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"Asking whether or not the family is disappearing misses the point. What is at issue is not the persistence of the institution of the family but, rather, the nature of family patterns in the relevant future – and the opportunities and costs of those patterns. Understanding the long-term character of institutional change should direct social policy towards the amelioration of consequences, rather than towards attempts to stem the tide."

Bumpass (1990:488, 493)
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INTRODUCTION

In the 17th and 18th centuries, the study of population was called "political arithmetick" (Keyfitz 1982:538). This term is most aptly applied to family demography, because it relates to the most central unit of society. This paper will show that the issues involved are complex, so much so that unless this "arithmetic" is done very carefully the "political" discourse will be "misinformed".

Such political discourse is the reality a researcher in this field must face, for in New Zealand, as in other similar countries, family and household change receive a great deal of attention. Much of this interest is focused on a perceived "demise" or "decline" of the family, but such views, particularly those given widespread publicity in 1994, the International Year of the Family, often arise because of a misunderstanding of the complexity of the processes of family formation. This is compounded by the fact that everyone has some personal experience of family life, and thus it seems a simple area to analyse, and to be understood by everyone. Moreover, while decision makers in New Zealand have recognised, at least in principle, that different ethnic groups may have different structures, and thus that policies must be "culturally sensitive", there is far less recognition of other critical factors which may affect analysis and policy.

This paper reviews both substantive and methodological issues in order to explore at least four identifiable, interrelated problems. First, the central units concerned (families; households) are difficult to conceptualise and to define empirically. Both at the popular level and in many professional analyses, the terms "family" and "household" – structures which overlap but are conceptually distinct – are often used interchangeably.

Secondly, misunderstandings arise because of the use of inappropriate indices. Ongoing work at the Population Studies Centre has demonstrated that some frequently used numerators and denominators for measures of family and household change may seriously misrepresent what is happening.

Thirdly, the various aspects of familial change tend to be treated as discrete, rather than interdependent, phenomena. Because families are built and dissolved through long-term processes, involving social interactions both within and across generations, current and prior demographic experiences have a significant influence on contemporary family structures. There is little appreciation, for example, of the ways in which childbearing patterns (the numbers of births and the spaces between them, ages of mothers etc.) generate structural changes over time. Along with this, there is a failure in analyses to control for the differing age structures and family life-cycle patterns, particularly between ethnic groups.

Finally, as implied already, the issues involved vary significantly between New Zealand's ethnic groups. Indeed the spectre must be raised of certain culturally related, demographically driven aspects of family life being misrepresented, not only in research, but also for policy. This problem is all the more acute because systems of classification of family and household in official statistics data sets interact statistically in very complex ways with the modes of ethnic categorisation they employ.

This paper thus presents a commentary on substantive changes to "the family" in New Zealand, and both the more narrowly technical and broader methodological implications of these. It begins with a brief critique of data sources and of the central analytical concepts. It then outlines some of the key demographic factors affecting the analysis of family structures.

The paper then goes on to emphasise the significance of what are termed in demography, "composition effects", factors in which the researchers may have little direct interest and which are external to what is being measured, yet which sometimes significantly affect the structure of the thing that is being studied. In the present case, for example, where the focus is on the distribution of household types, the likelihood of belonging to one or other of the various forms typically varies across the life-cycle and is thus affected by age composition: persons in their thirties are more likely to be in parenting households, widows or widowers in single-person households, etc. Moreover, as will be shown here, because each ethnic group has a different age structure (a factor which in itself has significant policy implications), there are ethnic variations in the proportions of people at each key life-cycle stage.

This is further confounded by the fact that the majority of the members of the different ethnic groups and different generations, both voluntarily and involuntarily, enter key life-cycle stages at different average biological ages. For example, Māori voluntarily have their children at younger maternal ages than do Pākehā. But an involuntary factor arises from differences in mortality, for the chances of surviving parenting and beyond parenting ages are lower for Māori than Pākehā. One result is that Māori have a higher probability than Pākehā of becoming a widow or widower, and thus of either living with others, say in a "parents plus others household", or of forming a single-person household. Conversely, because these persons also had more children on average than their Pākehā counterparts, in some instances this results in their becoming older sole parents in greater proportions than occurs for Pākehā.

Finally, at various junctures our paper raises another critical methodological issue which has both analytical and policy implications. It demonstrates the effects on analyses of adopting two different techniques for the analysis of familial change: one using a "parenting household" denominator, the other a population base.

THE CENSUS "FAMILY" AND "HOUSEHOLD"

Data Collection

The primary source of quantitative data on families and households, the five-yearly Census of Population and Dwellings, does not gather information on families per se, but on households composed of co-resident persons, from which data the characteristics of the one or more families living in each unit are then determined. Thus, the household is the basic unit for the collection of family data. As a result, the researcher is faced with two choice: (i) to go directly to the more disaggregated "family-file" data, which, without massive and costly programming, cannot give information on the other families co-residing in the same household; or (ii) to use the more aggregated household data, which subsume co-residing families in the same household, but which identify the overall structures.

The second approach is the one preferred in most studies involving family analysis, because as will be illustrated below, it provides a more complete view. That said, however, whichever of the two choices is made, the researcher is faced with similar constraints. A number of the key attributes which are typically analysed (for example, family or household type by age group and ethnicity) are based on the person characteristics of either one parent (in the case of families), or, in the case of households, the "Occupier" – the person in the household who elects to complete the "Dwelling Schedule". It is never clear whether the parent or the Occupier is representative of the other members of the household in terms of important socio-cultural variables, above all the ethnicity of the family or household.

For ethnicity, a hierarchical system of ethnic classification has been adopted since 1986 by the Department of Statistics, giving priority to Māori for any person checking the Māori response option, either solely, or in combination with any other ethnic group(s) (Department of Statistics 1993). The order of priority for the categorisation is then that any person not checking Māori, but checking the Pacific Islands option solely or in combination with any other category except Māori, is classified as being of Pacific Islands ethnicity; then the same procedure is followed with persons who have Asian or "other" non-European identity, but who have not checked the Māori or Pacific Islands box; finally comes the category Pākehā, which thus makes up the "residual" category. For the family files, the ethnicity of (for example) a two-parent family is determined by considering the ethnicity of either or both parents. For the household files, the ethnicity of the household is determined by the ethnicity of the occupier, who may or may not be representative of that household's ethnicity. If at least one of these persons is Māori, then the characteristics of that person become the reference points for the entire unit.

Though the use of mutually exclusive categories in some typology is unavoidable, it has very profound implications. The strategy may, for example, exaggerate the number of Māori children in relation to parents, for where either parent is Māori, their offspring, and thus other children (i.e. the entire family) are also classified as Māori. Conversely, to take another example, where a Māori parent is absent and the sole custodial parent is Pākehā, this might exaggerate the numbers of non-Māori children.

Moreover, both the ethnicity and the household classifications, as well as the Census questions pertaining to these and other related issues, change over time (on the complicated question of ethnicity see Pool 1963, 1977, 1981a, 1991, Brown 1983, Department of Statistics 1988; on the Census in general see Morrison 1991). Because each and every study involves quite different aspects of these problems, the issues will not be elaborated further in this paper. Suffice to say that data must be checked for both internal and external inconsistencies. We turn now to the central issue: distinguishing between "the family" and "the household".

Distinctions Between the Two Units

The 1991 Census defines as a "family" either a couple (from a legal or de facto marriage) with or without a child (or children), or one parent with a child (or children) usually resident in the household" (Department of Statistics 1991).
 It is based on the notion of a household unit composed of people who normally live and eat (or at least share cooking facilities) together. Thus the Census does not necessarily cover all of the members of a family (even of a "nuclear family") as they might see themselves. In contrast, census "households" can contain more than one such family.

Although they overlap to a considerable extent (Davey 1993:220), "the family" and "the household" are thus very different concepts. The former provides information on the different family structures, and the latter gives their normal living arrangements. There are six types of Census households:

· One Parent;

· Two Parent:

· Parents Plus Others (multi-family and extended family households, with various combinations of related and non-related individuals);

· Couple Only;

· Single Person; and

· Non-related (for example student/flatting households).

In translating between these household types and families, the one-parent, two-parent, couple-only and single-person households are conceptually quite straightforward for the analyst, while the complex non-related category is fortunately of minimal interest to most family researchers. In contrast, the remaining group, the "parents-plus-others" category, is of considerable interest and is both complex and problematic, these households being composed of a variety of mixes of all the other forms. They may comprise, for example, two or more two-parent families; two or more sole-parent families; a two-parent family and a couple-only family, or various other combinations of each. To add to the complexity, these constituent units may or may not include related people.

When disaggregating parents-plus households to analyse their constituent families and thus to create family data files, those units which are one-parent, two-parent and couple-only are reassigned to the appropriate family types. This means, therefore, that an important attribute, co-residence, often involving mutual support between sub-units, is lost, and the component families are classified alongside families of the same type, but which are independent and/or isolated from co-resident support systems.

Important issues are raised by this process of re-assignment, particularly the fact that it can involve rather arbitrary and ethnocentric treatment of the extended family, whether of a classical or a whānau type. Using re-assigned data, rates of sole parenting, for example, are typically computed by taking them as a proportion of the combined number of sole-parent and two-parent families. While we do not dispute the technical accuracy of the resulting rates, they ignore the fact that more than one quarter of sole parents reside in parents-plus-others households, and thus often may have very different support networks from independent sole parents. To complicate this issue further, the proportions in extended structures varies significantly between ethnic groups. In 1991, as two independent studies have shown, more than one third of Māori and nearly one half of Pacific Islands sole parents resided in multiple family households, whereas less than one quarter of Pākehā sole parents did so (Davey 1993:13, Jackson and Pool 1994a:130).

Figure 1 illustrates these discrepancies by graphing for each ethnic group the ratios of sole parent families to independent sole-parent households. At each age and for all ethnic groups there are considerably more sole-parent families than there are sole-parent households, this being particularly marked at the younger ages. It is thus somewhat misleading to claim that, for example, "44 per cent of all Māori families with children in 1991 were one parent families" (Rochford 1993). Such children can indeed be categorised as having a sole parent, but many of them actually live in an extended family or what can be called a whānau situation.

Figure 1 Ratio of Sole-Parent Families To Each Sole-Parent Household, by Age of Parent (Female Only), 1991
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Our view is that this is the key distinguishing factor in a familialism (whānaungatanga). A detailed analysis in 1980 by population researchers at Waikato University (I. Pool, J. Cameron, E. Douglas and others, for the United Nations Population Division, Bangkok) of Māori and Pākehā family and kin interactions, covering support for both material aspects and decision making, identified those persons with whom Māori and Pākehā of childbearing ages were most likely to have close relations. For Māori, overwhelmingly these persons were in the extended family – e.g. parents, parents-in-law, siblings, uncles, aunts, nieces, nephews, etc. – rather than being in a broader hapū or being non-kin. The directly comparable study on Pākehā showed a similar profile and a similar quality of such interactions, but their quantitative intensity and frequency was much lower: Moreover, while 25% of Pākehā had these sorts of interactions with unrelated persons, this was true for only 13% of Māori, but to some degree this difference could be due to place of residence, as a higher proportion of the Māori lived outside the Hamilton urban area (Cameron 1981, Douglas 1981, ESCAP 1986, Pool 1981b).

Implications, Particularly for Analysis by Ethnicity

A further problem arises because, as implied above, the most widely used index for family/household analysis is the proportion of families or households which belong to a particular type. Although this is often refined by computing the rate separately for each age/ethnic group, the procedure still risks producing misleading impressions about the structure of New Zealand families. When sole parenting is analysed by age using this conventional technique, the significance of this form of family at the younger ages is exaggerated (Davies et al.1993). Relatively few young people form any type of independent family or household unit, but those who do, tend to be so sole parents. When the phenomenon is presented, instead, as a percentage of all persons of that age group, the levels fall dramatically. These findings hold true whether household or family data area used.

Figure 2 illustrates this by counterpointing the traditional (family-based) measure of sole-parenting with the alternative population-based measure, where the denominator is simply the number of persons at each age. The population-based measure clearly shows independent sole parenting at both the younger and older ages to be considerably less pronounced than is suggested by the normal measure. At the older ages, the difference is particularly marked for Pākehā, and highlights the significance of the above-noted ethnic differences in mortality: Māori and Pacific Islands women lose their spouses earlier than Pākehā women. Because they will often have had more children, they have a considerably higher risk of becoming an older sole parent.

In order to compare sole-parent households with other sorts using a population-based measure, it is first necessary to develop a weighted index, the computational details of which are discussed elsewhere (see Davies et al. 1993, Pool et al. 1993, Jackson 1994a, Jackson and Pool 1994a). As results produced by this form of index raise further methodological implications, it will be discussed later in another context.

The argument is not that one or other concept (the family or the household) or conceptualisation for index construction purposes, or methodology (e.g. choice of denominator) is more or less valid than the other, but that the analysis of the family is a complex issue, the all-important methodological nuances of which are seldom noted by the media. Table 1 lists some of the categorisation systems employed by various researchers in New Zealand. Depending on the definition used in the numerators and the denominators, there can be very wide differences in the rate of sole parenting. The range for what to a casual observer may seem closely related rates is from 8% (j) to 44% (a), a spread of 36 percentage points.

Figure 2 Female Sole-Parent Families by Ethnic Group by Age of Mother, 1991, Expressed (i) as a Percentage of the Female Population by Age; and (ii) as a Percentage of Families (One- and Two-Parents Combined) with Occupiers of the Same Age
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Table 1 Various Indices Employed to Study Sole-Parent (SP) Families and Households, by Ethnic Group, 1991, as a Percentage of Defined Populations

	
	
	Pākehā
	Māori
	Pacific Is.
	Total*

	(a)  SP Families as % of SP + Two Parent Families, by Ethnicity of Child (Rochford 1993:Table 13b)
	
	18.00
	44.00
	32.00
	25.00

	(b)
SP Families as % of SP + Two Parent Families, by Ethnicity of parent (Rochford 1993:Table 13a)
	
	22.00
	38.00
	32.00
	25.00

	(c)
SP Families as % of SP + Two Parent Families, by Ethnicity of Parent (Rochford 1993:Table 13a)
	
	22.90
	46.70
	33.59
	…

	(d)
SP Families as % of SP, Two parent and Couple-Only Families, by Ethnicity of Adult (Krishnan et al 1994)
	
	17.00
	30.00
	25.00
	…

	(e)
SP Households as % of Parenting Households, by Ethnicity of Occupier (Jackson and Pool 1994:Tab 7.1c) 
	
	17.19
	28.62
	18.55
	18.57

	(f)
Percentage of Children (0-19 Years) in SP Families, by Ethnicity of Child (Davey 1994:Table A3.1)
	
	14.75
	39.18
	27.59
	20.95

	(g)
Percentage of Children (<16 Years) in SP Households, by Ethnicity of Occupier (Jackson & Pool 1994:Table 8.4)
	
	12.48
	25.77
	15.36
	14.70

	(h)
Percentage of Children (0-19 Years) In SP Households, by Ethnicity of Child (Davey 1993:Table A2.1)
	
	12.11
	23.00
	15.77
	…

	(i)
Sp Households as % of All Households, by Ethnicity of Occupier (Jackson and Pool 1994:Table 7.1a)
	
	7.99
	20.64
	15.45
	9.32

	(j)
SP Households as % of Population aged 15+ Years, by Ethnicity of Occupier (Jackson and Pool 1994:Table 7.3)
	
	3.72
	7.92
	5.03
	4.17

	(k)
Female SP Families as % of Female Population aged 15+ ears, by Ethnicity of Parent (this paper)
	
	7.50
	21.32
	15.35
	9.36

	(l)
Male SP Families as % of Male Population aged 15+ Years, by Ethnicity of Parent (this paper)
	
	1.71
	4.71
	3.64
	2.18

	(m)
SP Families (Both Sexes) as % of Population aged 15+ Years, by Ethnicity of Parent (this paper)
	
	4.58
	13.27
	9.72
	5.86


(a-b)
Children aged 0-16, plus 16-18 if still at school, plus 19 and over if resident in dwelling, Priority Māori

(c, e, g, i-m)
Children aged <16 Years, Priority Māori

(d)
(Krishnan et al) Age of children not given, Priority Pacific Island

(f, h)
Children aged 0-19 Years, Priority Māori

*
Total includes data for Asian/Other population

At the upper end of this spread, the families in both numerators and denominators in Rochford's (1993) widely reported study of sole parents were those which had either dependent children (less than 16 years or aged 16-18 years and still at school
) living in the household were unemployed, on job schemes, or in tertiary education. With the tightening of eligibility for unemployment benefits and tertiary allowances until 25 years of age, all of these persons now produce varying but sizeable degrees of "invisible dependency" for their families. The criteria employed by Rochford were perfectly appropriate for the needs of his study (since it was primarily concerned with the income support needs of sole parents). But the resulting very narrowly defined rates have been reported widely, as if they referred to all families with offspring (e.g. International Year of the Family, Family Facts Newsletter 1994), yet missing are large numbers of families which are also charged with significant dependency burdens.

Ethnic rates of sole parenting, computed the same way, have also been widely publicised (44% of Māori families, 32% of Pacific Islands families, and 18% European families). These, however, relate to families categorised in terms of the ethnicity of the child(ren) in the family, rather than to families categorised by the ethnic group to which the parent belongs. That is, a family with children was classified as Māori if "at least one child was of Māori ethnicity [even where] children in the same family belonged to different ethnic groups" (Rochford 1993:16)
. Using this index, the number of Māori families may be inflated and those of Pākehā, Pacific Islands etc., deflated, with attendant implications for the relative proportions of each ethnic group to be found in this family type. Moreover, the hierarchical system of ethnic classification will reinforce these inflationary and deflationary effects.

The persons who really determine the household's identification are likely to be the parents. When rates are computed more conventionally by the ethnicity of the parent, the levels drop to 38% for Māori, stay the same for the Pacific Islands population, and rise to 22% for the European population (Rochford 1993:47, Table 13a).

Neither approach is ideal. We would argue however, that basing an entire family's ethnicity on the minimal criteria of one child's ethnicity is more problematic, particularly when the title of the analysis and publicity about the study revolved around the parent. Obviously this will be affected by the ethnic distribution of "broken" and reconstituted families, the very issue that Rochford was endeavouring to address. By basing a family's ethnicity on that of the child, he intended to avoid the problem of the two-parent family "changing" its ethnicity on becoming a one-parent family (where, for example, there had been one Māori and one non-Māori parent, and the custodial parent was non- Māori) (Rochford 1993:16). This procedure raises philosophical questions beyond the scope of this paper: is it appropriate to view such a unit as Māori when the key actor, the parent, would not be Māori (recalling that the method does not produce a counter-balance in the opposite direction)? Moreover, this technique would add a secondary bias in the case of that sole-parent family being reconstituted into a two-parent family (a common enough event), where the new parenting adult and their other children might conceivably all be non-Māori, or Pacific Islands, etc.

The effects of this become clear if one turns to another study, by Krishnan, Schoeffel and Warren (1994), this time on Pacific Islands families, in which the definition of ethnicity differed from the hierarchical convention noted earlier. Instead, "families and/or households belonging to a Pacific Islands ethnic group" were defined as any in which either the Occupier or the spouse of the Occupier belonged to such a group (Krishnan et al. 1994:35,91). This change, plus the fact that the denominators they employed also included couple-only families(as in the Census definition of a family), meant that their resulting rates of sole parenting for 1991 were very different from Rochford's, ostensibly for what were the same phenomena: 30% for Māori, 25% for Pacific Islands people, and 17% for Pākehā. The different ethnic classification used in Krishnan et al.'s work increased the number of Pacific Islands families (vis-à-vis those of the other ethnic groups) and thus affected both the numerator and denominator. To add to this, the inclusion of couple-only families in the denominator increased its size and thus significantly deflated their rates by comparison with Rochford's. Krishnan et al. also did not define the ages of the children involved, so that they may well have included older (16+ years) offspring (1994:35,91).

The discrepancies between these two studies only become understandable if one teases out the details of their respective methodologies. Both sets of results address issues of valid concern, but they also provide a very good example of how rather different impressions can be arrived at depending on the index construction strategy adopted. They also illustrate another problem: what can happen when studies employing different techniques are combined. Rochford's rates of growth of sole parenting (by children's ethnicity) were applied by Krishnan et al. (1994:35) to their own rates without informing the reader that the bases for the two sets of rates were totally different.

DEMOGRAPHIC DETERMINANTS OF COMPOSITION EFFECTS

Even if classificatory complications could be avoided, there would be other problems which are an artefact of ethnic differences in all of (i) the overall age structure, (ii) household composition, and (iii) the age at which people become parents. In part these arise from cultural preferences in household structures, but more importantly they are the result of major variations in the timing and velocity of fertility change. A brief overview of New Zealand's fertility transition(s) will now identify some of the underlying dynamics. Only the key points are summarised here, since these trends have been dealt with in detail elsewhere (Jain 1972, Pool 1977, 1991, Sceats and Pool 1981, Pool and Sceats 1985, Khawaja 1985, 1986, Sceats 1988a, Bu 1993, Jackson and Pool 1994a, Jackson et al.1994).

Demographic Overview

New Zealand's Total Fertility Rate (TFR)
 fell during the first four decades of this century. From 1943 to the mid-1970s the baby boom and its aftermath occurred, during which births rose from the low level at which they had been in the 1930s, just above replacement (2.1 births per woman), to a peak in 1971. They then dropped, at first steadily, and then rapidly in the 1970s, to go below their 1930s levels, first in 1978, and then continuously since. For the last decade and a half, during which all those currently under 16 years were born, sub-replacement levels have predominated, but with a slight recovery to just above replacement about 1990 (Khawaja 1986, Department of Statistics various years). Averaging these recent rates out we can say, very approximately, that the typical "biological unit" of the 1990s will have 2.2 children aged less than 16 years.

This summary picture obscures, however, the considerable diversity which exists. First, the baby boom was a purely Pākeha phenomenon. The Māori TFR of a little more than six births per woman was roughly the same throughout much of this century, peaking slightly around 1950, but then beginning to decline in the 1960s. In the 1970s, over five or six years, Māori natality then underwent what appears to have been the most rapid decline recorded for any population, from five births per woman in 1973 to 2.8 by 1978, and reaching near convergence with the non- Māori TFR (2.1-2.2 births per woman) by the late 1980s (Pool 1991a).

As a result of these different fertility transitions, New Zealand's two major populations are characterised by very different age structures, the Māori population at the 1991 Census having a median age of 21 years, and the non-Māori population, 33 years. This difference has significant policy implications for questions concerning labour market dynamics. Moreover, it also means that there are very significant ethnic differences in the proportion of families and/or households which have dependent children (discussed in more detail below). In addition, the ratio of Māori or Pacific Islands 15-24 year olds to persons in their 35-54 year age groups is almost twice that of Pākehā (Jackson 1994a:85). Indeed, the proportions of the adult Māori and Pacific Islands populations (15+ years) which are aged 15-24 years are almost double (34% and 32% respectively) that for the Pākehā population (19%).

Secondly, in the period for which data permit investigation,
 Māori reproduction has become concentrated at younger ages than non-Māori. Over the early to mid-1980s, with declining differences in their TFRs, and with fertility falling at the younger ages yet increasing at the older ages for both populations (the latter considerably more so for non-Māori), the idea of reproductive convergence, even for age-specific childbearing patterns, was postulated (Khawaja 1986, Pool 1991a). Recently, more refined analyses carried out at the Population Studies Centre have shown, however, that what has been happening may be better interpreted as a mirroring of trends, rather than a convergence: as non- Māori fertility has declined or increased at any age group, so too has that of Māori, but for age groups which are around five years younger (Jackson and Pool 1994a, Jackson et al.1994). The rising fertility at the older ages, for example, has been concentrated at ages 30-34 and 35-39 for non-Māori, but at ages 25-29 and 30-34 for Māori. As Figure 3 shows, one result of this is that at age groups 25-39 years, Māori fertility is now below that of non-Māori, and at 40+ they are virtually the same.

Figure 3 Age-Specific Fertility Rates, Māori and non- Māori, 1976 and 1993
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Ethnic differences in the way in which childbearing is concentrated into certain groups are of fundamental importance for the argument being elaborated here. Table 2 takes this issue further for selected years. While the "force" of early childbearing (EF), that is, the proportion of the TFR falling within the 15-19 and 20-24 year old age groups, has decreased substantially for non-Māori, by contrast for Māori it has increased significantly. In 1962 the EFs of both populations had been very similar, then rose but also diverged in the 1970s to attain different peaks. By 1993 this concentration had decreased for both, but to a much lower level for non-Māori than for Māori,
 who still had a level above that in 1962, and 20 percentage points higher than that for non-Māori.

Table 2 "Force" of Early Childbearing (EF), Māori and Non-Māori, Selected Years, 1962 to 1993

	Percentage Point Difference

	
	
	
	Women
	
	
	Women
	
	
	Women

	
	TFR
	EF(%)
	15-24 Yrs (%)
	TFR
	EF(%)
	15-24 Yrs (%)
	TFR
	EF(%)
	15-24 Yrs (%)

	Calendar
	(i)
	(ii)
	(iii)
	(i)
	(ii)
	(iii)
	(i)
	(ii)
	(iii)

	Year
	NON- MĀORI
	MĀORI
	MĀORI minus NON- MĀORI

	1962
	4.04
	38.52
	32.28
	6.17
	40.28
	41.51
	2.13
	1.76
	9.23

	1976
	2.18
	43.86
	36.59
	3.07
	51.87
	45.41
	0.89
	8.01
	8.82

	1981
	1.95
	37.79
	35.46
	2.46
	55.37
	45.67
	0.51
	17.58
	10.21

	1993
	2.07
	27.20
	29.16
	2.28
	47.68
	35.60
	0.21
	20.48
	6.44


Source: Department of Statistics

(i)
TFR = 5x (ASFR, 15…45-49Years)

(ii)
EF = 5X (ASFR, 15-19 + 20-24 Years)/TFR X 100

(iii)
Women aged 15-24 years as a percent of women aged 15-49 years (Reproductive ages)

A cross-sectional perspective is, however, merely a guide, and in some instances can exaggerate certain trends, the disparities between TFRs and Completed Fertility Rates (CFRs) being one such example. The former are weighted by temporal changes in fertility patterns, which may affect some age groups more than others, but may not really indicate the true reproductive level of a cohort (see Khawaja 1985:12, graph comparing TFRs and CFRs). When cohort data are employed, the continuation and even widening of Māori and non-Māori differentials are clearly evidenced. Based on single-year maternal-age data, Table 3 shows the result of the above shifts in terms of the age at which births have peaked for cohorts born since 1940. For those born 1940-44, and thus beginning their reproductive careers in the late 1950s, only one year had separated the Age-Specific Fertility Rate (ASFR) peaks of Māori and non-Māori women, but for cohorts born 1960-64, and beginning their reproductive careers in the late 1970s, this difference had increased to eight years.

Table 3 Ages at Which Age-Specific Fertility Rates Peak, Māori & Non-Māori Cohorts Born 1940 to 1974

	
	Age Specific Peak
	Years

	Cohort Born
	Māori
	Non-Māori
	Difference

	1940-44
	22
	23
	1

	1945-49
	21
	24
	3

	1950-54
	20
	24
	4

	1955-59
	20
	26
	6

	1960-64
	20
	28
	8

	1965-69
	21
	N/a
	-


(1982 showed for New Zealand, early childbearing is associated with higher levels of marital dissolution (a result confirmed by overseas data; quoted in Pool, 1986:83-88). The study's parental cohort may thus be aberrant, and it may well be invalid to draw conclusions from it, certainly relating to their conjugal patterns.

This difference comes mainly from shifts in patterns of non-Māori fertility, as is shown in Figure 4. There has been a reprise of patterns to those followed by non-Māori cohorts born 1910-14.

This upward shift in the age of non-Māori reproduction has been explained elsewhere (Pool 1991a, Jackson et al. 1994), but can summarily be described as the result of two different factors. First, as shown in Figure 4, there was a shift in reproductive timing, so that first births and thus peak childbearing have been "postponed" to older ages and then, as it were, "recuperated" by childbearing at those ages. This has had an impact on the TFR but not necessarily the CFR. Secondly, there is a volume effect the larger cohorts born in the baby boom reaching the ages at which recuperation has occurred. When counterpointed with the decline in Māori fertility at the older ages, the result is a relative, rather than absolute, concentration of Māori childbearing at the younger ages, and divergence at the key childbearing ages.

The cohort data suggest that for non-Māori the upward shift in maternal age is even more pronounced than is implied by the cross-sectional rates. Table 2 had shown an initial increase in their EF, but by contrast the cohort data show an upward shift which becomes more pronounced for recent cohorts.

In contrast, for Māori, both sets of data (cross-sectional and cohort) identify an initial shift to relatively younger childbearing between the mid-1960s and late 1970s (cohorts born 1950-64). However, Table 3 also shows that the fertility of the Māori cohort born 1965-69 (currently aged 24-29 years) has already peaked, having done so at age 21. This establishes that the beginnings of an upward shift in Māori maternal age is under way, although it may be occurring later and somewhat less in magnitude than might be inferred from the cross-sectional data. The fertility level of this same non-Māori cohort has not yet peaked, and if the curve of its immediate predecessor (born 1960-64) is anything to go by, the current ethnic difference appears highly likely to remain, at least in the short term. The net result, as is shown in Figure 4, is that the reproductive behaviour of non-Māori cohorts currently childbearing is very conservative, a reprise to the patterns of timing prevalent in the depression, to those of their grandparents born 1910-14 (Pool and Jackson 1995).

Figure 4 Maternal Age at which Non-Māori Population ASFR has Peaked for Cohorts Born 1910 to 1964
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Thus, not only is the Māori population structurally younger than the non-Māori population, but Māori parents are also, on average, considerably younger than non-Māori, and this difference has been increasing. Put another way, in any two families, one Māori and one non-Māori, both with children of identical ages, the Māori parents will be on average around five years younger than the non-Māori, if their children had been born in the early 1970s, and eight years younger if they had been born since. This is an important point, as it explains in part the relatively younger age distribution of Māori sole parents shown earlier. At the risk of stating the obvious, there are only two routes to sole parenthood: either via an ex-nuptial birth; or by having been already in a union and engaged in child-rearing; other than through ex-nuptial conception, one must first be a parent to become a sole parent. The earlier reproductive patterns of Māori are clearly reflected in the relative ages at which participation in both two-parent and sole-parent households peaks (see below), and the age at which peak numbers of children occur in these households (Jackson 1994a).

COMPOSITION EFFECTS AND HOUSEHOLD CHANGE

Many commentators see "the family" as being in decline. But often this view comes from a lack of appreciation of the complex set of inter-relationships which arise from the demographic changes just outlined. Together, these factors have a considerable impact on the proportions to be found in one or other family or household type. For non-Māori, the delay in family formation, as evidenced by rising age at marriage/cohabitation and/or first birth as discussed above (and reviewed in Jackson and Pool 1994a: Chapters 5 and 6, Pool and Jackson 1995), means quite simply that lower proportions of the population will be found in the two-parent family category (i.e. couples with children) at younger ages than was the case in the past, while there is likely to be a corresponding increase in the proportions at these ages residing in couple-only families (i.e. couples without children). Similarly, the very low TFRs of the 1970s coupled with early childbearing resulted in smaller family sizes than in the 1950s and 1960s.  As a result, larger proportions of these parental cohorts are currently reaching the "empty nest" stage earlier than previously. This (again) lowers the proportion to be found in two-parent families at the mid-ages, say people now aged 40-49, and increases the proportion at these ages in couple-only families. The switch to later childbearing about 1978 will, of course, have the opposite effect and will become the dominant pattern. But, for the present, the later childbearing cohorts have not yet reached the stage when they might become "empty nesters" (for them 50+ years, rather than in their 40s).

The comments in the preceding paragraph apply in the main to the numerically dominant Pākehā population. To illustrate the effects of these patterns of reproduction on Pākehā family structures, and to examine related issues for the other ethnic groups, this commentary turns to household rather than family data (database and methods described in Jackson and Pool 1994a: Chapter 4).

As is shown in Table 4, between 1976 and 1991 there were significant shift-shares between household types. Two-parent, parents-plus-others, and non-related households each declined as a proportion of all households, for each ethnic group, except Asian and other, as well as for the total population (see Appendix for a description of the database). These decreases have come about as a result of increases in the single-person, couple-only, and sole-parent households for each ethnic group (see Column (a), Table 4, which summarises Jackson and Pool 1994a: Chapter 7). This analysis will turn to parenting issues below, but first it must be stressed that in household analyses one must never overlook the relative impact that non-parenting units, especially the single-person and couple-only categories, have on the percentage distribution by type. Two-parent households (all ethnic groups combined) comprised, for example, only one third of all households in 1991, yet constituted two thirds of parenting households. For Pacific Islands people, these proportions were much closer, evidence of the lesser impact of non-parenting households (17% of their total) on their distribution.

Table 4 Percentage Distribution, 1976 and 1991, by Ethnic Group, for (a) Household Types; (b)Parenting-Household Types; and (c) Types of Parenting Households to which Dependent Children (0-16 years) Belong

	Ethnic Group
	
	1976
	
	
	1991
	
	1991 Indexed to 1976

	Household Type
	(a)
	(b)
	(c)
	(a)
	(b)
	(c)
	(a)
	(b)
	(c)

	PĀKEHĀ
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-Parenting
	43.1
	…
	…
	53.6
	…
	…
	124
	…
	…

	Parents-Plus-Others
	8.7
	15.2
	12.5
	5.3
	17.2
	12.5
	61
	113
	100

	Two-Parent
	43.3
	76.0
	82.1
	33.2
	71.5
	79.4
	77
	94
	97

	Sole-parent
	5.0
	8.8
	5.5
	8.0
	11.3
	8.2
	160
	128
	149

	TOTAL
	100.1
	100.0
	100.1
	100.1
	100.0
	100.1
	100
	100
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MĀORI
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-Parenting
	22.4
	…
	…
	27.9
	…
	…
	125
	…
	…

	Parents-Plus-Others
	22.3
	28.7
	30.5
	18.3
	25.4
	25.4
	82
	89
	83

	Two-Parent
	48.0
	61.9
	62.0
	33.2
	46.0
	48.9
	69
	74
	79

	Sole-parent
	7.3
	9.5
	7.5
	20.6
	28.6
	25.8
	282
	301
	344

	TOTAL
	100.0
	100.1
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.1
	100
	100
	100


	PACIFIC ISLAND
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-Parenting
	17.7
	…
	…
	16.8
	…
	…
	95
	…
	…

	Parents-Plus-Others
	35.4
	43.0
	42.9
	28.3
	34.0
	35.0
	80
	79
	82

	Two-Parent
	42.2
	51.3
	52.5
	39.5
	47.4
	49.7
	94
	92
	95

	Sole-parent
	4.8
	5.8
	4.6
	15.5
	18.6
	15.4
	323
	321
	335

	TOTAL
	100.1
	100.1
	100.0
	100.1
	100.0
	100.1
	100
	100
	100


	ASIAN/OTHER
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Non-Parenting
	52.3
	…
	…
	40.5
	…
	…
	77
	…
	…

	Parents-Plus-Others
	10.8
	22.7
	20.7
	16.8
	28.1
	25.9
	156
	124
	125

	Two-Parent
	31.9
	66.9
	73.6
	35.3
	59.3
	65.5
	111
	89
	89

	Sole-parent
	5.0
	10.5
	5.6
	7.5
	12.6
	8.5
	150
	120
	152

	TOTAL
	100.0
	100.1
	99.9
	100.1
	100.0
	99.9
	100
	100
	100

	ALL ETHNIC GROUPS COMBINED

	Non-Parenting
	41.5
	…
	…
	49.8
	…
	…
	120
	…
	…

	Parents-Plus-Others
	10.1
	17.2
	16.0
	7.4
	14.8
	13.4
	73
	86
	94

	Two-Parent
	43.2
	73.9
	78.3
	33.4
	66.7
	71.9
	77
	90
	92

	Sole-parent
	5.2
	8.8
	5.7
	9.3
	18.6
	14.7
	179
	211
	258

	TOTAL
	100.0
	99.9
	100.0
	99.9
	100.1
	100.0
	100
	100
	100


Source: Jackson and Pool 1994, (a) tables 7.1a; (b) Table 7.1c; (c) Table 8.4

Largely as a result of the ethnic variations in the patterns of fertility change outlined earlier, proportionate distributions of (and shift-shares between) household types differ quite markedly across the main ethnic groups. In 1991, for example, as shown in Figure 5, less than half of all Pākehā households, but almost three quarters of Māori and four fifths of Pacific Islands households, were involved in parenting, in that they included a "usually-resident" child among their members. Moreover, in 1991, among these households – comprising the two-parent, sole-parent, and parents-plus-others categories – most Māori and Pacific Islands people cared for children under the age of 16 years, while this was true for less than 70% of Pākehā parenting households. These data illustrate dramatically the varying child-dependency burdens facing the different ethnic groups.

Figure 5 Household Type, 1991, by Ethnicity
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Beyond this, these differences also have significant implications for analyses of sole-parenting. As proportionately more of their households are involved in parenting, Māori and Pacific Islands people are more at risk of becoming sole parents to reiterate the truism stated earlier, to become a sole parent one has to have been either a partner in a household with dependent children in it, or give birth ex-nuptially.

Because distributions of household types are affected statistically by non-parenting units, a strategy leading to insightful analyses of shift-shares is to restrict the research to parenting units (Table 3, Column (b)). The rationale for this is that for most people non-parenting households are the units typically entered at a particular life-cycle phase, as a young adult, an "empty nester", or as a widow(er). In New Zealand such households are the product of normative demographic events and do not represent "social dysfunction". Once single-person, couple-only and non-related households are dropped from the analysis, it can be seen that the Pākehā and Māori two-parent and parents-plus-others categories have not declined since 1976 to nearly the same extent that is implied in the distribution incorporating all households. In 1991, the proportion of Pākehā parenting families comprising at least two parents remains at 94% of the 1976 level, as against 77% when one takes all households as the denominator. The relative figures for Māori, 74% against 69%, are less spectacular but still significant.

Regardless of how the arithmetic is carried out, however, it is obvious from Table 4 that the proportions of households which are headed by a sole parent have risen steeply for all ethnic groups. But this should be put into perspective: in 1976 most parenting households were either two-parent or parents-plus-others, and in 1991 this was still the case. For Māori and Pacific Islands people, moreover, the parents-plus category plays an important role. One quarter of Māori and one third of Pacific Islands parenting households are in this category, as against less than a fifth of Pākehā.

Of course, a central question for much of social policy is "who cares for the nation's children?" When the proportions of parenting households containing children aged less than 16 years are converted to proportions of children in each household type (Table 4, Column (c)), it is shown that even smaller proportions of all children actually live in sole-parent households, and larger proportions in two-parent and parents-plus-others households, than the above commentary might indicate. This is simply because, for all ethnic groups, the sole-parent households are smaller on average than the others (Jackson and Pool 1994a:174, Chapter 8). As a result, and perhaps contrary to popular impressions, more than 85% of all children aged less than 16 years in 1991 were still living in either a two-parent (72%) or parents-plus-others household (13.4%), while only 14.7% lived in sole-parent households. By ethnicity of Occupier, this was 12.5% for Pākehā, 26% for Māori, and 15% for Pacific Islands people (cf. With Rochford's 22%; 38%; and 32% respectively, noted above).

THE INTERACTION OF DEMOGRAPHIC AND ETHNIC FACTORS

Policy analyses must take account of the effects of these demographic differentials on age and ethnic-specific patterns of participation in the various household types. This is done here by employing age-specific rates and using a population-weighted household index (PWHI) to control for population size effects at each age (see Davies et al. 1993 for methodology). Because of a lack of supporting fertility data for the Pacific Islands population, the remaining discussion pertains only to the Māori and Pākehā populations.

Figures 6 and 7 show very clear age-related ethnic differences in patterns of participation in each of the four parenting-household types
. Some of these differences pertain to the relatively older age structure of the Pākehā population, and arise from variations in the timing and velocity of fertility declines over the 1970s; some are the result of considerably more marked Pākehā upward shifts in the age of marriage/cohabitation and childbearing; and some reflect cultural preferences which cannot be addressed here.

When the changes in each household type are considered from this perspective, at least some of the declines in, for example, Pākehā two-parent households (Figure 6a), and increases in Pākehā couple-only households (Figure 6b), can be accounted for demographically. It should be understood that, due to the aggregate nature of the data set, the proportion of the movement in either direction accounted for by these shifts cannot be quantified, but merely identified. At ages 15-29, for example, a reasonable proportion of the decline from 1976 to 91 in two-parenting can be expected to reflect both the recent delaying of family formation, and absolute declines in fertility, at these ages, while a proportion of the increase in couple-only households at ages 25-29 will be a result of similar factors
.

Figure 6 Percentage of Each Age Group in PĀKEHĀ Two-Parent, Couple-Only, Sole-Parent, and Parents-Plus-Others Households (PWHI)*, 1976 and 1991
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Figure 7 Percentage of Each Age Group in Māori Two-Parent, Couple-Only, Sole-Parent, and Parents-Plus-Others Households (PWHI)*, 1976 and 1991
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It is worth noting in passing that, for each ethnic group, three has been a decline in the couple-only household at ages 20-24. While participation in this household type at these ages was never very high, it seems that increasingly fewer couples of this age are reporting themselves as married/cohabiting and currently childless.

Similarly, around ages 35-44 in 1986 and 1991, some of the decline in Pākehā two-parenting will be attributable to the combined effects of early childbearing and lower completed family size for the parental cohorts of the 1970s. As noted earlier, this has resulted in greater proportions of their households becoming "empty nests" (couple-only) at relatively younger ages. The decline in Pākehā two-parent households at these ages would undoubtedly have been greater had it not also been for the onset of the "recuperation effect" (outlined earlier).

The possible combinations and permutations of the shift-share argument just outlined are in fact many in number. At almost all ages, for example, there has also been an increase in Pākehā sole-parenting (Figure 6c), and a decline in the parents-plus-others category (Figure 6d). Undoubtedly the former accounts for some of the net movement from the two-parent category, while the latter may equally well have both lost and gained to and from the other household categories. The conventional explanation of almost all family change is that of a shift-share between the two-parent and sole-parent household categories, but we have shown here that it is merely one aspect.

While the age-specific patterns are different for Māori, the systematic nature of the shifts in fact appear somewhat similar. As can be inferred from what has been said above, however, their underlying dynamics are very different. The relatively greater fall in Māori two-parenting (Figure 7a) at the younger ages, for example, can be argued to have had little to do with the delaying of family formation, and indeed is not offset by a corresponding increase in couple-only households (Figure 7b) at these ages. Nor can the fall in Māori two-parenting at the older ages be accounted for by smaller family sizes over the 1970s, as it was for Pākehā. Even the shift to slightly earlier Māori childbearing over the 1960s and 1970s (a fall of approximately one year in peak childbearing ages) cannot account for much of the fall, since this would scarcely result in demonstrably younger "empty nest" households.

Rather, the fall in Māori two-parenting at the younger ages appears to come from two separate causes in part from their relatively recent fertility decline, and in part from their relatively greater increase in sole parenting (Figure 7c). In turn, as noted earlier, this latter factor is undoubtedly affected by their relatively earlier family formation. Similarly, at the older ages, the significant and relatively greater increases in sole parenting (than were shown for Pākehā) would also appear to be the main (proximate) explanatory factor for much of the fall in Māori two-parenting at these ages. There may also be a minimal impact on this from either their recorded smaller family sizes in the 1970s, or their modest reproductive "recuperation".

The small increase in the proportion of Māori couple-only households at ages 40+ is associated with the decline in the parents-plus-others category at these ages (Figure 7d). Since the latter category declined at all ages over the period, this does not explain any of the fall in two-parent households noted in the last paragraph.

Indeed something far more significant is occurring, which, because of the pivotal importance of the parents-plus group for sole parenting, requires further analysis. A separate study at the centre has permitted the disaggregation of this category into those with a co-resident sole parent, as against other forms. This analysis produced a result which may seem paradoxical when seen alongside the commentary in the last paragraph: overall, while this is a declining household form, it is accommodating increasing proportions of sole-parents, particularly younger mothers and their children: nearly 28% of all sole parents in 1991 compared with just over 24% in 1976 (Jackson and Pool 1994a: Chapter 7). It is for this reason that one must argue for the inclusion of the parents-plus-others category in the analysis of family structures, even though strictly speaking it is a household type. Without recognising its role as a quasi-family structure, there is a risk of undervaluing the contribution it makes to parenting, and thereby of overstating the amount of sole parenting occurring away from support networks (familial and other). Above all, this may well be prejudicial to an appreciation of Māori and Pacific Islands family structures.

towards a conclusion

The concern which inspired this paper is the fact that the analyst of family structures is dealing with a politically charged issue of central significance. This relates, firstly, to major areas of public policy – social, as well as fiscal and economic (in a broader sense) – and secondly to popular perceptions of "the family", undeniably society's most important institution. Thus, the researcher must be doubly careful when presenting results. In New Zealand this burden is greatly increased by the fact that we live in a plural society, characterised by significant ethnic differentials in both the demographically and culturally determined aspects of family structure and organisation. In responding to these concerns, this paper has identified numerous factors, both methodological and substantive, which must be taken into account when analysing this seemingly simple institution, the family/household.

It has been shown, for example, that not only is the Māori population structurally younger than the Pākehā, but that its families are compositionally younger. That this difference is increasing is an issue of singular importance for policy research. Leaving to one side the more subjective questions of cultural preference, there is still the more tangible factor that each ethnic group has a different overall age structure. This characteristic is further compounded for each sub-population by their different family demographic patterns, related to the ages at which various family life-cycle stages are entered, plus the prevalence of different forms of household composition. Because of the particular mix of all these factors, for example, Māori have a greater risk than Pākehā of sole parenting at younger ages, whereas proportionately more Pākehā families are at an "empty nest" stage.

It should also be noted that the technical and substantive questions discussed here are highly interrelated, and raise issues which go beyond the narrow question of analytical strategies. One important "result", as it were, emerging from this analysis is that family changes are less radical than has been suggested elsewhere.

The factors identified here also have major implications for policy and for equity, not just between ethnic and gender groups, but also between cohorts. It is from the empirically based structural-analytical perspective adopted here, in preference to a philosophical or ideological approach, that one should draw objective criteria by which to evaluate the utility of any policy, and the strategies employed to implement it. At present in New Zealand these are centred around the "Core Family" construct (St. John 1991, Pool 1992, Jackson and Pool 1993, 1994b, Jackson 1994a, 1994b), the pivotal instrument by which social policy will be implemented.

The "Core Family" construct takes as its central premises both the desirability and the feasibility of transferring significant elements of responsibility for social welfare needs from the state to the family (Shipley et al. 1991). Analyses using the more refined techniques discussed here permit one to test whether these premises are valid; whether they address real family needs; and whether they have operational utility. The structural differences outlined earlier indicate, in fact, that Māori will be disproportionately exposed to certain impacts of these policies, such as the raising of the age of eligibility for the adult rate of Unemployment Benefit to age 25. Even if all other things were equal, the demographic differences shown here would result in Māori (and Pacific Islands) parents facing relative disadvantage in looking after the needs of their children. For example, if one compares a Māori and a Pākehā family, each with offspring of exactly the same age, the Māori parents will on average be five to eight years younger, with all that this entails in terms of likelihood of being unemployed, seniority if employed, and thus of income and the accumulation of economic equity.

The structural and compositional factors noted earlier must also be seen alongside other important demographic and economic influences on family life. For example, unemployment is inversely correlated with age: the younger the parent, the greater will be their risk of unemployment, rates for which among Māori, for both youth and their parents' cohorts, are two to three times those of Pākehā (Jackson 1994a). To add to this, Māori women are more likely than Pākehā to be sole parents, although for some of these persons incorporation into a parents-plus-others household may provide a degree of emotional support, even if the unemployment of one or both parents in the household may limit its economic resources. The net effect is that factors analysed earlier are likely to interact with policy instruments to increase inequity, rather than to alleviate the disadvantages that Māori (and Pacific Islands people) disproportionately face simply as a result of interrelated demographic, social and economic factors.

This paper has illustrated, then, that the demographic dynamics which underlie many areas of social policy must be better understood and incorporated into policy deliberations. The alternative, which may well be the situation at present, is that groups, those analysed here and others, with differing age and family structures, may be disadvantaged by the very policies aimed at helping them, merely because these policies are being implemented with a blunt instrument. The sharpening of the tools available to decision makers requires in turn much more refined analyses in this the most crucial domain for a welfare state, a high proportion of whose expenditure relates to questions of family structure, organisation and dynamics. The argument made in this paper, therefore, is not academic but is central to the issues of accountability and effectiveness of public policy. Yet, as we have shown, the simple steps of conceptualisation and index construction can produce very wide differences in a phenomenon which policy makers are attempting to address.

APPENDIX

Ethnic Classification

A major issue which complicates all data collection procedures and analysis in New Zealand is that of ethnic classification (e.g. Pool 1963, 1977, 1981, 1991a, Brown 1983, Department of Statistics 1988). Ethnic relations are highly fluid in New Zealand, and it has been systematically demonstrated that the use of the biological criterion of "degree of blood", the criterion which has been employed historically in both vital registrations and Censuses, does not reflect this social reality as well as does self-identification (Pool 1991a: Chapter 2).

This notwithstanding, vital data on births remain based on blood fraction. If the parents of the newborn are married or the father officially acknowledges paternity, the ethnic classification of the newborn is deduced from the combination of the parents' blood fractions. If neither of the paternity conditions are met, the newborn is given the ethnicity of its mother only.

In contrast, the denominators used for constructing birth rates - the population at each age - are generally taken from the Census, which has periodically changed its ethnic classificatory criteria. Until (and including) the 1981 Census, this was based on blood ancestry, approximating (but not perfectly) the criteria used for vital statistics. In 1986, classification was changed to a cultural/ethnic affiliation basis, while in 1991 it was also based on cultural/ethnic affiliation, but a separate question used ancestry as a criterion.

There is a further problem. Little can be done to alleviate any disparities which might arise from inconsistencies resulting from the unknown numbers of individuals who may identify themselves and/or their children differently between birth registration and Census, and/or from one Census to the next. This practice is termed "category jumping".

In order to attempt to minimise these problems, the numerators used here for fertility data relate to "half or more" Māori, while the denominators pertain to "Single Origin Māori" prior to 1986 and to "Sole Māori Origin" since and including 1986, that is, to those persons who in the Census considered themselves or their offspring to be of half or more Māori origin. In 1991, this classification accounted for approximately 10% (323,493) of the total population. The remaining non-Māori population was composed (approximately) of Pākehā (European origin), 82% of the total population; Pacific Islands 4%, and Asian/Other 4%.

For the Census household data, which form the other major part of the analyses in this paper, a different strategy had to be followed. Ethnicity in the households and family databases was specially re-derived, using variations of the recently adopted hierarchic procedure for assigning multiple ethnic group responses to a single ethnic group (see Department of Statistics 1993). This procedure ensures that, for statistical purposes, each respondent is counted only once, the hierarchy being Māori, Pacific Islands, Other (primarily Asian), then Pākehā (meaning to be of European origin). In 1991, this resulted in a "Māori Ethnic Group" adult population (15+ years) of approximately 12% of the total population, the non-Māori component comprising Pākehā, approximately 80% of the total; Pacific Islands 4%; and Asian/Other 4%. The "Māori Ethnic Group" population (434,847, all ages) used here for the household and family analyses is thus approximately 34% larger than the "Sole Māori" population described above. It is also 15% smaller than the "Māori Ancestry" population (511,278) described in the 1991 Census, using the broadest classificatory criteria.

Finally it should be noted that both the Pacific Islands and Asian/Other populations have a very high immigrant component. This is, however, markedly more so for the latter than the former, approximately half of which is New Zealand-born (Krishnan et al. 1994:36). Since migration is a very selective process, in terms of timing, age, and often, socio-economic characteristics, this introduces an unknown degree of skewing of the data which may result in unsystematic trends. Data for the Pacific Islands population should thus be considered as containing a degree of migration-related skewing, whilst those for the Asian/Other population, where given, are included purely for overview purposes.
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� Children may be biological, adopted, or step.


� If "adult" children (16+ and not still at school) were present in addition to dependent children, they were counted as members of the family, whereas families which contained parents with adult children only were not included in the study.


� These same criteria were applied to the other ethnic groups in the study. There may well be a major methodological flaw in this procedure. As indicated earlier, the hierarchical system of ethnic classification, which gives priority to " Māori", in any case risks inflating the number of Māori families and deflating rates for families where at least one member was not Māori. This would be less exaggerated were inter-marriage uncommon, but in New Zealand it is a very frequent occurrence.


� The average number of births a woman would have over her life-time if she were exposed to the fertility rates characteristic of the various child-bearing age-groups in any given year.


� Published data for Māori are not available prior to 1962. Those used here are drawn from reverse-projections developed by Bu 1993.


� This macro-level contextual factor may well have had a marked effect on the marital patterns of the parents whose offspring are in the Christchurch longitudinal Child Development Study. The predominantly non-Māori study population was drawn from the maternal cohort with the highest EF. As Carmichael (1982) showed for New Zealand, early childbearing is associated with higher levels of marital dissolution (a result confirmed by overseas data; quoted in Pool, 1986:83-88). The study's parental cohort may thus be aberrant, and it may well be invalid to draw conclusions from it, certainly relating to their conjugal patterns.


� Data for single-person and non-related households are not shown here. Undoubtedly these categories are involved in any shift-share movements between the different household type. However, they are of less interest here because (i) both have extremely low levels of participation over the childrearing ages; (ii) participation levels for the former have increased between 1976 and 1991, but still account for less than 5% of the population at these ages; and (iii) participation levels in the later have declined.


� For each ethnic group, there has been a decline in the couple-only household at ages 20-24. While participation in this household type at these ages was never very high, it seems that increasingly fewer couples of this age are reporting themselves as married/cohabiting and currently childless.





