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	Key points

· Families with dependent children have lower living standards than the overall population. This is because families reliant on income-tested benefits have very depressed living standards. Families with market incomes have living standards that are similar to the overall population.

· Sole-parent families have substantially lower living standards than two-parent families. This is largely because the majority of sole-parent families are reliant on benefits.

· Families in “severe hardship” are highly constrained not only in consumption of items for the family as a whole (heating, holidays, etc) but also in child-specific items (children’s shoes, school outings, etc).

· The average living standards of families with children were similar in 2000 and 2004.

· However, income-tested beneficiaries with children had a lower average living standard in 2004 than in 2000. The proportion in “severe hardship” was substantially higher in 2004 than 2000.

· For families with children, the proportion in “severe hardship” was higher in 2004 than in 2000, mainly because of the rise among beneficiaries with children.
· Families with three or more children have lower living standards than families with one or two children. 
· The living standards of families with three or more children were lower in 2004 than in 2000.

· Living standards were lower among families with high numbers of doctor visits for child illnesses and also among families that were restricted in their social and economic participation because of a child’s serious health conditions.

· In addition, living standards were lower among families where a parent had had a marriage break-up.

· Living standards were lower among families who wanted to use childcare services but could not afford them.

· Māori and Pacific families have lower living standards than the families of other groups.
· Māori and Pacific families showed a greater spread in living standards in 2004 than in 2000. Although the average living standard score did not change, there has been a rise in the proportion of Māori and Pacific families in “severe hardship”. This is due (in part at least) to the fall in the living standards of income-tested beneficiaries with children, who are disproportionately likely to be Māori or Pacific. 


Introduction

Over the past 20 years there have been extensive changes in the composition and financial circumstances of families with children. Fewer families correspond to the simple nuclear family model of a household occupied by two parents and one or more children. Between 1991 and 2001, sole-parent families as a proportion of families with children increased from 24% to 29%.
 Increases have also occurred in the proportions of multi-family and extended family households. One of the consequences of the increase in sole-parent families has been an increase in the proportion of families reliant on state income support. On the other hand, there has also been an increase in the number of two-parent families with dual market incomes, reflecting the increased level of labour force participation by women.
 These changes, taken together, could be expected to cause families with children to become increasingly diverse in their levels of material and social wellbeing.

This chapter examines the living standards of families with dependent children in 2004, commenting on changes since 2000. The chapter differs from the preceding ones in two respects. The unit of reporting is the economic family unit (EFU) rather than the individual, and the characteristics and circumstances highlighted are those with a particular relevance to families with dependent children.
 The chapter also offers an analysis of the types of consumption restrictions that children with different living standards may face. For this part of the analysis, the unit of reporting is the child. The concluding section of the chapter examines how factors such as access to childcare, children’s health, and past marital break-ups are related to the family’s living standard.
Overall distribution of living standards

In 2004 around 30% of EFUs contained dependent children; of this 25% had “good” or “very good” living standards, while a further 41% had “fairly comfortable” or “comfortable” living standards. Although the distributions shown in figure 4.1 have a broadly similar shape, families with dependent children are in a worse position on average than those without children. They are more than twice as likely to have living standards in the bottom ELSI level and half as likely to score in the top level of the scale. Families with children have a greater degree of living standard variation than families without children; this is reflected in the former group having a greater standard deviation (14.8) than the latter (12.4). 
Figure 4.1 Living standards distribution of families with and without dependent children amongst the population aged less than 65 years (2004)
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Variations in living standards across demographic and social groups 
As for the population overall, the living standard scores of families with dependent children vary according to a number of social and demographic characteristics. The following sections examine this variation and the restrictions in consumption experienced by children.
Family income source

In the last chapter, figure 3.12 showed that people in EFUs whose primary source of income is an income-tested benefit are a disadvantaged group. This is especially true for EFUs with dependent children (see figure 3.13). Figure 4.2 shows EFUs with dependent children who are reliant on benefit incomes have a much lower mean living standard score (22.2) than those with children reliant on market incomes (39.5). Between 2000 and 2004 the gap in living standards between those reliant on benefit and market incomes has increased from 14.0 to 17.3. It is important to note that in 2004 market income was the primary source of income for an estimated 80% of all EFUs with children. 
The contrast between the distributions of these two populations is immediately evident in figure 4.2. 

Figure 4.2 Living standards distribution of families with dependent children by income source (2004)
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The distribution of living standards for families reliant on income-tested benefits is concentrated in the lower reaches of the scale. Almost one-third of these families are in “severe hardship”, up from one-fifth in 2000,
 and nearly three-quarters live in some degree of hardship. The mean score for beneficiary families is lower in 2004 than 2000 (22.2 compared with 26.2)
 and the concentration at the lower end of the scale has intensified. 

In contrast, the distribution of living standards for families reliant on market incomes is more favourable; less than one-quarter are in hardship and the mean (39.5) is almost exactly the same as for the population as a whole. The mean living standards score and the distribution for this group has shown little change between 2000 and 2004.

Family type

In 2004 an estimated 70% of EFUs with children were two-parent families. Figure 4.3 illustrates that sole-parent and two-parent families have markedly different distributions. Two-parent families have a right-leaning distribution, indicating favourable living standards for the majority of this group, with 59% in levels 5–7. In contrast, sole-parent families have a left-leaning distribution, with the majority in some degree of hardship (60%).
 Sole-parent families are three times more likely to be in “severe hardship” than are two-parent families and five times less likely to have “good” or “very good” living standards. The mean living standard scores are respectively 27.1 and 39.4, a difference of more than 12 ELSI points.
Figure 4.3 Living standards distribution of families with dependent children by family type (2004)
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The mean living standard score for two-parent families has remained relatively constant since 2000. In contrast, the mean living standard of sole-parent families has decreased by 2.4 ELSI points. 
The differences between sole-parent distributions for 2000 and 2004 are most marked in the lower end of the range. The 2000 distribution was bunched toward the centre of the range. The 2004 distribution has fewer families in levels 3 and 4 and more families in levels 1 and 2. That is to say, the distribution shows a greater concentration of sole-parent families with living standards described as “severe hardship” or “significant hardship”. 

Female-headed sole-parent families have lower mean living standards scores than male-headed sole-parent families (26.4 compared to 29.7 in 2004, and 29.2 compared to 31.7 in 2000). 
Sole-parent families are more likely than two-parent families to be reliant on an income-tested benefit. In particular, 62% of sole-parent families in 2004 were reliant on an income-tested benefit, compared to only 6% of two-parent families. The corresponding figures for 2000 were 66% and 6%. As beneficiary families have much lower living standards than families with market incomes (as shown in figure 4.2), the question arises as to whether the risk of hardship amongst families is contingent primarily on family type or income source or is a combination of both.

To answer this question, distributions are shown in figure 4.4 for sole- and two-parent EFUs broken down according to their source of income.
Figure 4.4 Living standards distribution of families with dependent children by family type and income source (2004) 
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The distributions shown in figure 4.2 indicate that the difference between the living standards of sole-parent and two-parent families is due largely to sole parents predominantly being beneficiaries. On average, sole-parent beneficiaries have much lower living standards than sole parents with market incomes (the means for these groups are 22.3 and 33.6). There is a similar contrast between the living standards of two-parent families reliant on a benefit and two-parent families with market incomes (21.5 and 40.5 respectively). In other words, the two sole-parent distributions are dissimilar from each other, as are the two-parent distributions. On the other hand, there is close similarity between the distributions for sole-parent beneficiaries and two-parent beneficiaries (which have means of 22.3 and 21.5, respectively). Both of these distributions, which are left-leaning, contrast strongly with the right-leaning distribution for two-parent families with market income (which has a mean of 40.5). The distribution for sole-parent families with market incomes is roughly symmetrical (with a mean ELSI of 33.6). Because the two-parent beneficiary group is small, it has little effect on the distribution for two-parent families as a whole, with that distribution being essentially the same as the distribution for two parent-families with market incomes.
Between 2000 and 2004 there was a moderate change in the living standard distribution of sole-parent beneficiaries. The average living standard of this group is 4.2 ELSI points lower than the equivalent group in 2000. Although there was not a significant change in hardship, the proportion in “severe hardship” increased by 11 percentage points. Since this group comprises the majority of income-tested beneficiaries with children, the changes are similar to those reported in figure 3.13.

It is of interest to make a comparison between the living standards of the various types of families and children with the corresponding results for EFUs without children. This is done in table 4.1. The table also presents the information for Māori and Pacific EFUs to explore differences experienced between ethnicities.
Table 4.1 Living standards of EFUs by income source and presence of dependent children for the total population aged less than 65 years and for Māori
 and Pacific
 aged less than 65 years (2000 and 2004)
	Total population (EFUs)
	Income-tested benefits
	Market income

	
	2000
	2004
	2000
	2004

	With dependent children
	Single person

	26.5
	22.3
	35.5
	33.6

	
	Couple

	25.0
	21.5
	40.9
	40.4

	Without dependent children
	Single person

	34.3
	31.5
	44.0
	42.1

	
	Couple

	30.7
	34.3
	45.9
	46.9

	All EFUs
	31.3
	28.4
	43.3
	42.5

	Māori (EFUs) 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	With dependent children
	Single person

	25.6
	23.0
	31.4
	31.7

	
	Couple

	24.4
	21.2
	38.3
	37.2

	Without dependent children
	Single person

	34.4
	30.4
	41.7
	38.8

	
	Couple
	N/A
	N/A
	43.1
	41.0

	All Māori EFUs
	30.6
	26.1
	40.1
	38.2

	Pacific (EFUs)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	With dependent children
	Single person

	29.5
	17.0
	31.4
	30.0

	
	Couple
	N/A
	N/A
	29.4
	28.3

	All Pacific EFUs
	30.6
	18.7
	32.5
	31.2


The pattern of change for EFUs without children is similar to the previously described pattern for families with children. The main distinction between the two sets of results is that the ELSI means for the groups without children are consistently higher than the means for the corresponding groups with children.

Since 2000, there has been a drop in the living standards of Māori who are reliant on income-tested benefits. As stated earlier, this has been reflected in the reduced living standards for Māori children, many of whom are in sole-parent families reliant on income-tested benefits. 

When changes since 2000 are examined for Pacific EFUs with children, living standards of sole-parent beneficiaries have been most adversely affected (a drop of 12.5 on average). In contrast to Pacific beneficiaries, Pacific people with market incomes showed little change in average living standards between 2000 and 2004.
Age of mother

Living standards are a little higher among families with mothers aged 35 years and older than among families with younger mothers. For families with mothers aged 45 years and older, living standards were lower in 2004 than 2000. The reason for this is unclear. For other age groups living standards were similar in 2004 and 2000. 
Figure 4.5 Living standards distribution of families with dependent children by age of mother (2004)  
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Ethnicity

The ethnicity breakdown for families with dependent children shows a pattern of differences similar to that found for the population as a whole. The European and Other ethnicity categories have the highest average living standards (37.6 and 38.4 respectively) while Pacific and Māori have substantially lower living standards (25.3 and 31.6 respectively). 
Figure 4.6 Living standards distribution of families with dependent children by ethnicity (2004)
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Although average living standards for Māori showed no change from 2000 to 2004, the level of living standards inequality increased. The proportion of Māori families in “severe hardship” was higher in 2004 than 2000 (20% compared to 11%) as was the proportion with “good” or “very good” living standards (16% compared with 9%).
For Pacific families with dependent children, however, there was a lower average living standard in 2004 than 2000, as well as a higher proportion in “severe hardship” (30% compared with 16%).
Number of dependent children

Figure 4.7 shows that families with three or more dependent children have lower living standards than families with fewer children and that the living standards of the former group are lower in 2004 than in 2000. Also, although the proportion of those in hardship has remained relatively stable, the proportion in “severe hardship” has risen appreciably from 8% in 2000 to 19% in 2004. 
Figure 4.7 Living standards distribution of families with dependent children by number of dependent children (2004)
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Age of youngest child

Figure 4.8 shows that there is not a great deal of living standard variation on the basis of the age of the youngest child. 
Figure 4.8 Living standards distribution of families with dependent children by age of youngest child (2004)
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Housing tenure

The relationship between housing tenure and living standard shown in figure 4.9 is the same for families with dependent children as for the population as a whole. Of the three tenure groups, families who rent from Housing New Zealand (HNZC) have by far the lowest mean living standard (19.9). Families who rent privately have a substantially higher mean living standard (30.5), while families who own their own homes (with or without a mortgage) have a mean which is higher still (39.9). The living standards of families renting from HNZC in 2004 were lower than the living standards of the corresponding families in 2000. This is likely to reflect better targeting of HNZC housing on the basis of need. 

Figure 4.9 Living standards distribution of families with dependent children by housing tenure (2004)
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Qualifications of respondent parent
 
Figure 4.10 shows there is a strong relationship between living standards and parents’ qualifications. The average ELSI score steadily reduces from 42.5 for respondents with a Bachelors degree or higher qualification, to 27.1 for respondents with no formal qualification. The families in the latter group are only a third as likely to have “very good” living standards and are nine times as likely to live in “severe hardship”. The proportions of the latter group in “severe hardship” rose from 15% in 2000 to 27% in 2004.
Figure 4.10 Living standards distribution of families with dependent children by highest educational qualification of respondent parent (2004)
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Financial characteristics

For families with children, the relationship of living standards with equivalent income closely mirrors the relationship for the population as a whole. This is similarly true of the relationship with assets and housing costs. Thus breakdowns of families with children by those variables show that living standards rise progressively with rising income and assets, and that families with nil housing costs or housing costs greater than $400 per week have higher mean living standards than families with intermediate housing costs. Because the results correspond closely to those reported for the overall population (chapter 3, figures 3.15 to 3.18), they are not included here.

Restrictions in consumption experienced by children 
The elimination of child poverty is a fundamental goal of social policy all over the world. Concern with child poverty stems partly from a humanitarian desire to prevent suffering among children and partly from a growing awareness that child poverty has high consequential social costs (in the form of poorer health and educational achievement, reduced employment prospects in adulthood, and lower incomes). Furthermore, there is some evidence that the reduced prospects in adulthood will often be carried forward to the next generation of children,
 creating a cycle of disadvantage that will be self-sustaining unless broken by effective social interventions. 
In seeking to better understand how low family living standards can adversely affect children’s development and achievement, it is helpful to examine explicitly the restrictions on children’s activities and care that occur. 
The following table gives an indication of what life is like for children in families with ELSI scores that place them at different points on the scale. Children have been grouped into the five broad living standard categories from “severe hardship” (level 1), “significant hardship” (level 2), “some hardship” (level 3), “fairly comfortable/comfortable” living standards (levels 4 and 5 combined) and “good/very good” living standards (levels 6 and 7 combined). In 2004, 14% of all dependent children were in level 1, 12% were in level 2, 12% were in level 3, 39% were in levels 4 and 5 and 23% were in levels 6 and 7. 
Table 4.2 shows the likelihood that children in each living standard category will be constrained in their consumption of the item examined. For example, 51% of children in the “severe hardship” category were in families where there was not suitable wet weather clothing for each child because of cost. This compares with 13% of children in the “some hardship” category and very few (2%) of children in the “good/very good” living standards category. Similar patterns of constrained consumption occur in relation to postponement of medical and dental care, lack of suitable clothing and shoes, and missing out on having books, school outings, and cultural and sporting participation because of cost. 

Children in hardship are more likely to face constraints in consumption in 2004 compared with 2000 (see tables 4.2 and 4.3). For example, among those in “severe hardship” in 2000, 47% were in families which reported not having suitable wet weather clothing for children and 36% were in families that reported cutting back on doctor’s visits for children. By 2004 these proportions had increased to 51% and 46% respectively. 
	Table 4.2 Constraints on children’s consumption by their family’s standard of living (2004)

	Category
	Severe hardship (level 1) 
%
	Significant hardship (level 2) 
%
	Some hardship (level 3)
 %
	Fairly comfortable and comfortable living standards (levels 4 and 5) 
%
	Good and very good living standards (levels 6 and 7) %
	Total children %

	Items not obtained/not participated in because of cost
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Suitable wet weather clothing for each child
	51
	17
	13
	2
	2
	12

	A pair of shoes in good condition
	35
	10
	5
	0
	0
	7

	Child’s bike
	45
	16
	10
	3
	1
	10

	PlayStation or Xbox
	37
	19
	10
	6
	1
	11

	Personal computer
	55
	27
	23
	9
	1
	18

	Internet access 
	51
	30
	23
	9
	0
	17

	Pay for childcare services
	35
	36
	15
	5
	2
	13

	Have child’s friends over for a meal
	38
	9
	6
	1
	0
	8

	Have enough room for child’s friends to stay the night
	35
	16
	9
	3
	0
	9

	Have child’s friends to a birthday party
	34
	10
	11
	1
	1
	8

	Items of consumption cut back on (a little or a lot) because of cost
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Not gone on school outings
	66
	32
	26
	6
	0
	19

	Not bought school books/supplies
	49
	30
	19
	4
	0
	14

	Not bought books for home
	61
	45
	33
	13
	1
	23

	Postponed child’s visit to the doctor because of cost
	46
	19
	20
	3
	1
	13

	Postponed child’s visit to the dentist because of cost
	36
	18
	20
	5
	1
	12

	Child went without glasses
	15
	9
	10
	2
	0
	5

	Child went without cultural lessons
	55
	50
	40
	19
	4
	27

	Child’s involvement in sports limited
	66
	42
	40
	14
	1
	25

	Child wore poorly fitting clothes or shoes
	65
	45
	33
	12
	1
	23

	Children share a bed
	40
	15
	7
	1
	0
	9

	Limited space for child to study or play
	72
	48
	34
	15
	1
	26


	Table 4.3 Constraints on children’s consumption by their family’s standard of living (2000)

	Category
	Severe hardship (level 1)
%
	Significant hardship (level 2) 
%
	Some hardship (level 3) 
%
	Fairly comfortable and comfortable living standards (levels 4 and 5)
%
	Good and very good living standards (levels 6 and 7) 
%
	Total children 
%

	Items not obtained/not participated in because of cost
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Suitable wet weather clothing for each child
	47
	24
	12
	4
	0
	10

	A pair of shoes in good condition
	28
	11
	6
	1
	0
	5

	Child’s bike
	28
	20
	16
	4
	0
	9

	PlayStation 
	34
	22
	23
	11
	1
	14

	Personal computer
	66
	48
	36
	24
	4
	27

	Internet access 
	57
	48
	31
	21
	3
	24

	Pay for childcare services
	34
	19
	13
	6
	1
	10

	Have child’s friends over for a meal
	21
	9
	4
	2
	0
	4

	Have enough room for child’s friends to stay the night
	21
	13
	4
	1
	1
	4

	Have child’s friends to a birthday party
	24
	7
	3
	2
	0
	4

	Items of consumption cut back on (a little or a lot) because of cost
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Not gone on school outings
	56
	44
	26
	9
	1
	17

	Not bought school books/supplies
	44
	33
	19
	5
	1
	12

	Not bought books for home
	67
	51
	38
	17
	3
	25

	Postponed child’s visit to the doctor because of cost
	36
	26
	18
	4
	0
	10

	Postponed child’s visit to the dentist because of cost
	29
	17
	10
	4
	1
	7

	Child went without glasses
	9
	9
	6
	1
	0
	3

	Child went without cultural lessons
	58
	41
	45
	18
	3
	25

	Child’s involvement in sports limited
	60
	51
	37
	14
	1
	22

	Child wore poorly fitting clothes or shoes
	63
	51
	32
	13
	4
	22

	Children share a bed
	33
	20
	18
	3
	0
	9

	Limited space for child to study or play
	52
	45
	28
	13
	4
	20


Some factors related to family living standards: adversity, health problems of children and lack of access to childcare
The 2004 living standards survey collected a wide range of information (indicated in chapter 3) that can be used to explore the factors that could explain variation in living standards. Preliminary analysis shows that for families with dependent children, living standards have an inverse relationship to various types of adversity, indicators of health problems of children and lack of access to childcare. The following sections examine those relationships.

Adversity and family living standards

The previous chapter presented results for the population as a whole on the relationship between living standards and various types of adversity, namely marriage break-up, life shocks, and restrictions on social and economic participation caused by adult health problems. The question arises as to whether the relationships found for the population also apply to families with children (and, if so, whether they apply to the same extent). 
Analysis shows that life shocks and restrictions on social and economic participation caused by adult health problems give results for families with children that closely parallel the results for the population, with lower living standards being associated with both types of adversity and the strength of the relationship being similar to that for the population. Those results are therefore not included here. However, results for marriage break-ups are given because the association with lower living standards is found to be stronger for families with children than for the overall population.

Marriage break-up

Chapter 3 showed that adults who have had a marriage break-up tend to have lower living standards than those who have not had a marriage break-up. Further, the greater the number of break-ups, the lower the living standard. This association between marriage break-up and reduced living standard is more marked for women than men.

Figure 4.11 shows that families where a parent/caregiver has had a marriage break-up are more likely to be in hardship than families where there has not been a break-up.
 Where there have been multiple relationship break-ups, families are more than twice as likely to be in hardship (54%) as those where there have been no break-ups (23%). There is an overall reduction in mean ELSI scores for those who have never experienced a marriage break-up (39.6) compared to those who have had multiple marriage break-ups (27.5). The difference between these values (12.1 points) is greater than the difference of 9.0 reported for the population as a whole (regardless of whether they were caring for children). 

Figure 4.11 Living standards distribution of families with dependent children by number of marriage break-ups by parents/caregivers in the family (2004)
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Health of children
Children’s health is a critical component of their wellbeing. Children in good health are better able to enjoy life to the full and are more likely to grow up happy, confident and optimistic about the future. Access to health care is important to the maintenance of good health.

The 2004 living standards survey included questions on:

· the number of visits to doctors or general practitioners (GPs) that a family had on behalf of the child/children over the past 12 months 
· the number of restrictions in social and economic participation experienced by parents and caregivers because of a child or children having serious health problems.
The following analysis shows how the living standards of families vary according to these factors. 

Number of visits to health providers for children
Over the past decade there has been considerable change in the primary health care sector in New Zealand, with many changes explicitly directed at giving improved access. Health services are currently being reoriented to give an increased focus on primary care. Part of this reorientation has been through new policies that have included the use of capped funding for primary care services and the formation of new Primary Health Organisations (PHOs) with responsibility for enrolled populations.
 The principal administrative mechanism is the use of a funding formula that is based on size of the PHO’s enrolled population, having regard to need, with the key criteria of need being age, gender, ethnicity, socio-economic position and level of health utilisation.
 

New Zealand data on GP visits, obtained through population-based surveys, suggest that people with low socio-economic status are more likely to be frequent users of GP services. However, the data suggests that these people also face greater barriers to accessing GP services, with more Māori (19%) and Pacific (18%) than European (12%) people reporting a time in the past year when they had needed to see a GP but did not do so, with cost identified as an explanation in half of these cases.

The 2004 living standards survey indicates that families with more visits to doctors or GPs had (on average) lower living standards (see figure 4.12). For example, families reporting that they had been to a doctor or GP 10 or more times over the past 12 months were almost twice as likely as those who had less than two visits to be in hardship (45% compared with 26% respectively). They were also twice as likely to be in “severe hardship” (18% compared with 9% respectively).

The reasons for this relationship and the direction of causality are unclear at this point and require further analysis. Research in this area points to a likelihood that the relationship involves influences in both directions (ie is recursive). Thus it is likely that, on the one hand, those with poor living standards develop health problems as a consequence and therefore require more visits to health practitioners. On the other hand, it is also likely that having poor health reduces earning capacity and also creates drains on family resources, thus lowering living standards, even with current health subsidies. A positive aspect of the association between GP visits and low living standards is that it indicates that access barriers are not preventing people with low living standards from obtaining health services, although they may be more likely to defer seeking treatment when it is not urgent.

Figure 4.12 Living standards distribution of families with dependent children by the number of visits to doctors or GPs undertaken on behalf of children over the past 12 months (2004)


[image: image21]
	
	Severe hardship
	
	Significant hardship
	
	Some hardship
	
	Fairly comfortable living standard
	
	Comforatable living standard
	
	Good living standard 
	
	Very good living standard


Table 4.4 shows that the reduction in living standards with increased doctor visits occurs irrespective of the number of children. 

Table 4.4 Living standards of families with dependent children by number of visits to GP/doctor and number of dependent children (2004)

	
	
	Number of visits to GP/doctor

	
	
	Zero or one
	Two to four
	Five to nine
	10 or more

	
	One child
	37.7
	36.7
	35.5
	27.5

	Mean ELSI
	Two children
	41.5
	38.6
	37.5
	34.2

	
	Three or more children
	31.8
	35.2
	32.6
	29.7

	
	One child
	25.1
	29.1
	37.5
	55.7

	% in hardship
	Two children
	17.9
	31.2
	32.3
	36.2

	
	Three or more children
	45.0
	36.0
	41.4
	49.7


Restrictions on social and economic participation caused by children’s serious health conditions

Information was collected in the 2004 living standards survey on various types of restrictions that families may experience as a consequence of severe health conditions suffered by children. These restrictions related to parental employment, education, daily living (personal care, housework, etc) and family finances. The family’s standard of living was found to be inversely related to the number of restrictions (see figure 4.13). More than 60% of families with three or more restrictions were in some degree of hardship, and a half of these were in “severe hardship”. This compares with 30% in some degree of hardship and 10% in “severe hardship” for families who do not have these restrictions.

Figure 4.13 Living standards distribution of families with dependent children by the number of restrictions to social and economic participation of parents as a result of the serious health conditions of their children (2004)
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Table 4.5 shows that all families, despite the number of dependent children, are affected by the number of restrictions in social and economic participation caused by the severe health conditions of children, with all families showing a fall in mean living standards as the number of restrictions increases. 

Table 4.5 Living standards of families with dependent children by number of restrictions in social and economic participation by the family due to serious health conditions of dependent children (2004)

	 
	 
	Number of restrictions experienced

	 
	 
	None
	One or two
	Three or more

	 
	One child
	37.0
	35.3
	22.3

	Mean ELSI
	Two children
	39.0
	36.0
	29.8

	 
	Three or more children
	33.4
	37.0
	23.2

	 
	One child
	29.1
	40.8
	61.8

	% in hardship
	Two children
	27.1
	34.7
	51.3

	 
	Three or more children
	38.5
	33.8
	73.9


It seems likely that severe health problems in children can influence a family’s living standards in a variety of ways. These include restricting parental work participation and earnings and raising family costs. In addition, health problems lower quality of life generally by restricting social participation and leisure activities. These negative effects are likely to extend beyond living standards to reduce family wellbeing generally.

Lack of access to childcare
Availability of quality, affordable childcare is important to families with dependent children where parents want or need to work. Recently the government has paid this area particular attention, with policy changes made to childcare through the Working for Families package, the Enhancing Parents' Choices package in Budget 2005 and changes to Early Childhood Education funding. Changes to Childcare Assistance (CCA) were included as a component of the Working for Families package,
 with the first changes being made from 1 October 2004.
 
The lack of childcare can influence living standards in several ways. It can restrict the ability of families to engage in paid work. It can also restrict opportunities for education or occupational training. In the longer term, the restrictions on workforce participation can hamper career progression, earnings growth and the accumulation of assets.
 
Initial analysis of the 2004 living standards data shows that not being able to use childcare because of cost is associated with lower living standards (see figure 4.14). For example, over two-thirds (69%) of families who identified cost as a reason for not using childcare were in some degree of hardship and a quarter (24%) were in “severe hardship”. This compares with 28% and 9% respectively for all other families with dependent children. 
Figure 4.14 Living standards distribution of families with dependent children by whether they defer accessing childcare because of cost (2004)
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It cannot be assumed that the statistical association shown by these results reflects a simple causal association between restricted access to childcare and low living standards. Not all of the activities that would be undertaken as a result of more accessible childcare would contribute to reducing the disparity indicated by the results. For example, use of childcare to facilitate work with voluntary organisations, marae activities or assistance to extended family members would not raise family incomes (and thus living standards). More fundamentally, it is likely that for some families inability to afford childcare and low living standards are both reflections of severely restricted resources, including limited earning capacity. Those disadvantages would be offset only partly by more accessible childcare. Nonetheless, it can be expected that an improvement in the accessibility of childcare would lead to increased workforce participation within some families and thus to improved living standards for those families.

Summary
Most families with dependent children (66%) have living standards in the “fairly comfortable” to “very good” range, with the average score falling in the “fairly comfortable” interval. However, average ELSI scores are appreciably lower for families with dependent children than they are for the population as a whole. While the average living standards score has stayed relatively constant for families with dependent children, there has been a small rise in the proportion in “severe hardship” in 2004 compared with 2000. 
The lower living standards profile of families with dependent children is primarily due to the very depressed living standards of those reliant on income-tested benefits. In contrast, families reliant on market incomes have living standards similar to the living standards of the population as a whole.

Overall, two-parent families have better living standards than sole-parent families. This is primarily due to the greater proportion of sole-parent families reliant on income-tested benefits. 
Māori and Pacific families have lower living standards than other families. This is especially true where the family is reliant on an income-tested benefit. Pacific families also had lower average living standards in 2004 compared with 2000 and were considerably more likely to be in “severe hardship” in 2004. 
Larger families – those with three or more dependent children – had lower average living standards than smaller families, and also appeared more disadvantaged in 2004 compared with 2000. Families with assets and those where parents have Bachelors degrees or higher qualifications are less likely to be in hardship in 2004 compared with 2000.
Children with scores that place them at the lowest level of the ELSI scale (predominantly children in sole-parent families) are much more likely than other children to experience constraints that may adversely affect their health, education and general development. For these children, some of these constraints have become more pronounced since 2000. 

For families with dependent children, the following factors were found to be inversely associated with living standards:

· restrictions in access to childcare
· the number of visits to GPs or doctors on behalf of children

· restraints on social and economic participation caused by the severe health conditions of dependent children
· parental or caregiver experience of a marriage break-up.
Families who are unable to make use of childcare due to cost tend to have lower living standards than those who do not have this restriction. Families who have frequent visits to doctors or GPs for sick children also tend to have lower living standards (on average). Living standards are lower for families where social and economic participation are restricted by children’s health conditions. The negative effects of these restrictions are likely to extend beyond living standards, to undermine family wellbeing generally. Finally, families where a parent or caregiver has had a marriage break-up tend to have lower living standards than other families. The effect on living standards is greater for those who have experienced multiple marriage break-ups.
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� This chapter is based entirely on the population under 65 years of age.


� Statistics New Zealand website. www.stats.govt.nz


� MSD 2004, 2005.


� EFUs of the respondents are weighted to represent the population of EFUs with one or more working-age people. A child is defined as a person aged less than 18 years who is dependent and who does not have a partner or child of their own. By contrast, a person aged less than 18 who is self-supporting or has a partner or a child is counted as a separate EFU (or part of a separate unit). Refer to chapter 2 for further information on the unit of analysis and the ELSI scale. In 2004 EFUs with dependent children (ie the group analysed in this chapter) comprised 26% of all EFUs.


� An asterisk printed by the difference indicates that the difference in ELSI means between 2000 and 2004 are significant at the 95% confidence level, ie a p-value less than 0.05. Appendix C reports the confidence intervals for the 2004 mean ELSI, and the statistical significance for changes in means, hardship and “severe hardship”.


� The above analysis divides the population into two mutually exclusive groups: 


benefit income – those in EFUs where there was receipt of an income-tested benefit (core benefit) in the last 12 months and no member of the EFU was in full-time employment at the time of the survey


market income – those in EFUs who were not in the above category and therefore their incomes are primarily from market sources.


Income source is defined using a prioritised classification. Some of the population here may have been in receipt of an income-tested benefit at some time during the past 12 months, but were in full-time employment at the time of the survey. Some in the income-tested benefit group may also have received income from market sources during the year but were not in full-time employment at the time of the survey.


� Refer to appendix C for the statistical significance of changes in “severe hardship”.


� Refer to appendix C for the statistical significance of changes in mean ELSI.


� Proportions in hardship and differences in the mean ELSI scores reported are calculated from unrounded numbers, therefore they may differ from the sum of the proportions given in the figures.


� Note that in chapter 4, unlike the other chapters, the unit of reporting is the EFU rather than the individual.


� Due to a small sample size, the results for Māori-couple EFUs without children reliant on an income-tested benefit are not included.


� Due to a small sample size the results for Pacific EFUs with children only are reported. The sample size for couples with children reliant on an income-tested benefit was also too small to be included.


� In 2004, 62.6% of sole-parent EFUs were reliant on an income-tested benefit. In 2000 the figure was 65.8%.


� In 2004, 5% of two-parent EFUs were reliant on an income-tested benefit. In 2000 the figure was 6.4%.


� In 2004, 24.4% of single-person-only EFUs were reliant on an income-tested benefit. In 2000 the figure was 25.5%.


� In 2004, 5.9% of couple-only EFUs were reliant on an income-tested benefit. In 2000 the figure was 8.2%.


� In 2004, 74.2% of Māori sole-parent EFUs were reliant on an income-tested benefit. In 2000 the figure was 79.7%.


� In 2004, 13.3% of two-parent EFUs were reliant on an income-tested benefit. In 2000 the figure was 11.5%.


� In 2004, 25.7% of single-person-only EFUs were reliant on an income-tested benefit. In 2000 the figure was 48.6%.


� In 2004, 63.8% of Pacific sole-parent EFUs were reliant on an income-tested benefit. In 2000 the figure was 69.5%.


� Family ethnicity is based on total responses to the ethnicity question. For example, if any adult respondent or child of the respondent specified Pacific as one of their ethnicities, it is counted as a family with Pacific ethnicity. This procedure is followed for all the ethnic groups; therefore, the ethnic categories are not mutually exclusive. Note: this definition differs to that used for previous results given on individuals in previous chapters.


� In the living standards survey, a question on the highest educational qualification held was asked of the respondent. In the case of families with dependent children, this person may have been the mother or the father of the dependent children in the family unit. 


� Mayer 2002.


�As explained on page 82, the term ‘marriage break-up’ is used in this report to refer to the break-up of a marriage or a relationship in the nature of a marriage. That is to say, the term encompasses the break-up of both de facto and de jure relationships.


� Some of the marriage break-ups will have been recent and will directly influence current circumstances, eg being a sole parent as a result of a break-up. In other cases the break-up will have occurred in the past and any effect is likely to be attenuated by the time that has elapsed. 


� MSD 2004.


� Health Utilisation Research Alliance, in press.


� Health Utilisation Research Alliance, in press.


� Health Utilisation Research Alliance, in press.


� An increase in Out-of-School Care and Recreation (OSCAR) subsidy rates to align with Childcare Subsidy (CCS) and then increase the OSCAR and CCA rates by 10%. Income thresholds for OSCAR and CCA were also increased. Other changes were to remove the cap on absence hours to reduce unnecessary compliance costs and simplifying the application process.


� Note that this is after the survey period of this report.


� Immervoll and Barber 2006.





PAGE  

_1209456064.xls
Chart2

		Without children		Without children		Without children		Without children		Without children		Without children		Without children

		With children		With children		With children		With children		With children		With children		With children



EFUs with and without dependent children

Population percentage

5

5

9

16

27

28

10

11

11

12

18

23

20

5



fig6_1 families with and withou

		 

		'Fig 6.1 - ELSI of families with and without children - ROW PERCENT

		2000 weight = efuwgt : 2004 weight = efuwgt

		year		ELSI level		Without children		With children

		2004		1		5		11

		2004		2		5		11

		2004		3		9		12

		2004		4		16		18

		2004		5		27		23

		2004		6		28		20

		2004		7		10		5

		2000		1		3		8

		2000		2		5		10

		2000		3		10		16

		2000		4		16		19

		2000		5		25		21

		2000		6		32		20

		2000		7		9		6

		 

		'Fig 6.1 - ELSI of families with and without children'

		2000 weight = efuwgt : 2004 weight = efuwgt

		year		STAT		No Children		Have Children

		2004		MEAN		41.6		35.7

		2004		STD		12.4		14.8

		2004		SUMWGT		1214569		544012.5

		2004		TOT PCT		69.1		30.9

		2000		MEAN		42.5		36.9

		2000		STD		11.6		13.5

		2000		SUMWGT		1130921		480259

		2000		TOT PCT		70.2		29.7

		2000 percentage		3		5		10		16		25		32		9		8		10		16		19		21		20		6

		Means		2000				mean =		42.5		SD =		11.6				2000				mean =		36.9		SD =		13.5								2000				mean =		42.5		SD =		11.6				2000				mean =		36.9		SD =		13.5

				2004				mean =		41.6		SD =		12.4				2004				mean =		35.7		SD =		14.8								2004				mean =		41.6		SD =		12.4				2004				mean =		35.7		SD =		14.8

								difference		-0.9												difference		-1.1																difference		-0.9												difference		-1.1

		 

		'Fig 6.1 - ELSI of families with and without children - Percent of Total

		year		ELSI level		No Children		Have Children

		2004		1		3.3		3.5

		2004		2		3.2		3.4

		2004		3		6.1		3.6

		2004		4		11.3		5.6

		2004		5		18.9		7.2

		2004		6		19.7		6.1

		2004		7		6.6		1.5

		2000		1		1.9		2.3

		2000		2		3.6		2.8

		2000		3		6.9		4.8

		2000		4		10.9		5.8

		2000		5		17.8		6.3

		2000		6		22.5		6

		2000		7		6.6		1.7
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