were extremely supportive.  

Overall, over 80% of participants reported that their partner was at least very supportive.  When 

looking at the averages of support scores (1-9), those identifying as female reported significantly 

higher levels of partner support (M = 8.06) compared with those identifying as male (M = 7.61).  This 

is in keeping with findings for females in general, in that females tend to score higher than males for 

measures of positive relationships with others (e.g., Ryff & Keyes, 1995).  The average score for 

gender different participants was the same as for males (M = 7.61), however, the number of 

participants in this case was small and no statistically significant differences were found between this 

group and those identifying as female. 

  

Figure 30. 
 
Percentages of participants for perceived partner support scores by gender identity 
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7.2 Relationship Satisfaction 

Relationship satisfaction was measured using two items, with the scores combined and averaged to 

form an overall score.  The ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ άL ŀƳ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ Ƴȅ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎŀƳŜ-sex 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇέ ŀƴŘ άL ŀƳ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƘŀǇǇȅ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎŀƳŜ-ǎŜȄ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇέ.  Response options 

were 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Moderately Disagree, 3 = Slightly Disagree, 4 = Slightly Agree, 5 = 

Moderately Agree and 6 = Strongly Agree.  Percentages for these response options are presented in 

Figure 31 (A and B). 

Figure 31 (A and B). 
 
Percentages of participants for response options for being satisfied (A) and happy (B) in their 
current same-sex relationship by gender identity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 






































































































