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introduction

Research on family and household income overseas (Barclay 1995, Hills 1995, Karoly 1993, Oppenheimer 1994) and in New Zealand (Martin 1995, Mowbray 1993, Mowbray and Dayal 1994, NZPC 1990) has shown a consistent recent trend of declining economic wellbeing alongside increasing inequity between different family and household types. Differing income levels are seen among different family types (Martin 1995, Saunders et al. 1989) but there is heterogeneity even within each family type (Rochford et al. 1992, Rochford 1993). This suggests the need for research and analysis to control for a range of factors beyond family type (Easting and Fleming 1994). It is also essential in this context to understand a family's ability to generate income as well as the demands it makes on that income (Rainwater 1994).

The aim of this paper therefore is to provide an empirical overview of changes in family income from 1981 to 1991. Because remuneration from employment is the most important component of New Zealand income (Department of Statistics 1991), the labour force status of family parent(s) or partners throughout the 1980s is examined in detail as well as being used as a control variable for analysis of family income. A further control variable used in the analysis is the average number of dependent children within each family. Children not only place demands on familial income; it has also been shown that the poor are most likely to be found among families with growing children (Crean 1982, Easton 1994). It has already been established that changes to family income are the result of more macro-level economic change (Danzinger and Gottschalk 1989, Martin 1995). This paper, then, by looking at income and controlling for socio-economic characteristics such as age, ethnicity and labour force status, shows which families are more vulnerable to changes in economic circumstances than others. An investigation of this nature has not been carried out in New Zealand since the 1970s(Easton 1977) and it is therefore timely to provide an empirical overview of changes seen throughout the 1980s. It should be noted that it is familial characteristics which are being dealt with here rather than those factors which contribute to family formation.

Data Sources and Methodologies

Any analyses which look at families are inherently difficult because of problems of definition (Bumpass and Raley 1995, Kellerhals 1986) and measurement (Easting and Fleming 1994, Jackson and Pool 1994, Jackson and Pool 1996). This paper uses data from a custom-designed computerised database prepared for the Population Studies Centre by Statistics New Zealand, derived from the 1876, 1981, 1986 and 1991 censuses. The census was used in this investigation of family income because it is the only systematic longer-term source of information on family incomes also with data on a wide range of socio-economic correlates. The census does not, however, distinguish between sources of family income (market and non-market), and a further disadvantage is that census income data is before-tax income. The effect of tax changes during the period examined and the differential reporting of incomes by persons in different labour force categories
 are therefore not taken into account and the results should be viewed as providing a more general overall view of family wellbeing.

Most other New Zealand researchers have used the data series drawn from the Household Economic Survey (HES). It is generally believed that, because the HES is purpose designed, it will provide greater precision and accuracy about financial and economic variables than will the census, which includes income among a wide range of variables. A critical review by Easton (personal communication) suggests, however that at an "aggregate level" the difference may be far less marked than might be assumed. Moreover, while the HES is rich in details of consumption, it is not as valuable as the census for the disaggregation of the socio-economic correlates of family income simply because cell-sizes are small and thus sampling errors are high.

In the database used for this study, the data are arranged according to family type. The data were extracted from the Census data files, which were based on households, a household comprising all persons co-residing in the same dwelling. In creating a family-based data file, according to Statistics New Zealand (1995), families were classified as either a couple (married or de facto) with or without children of any age, or a sole parent (living with one or more children of any age). A household can include more than one such family. Although families and households actually overlap to a considerable extent (Davey 1993) it must be recognised that family data per se do not necessarily reflect living arrangements – the family may be in a household with one or more other families. The New Zealand census definition of a family is, in fact, based around narrow ideas of the conjugal family used in Europe and North America (Peron and Lapièrre-Adamcyk 1986), and may not reflect the experience of New Zealand families. Indeed, even in Europe this model is not always applicable (Murphy in press).

To determine average family size the average number of children for each family was calculated using the method employed by Jackson and Pool (1994). The number of families in each sized category is multiplied by the number of children within them in order to determine the total number of children involved. Results for each family size are then summed together and divided by the total number of families.

Definitions of ethnicity present many difficulties due to the way in which individuals and families become assigned to a particular ethnic group. The changes in the census definition of ethnicity, particularly for Māori, have been well documented (Gould 1992, Metge 1976, Morrison 1991, Pool 1977, Pool 1991b) The most serious discontinuity for the time series analysis being carried out here occurs between 1981 and 1986 when the census question on ethnicity changed to self-identified cultural affiliation.

Determining the ethnicity of a family is particularly problematic and is never entirely satisfactory. Here a family's ethnicity is determined using the ethnicity of the male parent or partner (except for female sole-parent families) which is assumed to be the same for all other family members. This may not hold true for the partner, or even for the children. This same method of assigning the male's characteristics to a family is used for assigning an age to couple-based families
.

In order to reduce the impact of the discontinuity in this ethnic classification of individuals between 1981 and 1986, an approximation to the self-identified "ethnic" population used in the 1986 and 1991 census was made for the 1981 census population. Ethnicity in the database is based on an hierarchical procedure for assigning multiple ethnic group responses to mutually exclusive ethnic groupings, ensuring that each individual is counted only once. The procedure is as follows (Department of Statistics 1993:26):

· If New Zealand Māori is one of the ethnic groups reported, the person is assigned to the ethnic group New Zealand Māori;

· Otherwise, if any Pacific Island group is one of the ethnic groups reported, the person is assigned to the ethnic group Pacific Island;

· Otherwise, if any group other than the European/Pākehā group is one of the ethnic groups reported, the person is assigned to the ethnic group Other (this does not include the Not Specified group);

· Otherwise, the person is assigned to the ethnic group European/Pākehā.

There are four labour force categories given for parents/partners in the database: participation in the full-time labour force; participation in the part-time labour force; unemployed and seeking full-time or part-time work; and not in the labour force
. The 1991 census definitions of part-time and full-time employment have been applied, where full-time employment is 30 hours or more per week and part-time employment is 1-29 hours per week. A more rigid definition of unemployment was used at the 1991 census to ensure compliance with international definitions of unemployment, which affects comparability with previous years. Comparability is also affected by the 1981 definition of unemployment, which only included those persons seeking full-time employment (Statistics New Zealand 1995).

In the database the labour force status of all parents/partners is given. For couple-based families (with or without children) this meant that there were 16 possible combinations of labour force status. In the tables that follow, labour force status is arranged hierarchically, from fullest to least participation, in six aggregated categories. The number assigned to each of these categories is the key used in subsequent tables. The categories are as follows:

1:
Both partners in full-time employment;

2:
One partner in full-time employment, one partner in part-time employment;

3:
One partner in full-time employment, one partner unemployed or non-labour force;

4:
Both partners in part-time employment;

5:
One partner in part-time employment, one partner unemployed or non-labour force;

6:
Both partners unemployed or non-labour force.

Although persons unemployed and persons not in the labour force have been grouped together for couple-based families, the same was not done for sole-parent families. The reasons are two-fold. First, the number of variables is reduced when there is only one parent. Secondly, the income characteristics of unemployed and non-labour-force sole parents are likely to differ more significantly than for partners in couple-based families due to the eligibility criteria for state benefits. Where one partner of a couple is in employment, assessment on joint income means that state support of any type is less likely to be received regardless of whether the second partner is unemployed or not in the labour force. For sole parents, benefit entitlement is mainly based on whether the sole parent is either unemployed or not in the labour force and criteria for how much can be earned in addition to a benefit, and the reductions made once the threshold has been reached, are different depending on whether the sole parent is unemployed or not in the labour force (St John 1994). The key for sole parent families is:


A:
Full-time employment;


B:
Non-labour force;


C:
part-time employment;


D:
Unemployed.

Median income in New Zealand dollar values is the main income statistic employed throughout this paper. The data come from the census and as such reflect gross earnings for the whole family. Median income is used in order to show the "central tendency" (Martin 1995) of the income distribution for each family type. For each year median incomes have been adjusted by the Consumer Price Index to 1991 levels. All references to income declines and increased should thus be taken to mean in real terms.

Both the median and mean income can be used as a summary measure of income, the latter being the income statistic which is often used in New Zealand (for example, Saunders 1994). But this measure can be influenced by extreme distributions, while the open-ended highest income bracket renders mean income calculations difficult. Thus it was rejected in favour of the median, which is not without its problem due to the wide income brackets used in the census.

One problem with analysing total income by family type alone is that no account is taken of the number of people "using" the income (Snively et al. 1990), Tinbergen 1975). To reflect the varying needs of families according to family size, a common practice is the application of "equivalence scales" (see Mitchell and Harding 1993, NZPC 1990, Preston 1987 Rochford and Pudney 1984, Saunders et al. 1991) a practice followed here. The Whiteford scale was adapted for this purpose simply because it was the one which was used by the New Zealand Planning Council. It is the geometric mean of 59 equivalence scales surveyed by Whiteford
 (Mitchell and Harding 1993, NZPC 1990). It should be noted that there are no equivalence scales based on empirical New Zealand data, and none from other countries are based on recent data which takes into account such changes as the growth in female labour force participation.

Results are presented for three broad age groups; 15-29 years, 30-44 years and 45-59 years. Because at each stage of the life cycle ability to generate income and dependency on it will differ (Royal Commission on Social Policy 1987, Snively et al. 1990) these age groups have been chosen to capture key life cycle stages associated with each age group (see Table 1). These stages are relevant for the 1980s, the period under review, but may not be applicable during the 1990s when the start of childbearing has been deferred and the "empty nest" stage (when adult children leave home) is today more often a "crowded nest" (Pool 1996). No attempt has been made, however, to show movement between family type. The age group 60 years and over has not been included in the analysis, as many of them (particularly the very old) are excluded from family-based data sets because they are either living alone or in an institution.

Finally, it is important to restate a point made by Pool (1991a). The focus of this paper is very much at the macro level. It deals with family types or collectivities, not with individual families. Thus it presents statistics on the proportion of families in, say a given age group in a particular type of family and this is further cross-classified by other characteristics.

Table 1 Life Cycle Stages

	Age
	Life Cycle Event (as of 1991)

	15-29
	Entry into the labour market

Cohabitation

State of childbearing

	30-44
	Childbearing finished

	45-59
	"Empty Nest" phase


Source: Pool 1988, Sceats 1988.

INCOME TRENDS

As shown by Martin (1995), income for all family groups and all ethnic groups declined between 1981 and 1991, while inequalities between family types and between ethnic groups increased. Table 2 shows that income differentials are further exacerbated when disaggregated by labour force status. Those in employment earn significantly more than those out of employment (non-labour force or unemployed), yet the latter group showed increases in real income between 1981 and 1986 while those in employment experienced declines. This was true both for sole parents and for the partners in couple-based families and in each age group for all those unemployed or not in the labour force. There was also an increase in income over this period for male sole parents in part-time employment. As a result of these differing income trends, there was actually a reduction of median income differences between those in and out of employment.

Table 2 Median Income ($NZ) of the Total (Māori and Pākehā) Population by Labour Force Status (LFS), Family Type and Age

	
	
	Sole-Parent Families

	
	LFS
	Male Sole-Parent Families
	Female Sole-Parent Families

	
	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	1981
	A
	29048
	36536
	35377
	23816
	27374
	26681

	
	B
	12077
	14698
	13404
	11244
	13220
	10213

	
	C
	***
	19492
	19230
	14932
	17320
	15046

	
	D
	7092
	9578
	10314
	7429
	12469
	9089

	1986
	A
	24757
	32814
	31457
	19463
	24016
	24044

	
	B
	14716
	15390
	13724
	14482
	15214
	11794

	
	C
	21932
	21932
	21932
	14936
	16515
	14193

	
	D
	13190
	14780
	13032
	14281
	15015
	11817

	1991
	A
	20282
	28437
	38544
	18484
	25394
	24042

	
	B
	10632
	12373
	11021
	12030
	12568
	9925

	
	C
	13959
	16745
	17273
	13033
	14874
	13610

	
	D
	8394
	9643
	11072
	11986
	12564
	10498

	
	
	Couple Families

	
	
	Two-Parent Families
	Couple-only Families

	
	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	1981
	1
	54906
	61333
	61523
	60059
	69291
	61484

	
	2
	42439
	52998
	52197
	44914
	53553
	49261

	
	3
	34132
	42569
	41608
	33840
	40219
	40451

	
	4
	32632
	43247
	40093
	2531
	35431
	33523

	
	5
	25698
	30573
	29345
	20578
	20698
	29836

	
	6
	13771
	17142
	18251
	11625
	14091
	20232

	1986
	1
	42631
	52524
	54236
	5300
	632210
	54938

	
	2
	36651
	46114
	46003
	39456
	45961
	43758

	
	3
	32331
	38513
	37580
	32455
	37794
	37336

	
	4
	32661
	38401
	37979
	33741
	34438
	35888

	
	5
	27280
	30424
	28290
	23743
	24211
	27691

	
	6
	19838
	20375
	19034
	16335
	18106
	19447

	1991
	1
	42408
	50530
	52455
	47669
	58760
	50666

	
	2
	35465
	43894
	44204
	35387
	43660
	40014

	
	3
	29697
	37612
	35947
	29215
	37381
	34890

	
	4
	29000
	32153
	31721
	23750
	29546
	28720

	
	5
	23494
	25589
	23462
	18553
	22233
	23182

	
	6
	18855
	20009
	16553
	13943
	15325
	16458


*** Due to very small cell size numbers in both the numerator and denominator results for male sole parents employed part-time aged 15-29 are unreliable

Source: All results in this and subsequent tables have been calculated using unpublished data from Statistics New Zealand derived from the 1981, 1986, and 1991 census. As noted earlier all dollar values are adjusted to 1991 levels.
The increases seen for families with parents/partners in these particular labour force status groups, and the declines seen for all other groups, were consistent for all families regardless of ethnicity. As can be seen in Table 3, however, income of Māori families was, on the whole less than that of Pākehā families and in some case Māori income as a percentage of Pākehā income declined between 1981 and 1991. This pattern is most noticeable for Māori sole parents in full-time employment and for older Māori couple families where at least one partner was in full-time employment. These Māori families whose income declined as a percentage of Pākehā income also experienced the greatest percentage decline in income between 1981 and 1991. Māori couple families where both partners were employed for example, showed an income decline which was between 2.4 and 9.0 percent greater than the decline experienced by Pākehā couple families.

The results also reveal some interesting period effects. Table 4 shows the percentage change in median income for the total population between 1981 and 1991. For those families with a parent/partner not in employment or employed part-time, most of the decline took place in the 1986-1991 period. Those families with a parent/partner in full-time employment (except male sole-parents) showed greater declines during the earlier 1981-1986 period compared with the late 1980s, although this difference was only marginal for couple-only families. The Wage and Price Freeze imposed by the National Government from June 1982 until October 1984 was the primary cause of the fact that it was families of full-time workers which suffered the greater income declines in the period 1981-1986 (NZPC 1989). Data from this period show that wages remained more stable than prices and following the removal of the freeze prices were much quicker to inflate (Boston 1984).

Relative income advantage or disadvantage cannot be discussed fully without reference to age. The discussion below refers to the total population as shown in Tables 2 and 4. The general trends discussed were true for both Pākehā and Māori families, although for Māori couple families slight differences were seen due to younger families having higher incomes than those at the older ages.

Male Sole-Parent Families

Although the majority of male sole parents experienced income decline over the 1981-1991 period there were notable exceptions for those fathers who were unemployed. The overall increase for this group over the whole decade is attributable to the increases in income seen between 1981 and 1986. During the early half of the 1980s all male sole parents experienced a rise in real income levels, except those in full-time employment. The universal declines seen throughout the late 1980s offset the previous increases for single fathers who were employed part-time or not in the labour force. The intercensal income changes were most volatile among male sole parents aged 15-29, as both increases and declines were most extreme at these ages. It was also this youngest age group who had the lowest incomes in 1981 and 1991, although there was some variation in 1986.

Table 3 Māori Family Incomes as a Percentage of Pākehā Family Incomes by Labour Force Status (LFS), Family Type and Age

	
	
	Sole-Parent Families

	LFS
	
	Male Sole-Parent Families
	Female Sole-Parent Families

	
	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	1981
	A
	85.45
	83.00
	84.65
	88.58
	93.25
	90.48

	
	B
	66.23
	85.12
	79.76
	73.58
	78.14
	86.59

	
	C
	***
	91.01
	70.80
	83.72
	84.60
	90.54

	
	D
	107.89
	59.51
	71.43
	55.64
	42.07
	64.28

	1991
	A
	83.94
	79.47
	79.79
	90.84
	81.56
	84.20

	
	B
	91.51
	89.38
	80.90
	95.35
	91.59
	94.71

	
	C
	81.40
	93.66
	100.85
	95.85
	85.39
	83.28

	
	D
	96.29
	89.55
	82.99
	94.76
	92.40
	90.11

	
	
	Couple Families

	
	
	Two-Parent Families
	Couple-Only Families

	
	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	1981
	1
	90.17
	93.32
	91.86
	92.54
	87.28
	95.89

	
	2
	89.01
	86.49
	82.15
	85.22
	82.99
	90.54

	
	3
	85.37
	81.37
	76.30
	80.49
	73.43
	83.94

	
	4
	84.61
	88.00
	68.97
	95.24
	108.03
	    #

	
	5
	101.45
	85.87
	72.94
	90.62
	98.39
	94.07

	
	6
	64.79
	73.80
	68.70
	51.16
	72.48
	66.47

	1991
	1
	93.34
	86.04
	82.34
	87.66
	84.83
	88.75

	
	2
	93.00
	84.60
	81.40
	88.27
	83.17
	85.60

	
	3
	86.19
	78.49
	73.36
	83.56
	73.63
	78.86

	
	4
	101.08
	97.62
	85.21
	103.45
	180.79
	107.83

	
	5
	90.32
	90.54
	79.88
	97.81
	87.44
	94.63

	
	6
	87.79
	92.14
	85.19
	92.28
	90.57
	83.39


Table 4 Percentage change in median income between census years; Total population by Labour Force Status (LFS), Family Type and Age

	
	
	Sole-Parent Families

	
	LFS
	Male Sole-Parent Families
	Female Sole-Parent Families

	
	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	1981-86
	A
	-14.8
	-10.2
	-11.1
	-18.3
	-12.3
	-9.9

	
	B
	21.9
	4.7
	2.4
	28.8
	15.1
	15.5

	
	C
	***
	12.5
	14.1
	0.0
	-4.6
	-5.7

	
	D
	86.0
	54.3
	26.4
	92.2
	20.4
	30.0

	1986-91
	A
	-18.1
	-13.3
	-9.3
	-5.0
	-1.8
	0.0

	
	B
	-27.8
	-19.6
	-19.7
	-16.9
	-17.4
	-15.8

	
	C
	-36.4
	-23.7
	-21.2
	-12.7
	-9.9
	-4.1

	
	D
	-36.4
	-34.8
	-15.0
	-16.1
	-16.3
	-11.2

	1981-91
	A
	-30.2
	-22.2
	-19.3
	-22.4
	-13.8
	-9.9

	
	B
	-12.0
	-15.8
	-17.8
	7.0
	-4.9
	-2.8

	
	C
	42.6
	-14.4
	-10.2
	-12.7
	-14.1
	-9.5

	
	D
	18.4
	0.7
	7.3
	61.3
	0.8
	15.5

	
	
	Couple Families

	
	
	Two-Parent Families
	Couple-Only Families

	
	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	1981-86
	1
	-22.4
	-14.4
	-11.8
	-11.8
	-8.8
	-10.6

	
	2
	-13.6
	-13.0
	-11.9
	-12.2
	-14.2
	-11.2

	
	3
	-5.3
	-9.5
	-9.7
	-4.1
	-6.0
	-7.7

	
	4
	0.1
	-11.2
	-5.3
	18.3
	-2.8
	7.9

	
	5
	6.2
	-0.5
	-3.6
	15.4
	17.0
	-7.2

	
	6
	44.1
	18.9
	4.3
	40.5
	28.5
	-3.9

	1986-91
	1
	-0.5
	-3.8
	-3.3
	-10.1
	-7.1
	-7.8

	
	2
	-3.2
	-4.8
	-3.9
	-10.3
	-5.0
	-8.6

	
	3
	-8.1
	-2.3
	-4.3
	-10.0
	-1.1
	-6.6

	
	4
	-11.2
	-16.3
	-16.5
	-29.6
	-14.2
	-20.0

	
	5
	-13.9
	-15.9
	-17.1
	-21.9
	-8.2
	-16.3

	
	6
	-5.0
	-1.8
	-13.0
	-14.6
	-15.14
	-15.4

	1981-91
	1
	-22.8
	-17.6
	-14.7
	-20.6
	-15.2
	-17.6

	
	2
	-16.4
	-17.2
	-15.3
	-21.2
	-18.5
	-18.8

	
	3
	-13.0
	-11.6
	-13.6
	-13.7
	-7.1
	-13.7

	
	4
	-11.1
	-25.7
	-20.9
	-16.8
	-16.6
	-13.6

	
	5
	-8.6
	-16.3
	-20.0
	-9.8
	7.4
	-22.3

	
	6
	36.9
	16.7
	-9.3
	19.9
	8.8
	-18.7


Female Sole-Parent Families

The income patterns for female sole parents resemble those of male sole parents with some key difference. Income decline was experienced by all single mothers in employment between 1981 and 1986, both full-time and part-time, and these declines continued during the 1986-1991 period. The most severe declined for those female sole parents in full-time employment were found amongst the youngest mothers, and a similar pattern was seen for those employed part-time between 1986 and 1991, although those aged 45-59 years experienced the most severe declines during the earlier half of the decade. Female sole parents not in employment exhibited a much more complex pattern. Between 1981 and 1986, female sole parents who were not employed experienced a rise in incomes, the rise being lowest for those aged 30-44. Between 1986 and 1991 there was an income decline for female sole parents who were not in employment, but this was generally shared equally among the income groups. Over the whole decennial period, the incomes of unemployed female sole parents actually grew (although only by a very small amount for the 30-44 age group). For those female sole parents who were not in the labour force, there was a small decline for the two older age groups and seen percent growth for the youngest age group.

Couple-Only Families

No clear pattern is evidence for couple-only families, although it appears that those young couples with both partners in employment experienced a greater percentage decline in income than did older families with partners in the same employment status. It was the oldest age group (45-59 years) with neither partner in employment who experienced the greatest percentage decline in income although of all couple-only families with neither partner in employment, it was this oldest age group who had the highest income. For all other couple-only families, it was the families aged 30-44 years who generally had the highest incomes.

Two-Parent Families

Among two-parent families, it was the older families with two full-time workers who consistently received the highest incomes throughout the 1980s. This is in contrast to other two-parent families, among whom those aged 30-44, regardless of labour force status, generally had the higher incomes. Incomes have been affected differentially depending on parental age. Between 1981 and 1986 it was the youngest families with both parents employed who experienced the most significant income decline, while between 1986 and 1991 it was the middle-aged parents. For low-income two-parent families (where both parents were employed part-time or not employed or a combination of the two), it was the younger families who were least affected by the income decline experienced by most other groups during the 1980s. Indeed, this group experienced a rise in income between 1981 and 1986. Two-parent families in all age groups where both parents were not employed showed an increase in median income during the early 1980s and, except for the oldest age group, this rise was not offset by the universal income decline seen during the late 1980s.

Summary

Overall, it appears that young families, when they experienced income decline, were affected more severely than older families. For those who are not employed however, there were some very important income rises. Those families with at least one full-time employed person received the highest real incomes, but they also experienced the largest percentage decline in income over the 1980s. It was sole-parent families where the parent was unemployed or not in the labour force who consistently received the lowest incomes and who in each year showed lower incomes than any other family type (for each age group and for each labour force status). It is important here to note the period effect described above. All families, at all ages regardless of labour force status, experienced income decline throughout the 1986-91 period, which is in contrast to the early 1980s when there was divergent movement between the groups.

labour force participation trends

In a macro-level investigation of this nature, it is important that the changes in family income discussed above are set in some sort of context for the results to have any meaning. This section therefore looks at the changing labour force distribution of the parents/partners of families. In order to understand the earning potential of each type of family, it is essential to assess their employment patterns. For example, are couples aged 15-29 more likely to be found in full-time or part-time employment?

Two-parent families as a percentage of all families declined over the 1980s (Martin 1995), although they remain the most common family type, followed by couple-only families, female sole-parent families and male sole-parent families in that order. This general trend, however, does not apply to all labour force categories within each family type (see Table 5). For example, there has been a steady increase in the percentage of families which are two-parent families with neither parent in full-time employment.

Of greater interest here is the distribution of families within each family type and each age group according to labour force status. As Tables 6a and 6b show there has been a general trend at each age for the proportion of families with a parent or partner in full-time employment to decrease while families with no parent or partner in full-time employment increased. This result is not a function of movement between family type (which can be offered as partial explanation for the results seen in Table 5), for Tables 6a and 6b only measure the percentage distribution within that family type for each age group for each census year.

Table 5 Percentage Distribution of Families by Type and Labour Force Status*

	LFS
	Male Sole-Parent Families
	
	Female Sole-Parent Families

	
	1981
	1986
	1991
	
	1981
	1986
	1991

	A
	1.30
	1.33
	1.37
	
	1.99
	2.80
	2.71

	B
	0.52
	0.70
	1.25
	
	6.18
	6.89
	8.48

	C
	0.05
	0.09
	0.14
	
	1.13
	1.14
	1.37

	D
	0.06
	0.11
	0.31
	
	0.17
	1.00
	1.35

	Total
	1.93
	2.23
	3.07
	
	9.63
	11.83
	13.91

	
	Two-Parent Families
	
	Couple-Only Families

	
	1981
	1986
	1991
	
	1981
	1986
	1991

	1
	13.46
	15.19
	13.55
	
	9.60
	10.80
	11.02

	2
	13.52
	12.81
	11.09
	
	2.26
	2.55
	2.94

	3
	26.54
	19.61
	14.85
	
	6.42
	5.81
	5.63

	4
	0.17
	0.40
	0.45
	
	0.17
	0.23
	0.35

	5
	1.05
	1.37
	1.72
	
	1.11
	1.18
	1.53

	6
	3.72
	4.00
	6.49
	
	10.43
	11.98
	13.40

	Total
	58.46
	53.39
	48.14
	
	29.98
	32.55
	34.88


* 100% is the sum of all family types at each census. For example; 1981 is 1.93% + 9.63% + 58.46% + 29.98%

The general trend, however, masks a rather more complex situation. For two-parent and couple-only families, this general trend was partially offset by increases in the proportions of families with both partners in full-time employment or one partner in full-time employment and the other in part-time employment (at least between 1981 and 1986). For Pākehā two-parent families these increased levels were sustained between 1986 and 1991, while for Māori families there was a decline which exceeded the growth of the earlier five years. As a net result, an increasing number of Pākehā two-parent families became reliant on one-and-a-half or two incomes over the period, while Māori moves towards the same outcome between 1981 and 1991 were reversed between 1986 and 1991. For Pākehā female sole parents aged 30-44 years, the proportion employed full-time increased between 1981 and 1986 (although a larger decline followed between 1986 and 1991). For those aged 45-59 years, there were increases in the proportions employed full-time in each inter-censal period. The general increase in families with no parent in full-time employment outlined above was manifest among female sole parents in the form of significant increases in unemployment, while numbers not in the labour force declined over the period. The changes in labour force status for each family grouping is detailed below.

Male Sole-Parent Families

Most Pākehā male sole parents are in full-time employment, and this is more likely the older they are. Even so, there has been a decline in the percentage of Pākehā male sole parents found in full-time employment, and this decline is seen in a more extreme form among Māori male sole parents. In 1981, most Māori sole fathers were in full-time employment (although at lower levels than for Pākehā), but in 1991 Māori sole fathers were most likely to be not in the labour force. In terms of percentage change this decline in full-time employment was more significant for young Māori male sole parents than for those at older ages and between 1981 and 1986 this was also true for Pākehā male sole parents. Between 1986 and 1991, however, the greatest change for Pākehā male sole parents was seen among those at the middle ages (30-44 years) and the least among those aged 15-29.

There were more male sole parents in part-time employment in 1991 than in 1981. For Māori, most of this increase occurred between 1981 and 1986 as there was a decline in part-time employment between 1986 and 1991. For Pākehā except at ages 15-29, part-time employment increased steadily throughout the 1980s. In 1981 more Pākehā ere employed part-time than Māori for all age groups but in 1986 the situation was reversed. This was also true for 1991, except at ages 45-59 where Pākehā part-time employment exceeded that of Māori.

The overwhelming trend among male sole parents was an increase of these families found out of employment (either unemployed or not in the labour force) and this pattern was true for both Māori and Pākehā. For Pākehā male sole parent families, although in terms of the absolute numbers more single fathers are found in the non-labour force category, the most significant percentage increase came from a rise unemployment. For Māori the most significant increase was among those who were not in the labour force. Although for all male sole parents throughout the 1980s it was more common for younger fathers not to be in employment, the largest percentage increases in sole-parent families with fathers out of employment occurred at the older ages.

Table 6a: Percent Distribution of Labour Force Status (LFS) for each Pākehā Family Type and for each Age Group

	
	
	Sole-Parent Families

	
	LFS
	Male Sole-Parent Families
	Female Sole-Parent Families

	
	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	1981
	A
	65.57
	83.65
	87.04
	11.67
	33.73
	33.83

	
	B
	27.32
	11.89
	8.55
	77.20
	45.38
	48.25

	
	C
	3.28
	2.58
	1.83
	9.60
	18.71
	16.05

	
	D
	3.83
	1.88
	2.58
	1.53
	2.17
	1.87

	1986
	A
	50.00
	73.28
	82.98
	10.60
	36.57
	41.01

	
	B
	37.93
	17.46
	9.88
	69.82
	39.64
	39.98

	
	C
	3.02
	3.96
	3.78
	7.63
	15.12
	13.55

	
	D
	9.05
	5.30
	3.36
	11.95
	8.67
	5.46

	1991
	A
	46.73
	59.68
	70.46
	7.46
	29.92
	42.98

	
	B
	31.82
	24.97
	17.02
	72.41
	42.82
	35.57

	
	C
	4.18
	5.45
	5.27
	7.87
	16.20
	14.48

	
	D
	17.27
	9.91
	7.25
	12.25
	11.05
	6.97

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Couple Families

	
	
	Two-Parent Families
	Couple-Only Families

	
	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	1981
	1
	9.93
	23.13
	31.53
	76.58
	70.75
	33.99

	
	2
	16.49
	29.78
	25.94
	6.27
	10.00
	17.34

	
	3
	70.60
	45.43
	38.83
	15.00
	16.98
	40.44

	
	4
	0.17
	0.22
	0.33
	0.22
	0.34
	0.50

	
	5
	0.60
	0.50
	0.98
	0.37
	0.44
	1.74

	
	6
	2.21
	0.93
	2.40
	1.60
	1.50
	6.00

	1986
	1
	14.01
	29.50
	38.37
	79.65
	71.04
	38.49

	
	2
	19.15
	30.34
	26.69
	6.60
	10.59
	16.44

	
	3
	61.28
	37.25
	29.96
	11.53
	14.01
	32.48

	
	4
	0.45
	0.66
	0.77
	0.33
	0.51
	0.96

	
	5
	1.82
	1.04
	1.52
	0.50
	0.71
	2.43

	
	6
	3.30
	1.22
	2.70
	1.38
	1.64
	6.58

	1991
	1
	14.01
	28.78
	40.85
	72.36
	67.62
	39.83

	
	2
	18.26
	30.24
	26.11
	7.13
	10.88
	19.48

	
	3
	51.47
	33.16
	23.67
	14.60
	15.68
	24.98

	
	4
	0.52
	0.87
	1.10
	7.40
	7.66
	1.54

	
	5
	2.80
	2.04
	2.63
	1.21
	1.38
	3.56

	
	6
	12.94
	4.93
	5.65
	4.31
	3.78
	10.62


Table 6b: Percent Distribution of Labour Force Status (LFS) for each Māori Family Type and for each Age Group

	
	
	Sole-Parent Families

	
	LFS
	Male Sole-Parent Families
	Female Sole-Parent Families

	
	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	1981
	A
	5.55
	6.73
	72.49
	9.08
	21.62
	21.46

	
	B
	23.86
	20.00
	19.74
	83.92
	68.28
	70.84

	
	C
	2.27
	1.82
	1.62
	3.97
	7.95
	6.58

	
	D
	19.32
	9.45
	6.15
	3.03
	2.15
	1.12

	1986
	A
	37.11
	53.03
	60.60
	9.10
	21.52
	22.55

	
	B
	37.11
	31.82
	26.63
	70.72
	58.29
	64.59

	
	C
	4.12
	4.80
	5.98
	3.68
	7.73
	7.24

	
	D
	21.65
	10.35
	6.79
	16.49
	12.46
	5.61

	1991
	A
	21.36
	31.94
	40.91
	5.57
	15.37
	19.25

	
	B
	50.10
	46.88
	41.99
	75.24
	63.51
	65.48

	
	C
	3.39
	3.47
	5.84
	3.66
	7.23
	8.80

	
	D
	25.15
	17.71
	11.26
	15.54
	13.89
	6.47

	

	
	
	Couple Families

	
	
	Two-Parent Families
	Couple-Only Families

	
	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	1981
	1
	13.59
	29.60
	32.66
	61.34
	64.37
	40.75

	
	2
	10.97
	20.04
	15.05
	5.04
	7.89
	12.60

	
	3
	65.65
	44.96
	43.08
	26.83
	22.67
	38.57

	
	4
	0.22
	0.21
	0.22
	0.25
	0.81
	0.00

	
	5
	0.84
	0.74
	1.30
	0.63
	0.81
	0.62

	
	6
	8.73
	4.45
	7.70
	5.92
	3.44
	7.47

	1986
	1
	18.85
	33.71
	34.48
	67.56
	63.03
	43.01

	
	2
	13.13
	20.94
	18.06
	7.16
	10.61
	14.85

	
	3
	53.66
	35.76
	33.10
	18.18
	19.09
	29.15

	
	4
	0.81
	1.33
	1.72
	0.56
	1.06
	1.75

	
	5
	3.79
	3.02
	3.94
	1.74
	1.21
	2.51

	
	6
	9.75
	5.25
	8.71
	4.79
	5.00
	8.73

	1991
	1
	14.89
	28.67
	29.93
	53.05
	51.38
	35.13

	
	2
	10.08
	17.51
	14.41
	6.79
	11.57
	12.97

	
	3
	38.82
	30.80
	27.18
	21.61
	20.38
	26.11

	
	4
	0.71
	1.03
	1.32
	0.34
	0.53
	1.50

	
	5
	4.27
	3.75
	5.22
	1.98
	2.76
	4.35

	
	6
	31.23
	18.23
	21.93
	16.23
	13.38
	19.94


Female Sole-Parent Families

Female sole-parent families show a different and less complex pattern. They were overwhelmingly in the non-labour force category right throughout the 1980s, with a higher predominance of this labour force status among younger mothers. Between 1981 and 1991, however, there was an overall decline in the percentage of sole mothers who were not in the labour force, notwithstanding increases seen between the 1986 and 1991 census. There was also a decline in the percentage of female sole-parent families found in full-time and part-time employment over the 1980s and these declines were, in general, more severe for Māori than for Pākehā sole mothers.

These declines have been offset by dramatic increases in the percentage of sole mothers who were unemployed. This dramatic overall rise in unemployment over the 1980s is largely attributable to those increases seen between 1981 and 1986. For Pākehā the largest percentage increase in unemployment was at the youngest age group while for Māori it was for those aged 30 to 44 years. Indeed, young Pākehā sole mothers showed a much greater increase in unemployment than young Māori sole mothers, although at the older ages the reverse was true.

Of interest are the period effects seen here. Māori sole mothers held their employment rates (both part-time and full-time) fairly constant between 1981 and 1986, and these declined only after 1986. Pākehā sole mothers actually increased their full-time employment rates between 1981 and 1986, although for the younger age groups these declined by greater amounts in the following period. For the older group of Pākehā sole mothers, however, there was a further small increase in full-time employment rates between 1986 and 1991, resulting in gains over the whole decade.

Two-Parent Families

Among two-parent families the patterns for Māori and Pākehā were quite diverse. The only common pattern was the predominance of families with one parent in full-time employment and one not in employment at all ages and in each year (except those aged 45-59 in 1991). This predominance decreased with age and over time.

For the 1981-1991 period, Pākehā two-parent families saw declines in the percentage of families with one parent employed full-time and the other not employed. Between 1986 and 1991 there were also minor declines in the percentage of two-parent families with one parent in full-time employment and one in part-time employment, although this followed increases during the 1981 to 1986 period. There were also increases in the percentage of Pākehā two-parent families with both parents in full-time employment, although the increase in the percentage of families where both parents were not in full-time employment was much greater.

Māori two-parent families showed a similar trend to Pākehā two-parent families for the early part of the 1980s. Although in both 1981 and 1986 more Māori two-parent families were likely to be unemployed or not in the labour force when compared with Pākehā families, the percentage increase in these categories was actually lower for Māori. Between 1986 and 1991, however, there were declines in the percentage of Māori two-parent families for each labour force status category, except when both parents were unemployed or non-labour force or where one parent was employed part-time and the other was not employed. This resulted in a smaller percentage of Māori two-parent families having a parent in full-time employment in 1991 than in 1981. Given that Māori have higher unemployment that Pākehā (Jackson 1994), it is also notable that at the younger ages Māori were found more likely to have both parents in full-time employment than were Pākehā.

Couple-Only Families

The most common labour force status among couple-only families was for both partners to be in full-time employment, although in the two youngest age groups Māori had a much lower probability of having both partners in full-time employment than Pākehā. For both Pākehā and Māori couple-only families, there was an increase between 1981 and 1986 in the percentage of families where both partners were employed full-time but this was followed by declines between 1986 and 1991, resulting in overall declines for the 1981-1991 period. Furthermore, these declines were more noticeable for the two younger age groups. Where one partner was in full-time employment and the other not employed, an identical pattern was seen for Māori and Pākehā. Between 1981 and 1986 for every age group there was a decline in the percentage of couples who were identified in this situation and this decline continued for those aged 45-59 between 1986 and 1991 while other age groups showed increases. The net result over the entire decade is one of decline, most noticeable for the oldest age group.

As with the other family types a decline in the percentage of couples with a partner in full-time employment has led to an increase in the percentage of couples who are not employed (although there has been a slight increase in the percentage of couples where one partner is employed full-time and the other part-time). Such an increase has been much more dramatic for Māori couple-only families than for Pākehā couple-only families. Of importance here is the fact that the percentage of couple-only families with both partners not in employment has more than doubled between 1981 and 1991.

Summary

In summary, then, it can be seen that, for those people who are identified as belonging to one of the four family types in this study, there has been a general trend in the period 1981 to 1991 towards increasing numbers of parents and partners not being in employment. This is by no means a monotonic change, however, as the overall pattern masks some highly complicated changes. For two-parent families there has been a decline in the predominance of families reliant on a single full-time earner, and associated increases in families with no earners at all, and in families with one-and-a-half or two incomes. For Pākehā two-parent families, the number with one-and-a-half or two incomes remained relatively constant over the second quinquenium after earlier growth between 1981 and 1991. For Māori on the other hand, there was a decline between 1986 and 1991 in the number of such families and this exceeded the growth of the preceding five years. Among Pākehā couple-only families, on the other hand, the changes were small, while for Māori the predominant trend was growth in the number of families with no earners. Male sole parents showed a predominant trend of decline in full-time employment, associated with growth in the numbers unemployed and not in the labour force. The female sole-parented group also experienced a decline in employment (full and part-time) which resulted in rising unemployment (also contributed to by more sole mothers being in the labour force). The exception to this pattern was among 45-59 year old Pākehā sole mothers, who showed increases in full-time employment.

Overall, it can be concluded that the most prevalent pattern for two-parent households, of a family dependent on a single full-time wage earner, is ceding its place to other combinations. The associated changes have been different for Māori and Pākehā. While both groups have experienced growth in the numbers of couple-based families without any earners, Pākehā have also experienced growth among families with one-and-a-half or two incomes. Māori also showed increases in this group between 1981 and 1986, but these were reversed by greater declines in the following five years.

Among sole parents, the trends have been different for males and females. Male sole parents have traditionally had high levels of full-time employment. These have declined over the period, while the numbers of unemployed have grown, as have the numbers out of the labour force. Female sole parents have traditionally had low levels of unemployment. These have declined even further (except among older Pākehās). Unemployment rates have climbed more steeply, however, because larger numbers of female sole parents are now in the work force and seeking work.

dependent childen

In general real family income fell during the 1980s, but these results tell us little of the pressures upon families unless we know the demand placed on that income. The average number of dependent children provides a summary measure of family sized and thus an indication of demand on income. The average number of children for each family type is given in Table 7, which shows that with some minor exceptions there has been a decline in the average number of children for all families.

As was to be expected given New Zealand's age-specific fertility patterns, the highest average number of children were found in those families where the parents were aged between 30 and 44 years. Māori consistently had higher average numbers of children than did Pākehā families, regardless of age groups, family type or labour force status. Furthermore two-parent families had more children than sole-parent families.

Taking account of labour force status, it was those parents out of employment who generally had a higher average number of children than those in employment. Among sole-parent families, those who were not in the labour force had the highest average number of children. This is certainly the case for Pākehā sole parents and Māori sole parents. Māori male sole parents show an erratic pattern which is possibly attributable to small numbers involved. Māori two-parent families also tended to have higher numbers of children where at least one parent was unemployed or out of the labour force.

In terms of average number of children per family and demand placed on income, it is clear that not only do different family types have differing needs, but that labour force status also has an influence. Changes in government policy mean that the cost of childbearing for families now extends into and beyond adolescence, a dependency issue unable to be explored in depth here due to data constraints. It should be mentioned that this aspect of familial burden is highly complex and is further complicated by a shift in the timing of family formation. Later childbearing by parents who were themselves born to young parents, for example, will mean that many families may eventually face a double dependency burden, involving both children and grandparents.

WHO IS VULNERABLE?

This section looks at the interaction of income levels, labour force status and the number of children using equivalent median real gross income as the main income statistic (referred to hereafter as equivalent income) to determine those families who are most "at risk". By this is meant those families who are most vulnerable to "social exclusion" (as the Europeans call it; Strobel, 1996). Its genesis is the same economic forces that operated in New Zealand in the late 1980s, particularly policy changes, restructuring, and consequent "spiralling decline of some sectors of activity, areas of employment and entire regions…increasing the risk of declining social cohesion" (Strobel 1996:173).

When equivalent incomes are graphed for Māori and Pākehā families at ages 30-44 years, covering the central family life cycle period
 (see Figure 1) three factors are immediately apparent:

(i)
there is a significant difference in income levels between family types, particularly favouring those with at least one full-time worker;

(ii)
there are significant differentials by ethnicity with Pākehā earning the highest incomes;

(iii)
labour force status has a significant impact on income and this is most evident among couple-only families.


Table 7 Average Number of Children, 1981-1991, by Labour Force Status (LFS), Family Type and Age

	
	Pākehā Families
	Māori Families

	LFS
	1981
	1986
	1991
	
	1981
	
	
	1986
	
	
	1991
	

	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	
	Male Sole-Parent Families
	Male Sole-Parent Families

	A
	1.5
	1.6
	0.7
	1.2
	1.4
	0.6
	1.2
	1.3
	0.5
	1.7
	1.9
	1.4
	1.5
	1.6
	0.9
	1.3
	1.5
	0.7

	B
	1.7
	2.3
	1.3
	1.5
	1.8
	0.9
	1.3
	1.6
	0.8
	1.9
	2.7
	2.3
	1.5
	2.1
	1.3
	1.4
	1.8
	1.1

	C
	1.3
	1.8
	0.9
	0.9
	1.6
	0.7
	1.3
	1.4
	0.6
	4.0
	2.3
	1.0
	1.3
	2.3
	1.0
	1.4
	1.4
	0.9

	D
	1.3
	1.6
	0.6
	1.4
	1.4
	0.6
	1.2
	1.4
	0.7
	2.0
	2.2
	1.8
	1.5
	1.7
	1.1
	1.3
	1.5
	1.0

	
	Female Sole-Parent Families
	Female Sole-Parent Families

	A
	1.3
	1.6
	0.6
	1.3
	1.3
	0.4
	1.2
	1.2
	0.4
	1.4
	1.9
	1.2
	1.4
	1.5
	0.8
	1.4
	1.5
	0.6

	B
	1.6
	2.2
	0.8
	1.5
	1.9
	0.6
	1.5
	1.9
	0.5
	1.8
	2.8
	1.8
	1.7
	2.4
	1.2
	1.8
	2.3
	1.1

	C
	1.5
	2.0
	0.8
	1.4
	1.8
	0.6
	1.4
	1.7
	0.6
	1.8
	2.4
	1.6
	1.6
	1.9
	0.8
	1.5
	1.8
	0.7

	D
	1.3
	1.4
	0.6
	1.4
	1.7
	0.6
	1.4
	1.6
	0.5
	1.4
	1.9
	0.8
	1.6
	2.1
	1.1
	1.7
	2.0
	0.7

	
	Two-Parent Families
	Two-Parent Families

	1
	1.7
	2.1
	1.1
	1.6
	2.0
	0.9
	1.5
	1.9
	0.8
	1.8
	2.7
	1.8
	1.8
	2.2
	1.2
	1.7
	2.0
	1.0

	2
	1.8
	2.4
	1.3
	1.7
	2.2
	1.1
	1.6
	2.1
	1.0
	2.0
	2.9
	2.1
	1.9
	2.5
	1.5
	1.9
	2.3
	1.1

	3
	1.7
	2.4
	1.3
	1.7
	2.3
	1.0
	1.7
	2.2
	0.9
	2.0
	3.1
	2.3
	2.0
	2.8
	1.6
	2.0
	2.5
	1.2

	4
	1.8
	2.2
	1.1
	1.6
	2.1
	1.0
	1.7
	2.1
	0.9
	1.9
	3.8
	2.4
	1.9
	2.6
	1.6
	1.9
	2.2
	1.3

	5
	1.9
	2.2
	1.0
	1.7
	2.2
	0.9
	1.7
	2.2
	0.9
	2.1
	3.1
	2.1
	2.0
	2.9
	1.6
	2.1
	2.6
	1.2

	6
	1.7
	2.4
	1.1
	1.8
	2.3
	0.8
	1.8
	2.2
	0.9
	2.0
	3.4
	2.4
	2.0
	3.0
	1.7
	2.1
	2.8
	1.4


What is less noticeable in Figure 1 is the general pattern of overall decline between 1981 and 1991, with most decline having occurred in the quinquenium 1986-1991 when decreases often outweighed gains made between 1981 and 1986. For those families with parents or partners who were unemployed or non-labour force (many of whom could presumably be in the receipt of state benefits), there was a rise in equivalent income between 1981 and 1986, while all other families experienced equivalent income declines. Between 1986 and 1991 there were declines for most families, with only a few minor exceptions. During this latter period the greatest percentage decline in equivalent income was seen among families with a parent or partner who was not in employment. Interestingly, percentage declines in equivalent income during this period were greater for Pākehā than for Māori families. Across the whole decade, families with a parent or partner in full-time employment experienced the largest percentage declines in equivalent income. Exceptions to this were found among Pākehā families, but not among Māori.

Figure 1: Equivalent Median Gross Income (inflated to 1991 Levels) for Families with Parents or Partners Aged 30-44 Years, 1981, 1986, 1991

[image: image1.jpg]



In New Zealand, the families with highest and lowest incomes show remarkable homogeneity. Thus if one turns to equivalent income as the main measure of vulnerability (those on lower incomes being deemed more at risk, as defined above) it is relatively simple to determine the characteristics of families who were most at risk during the 1980s. In 1981, 1986, and 1991 those families with the lowest equivalent income were predominantly Māori sole parents aged 15 to 29 years who were unemployed or not in the labour force. Conversely, families with the highest equivalent incomes for that period were Pākehā couple-only families at the older ages with both partners in employment (at least one of these being full-time). Equivalent incomes are ranked and summarised in Table 8, from highest to lowest income available per family.

Although ethnicity is important when discussing family income levels, the family type and the labour force status of parents and/or partners are also significant. Those families with parents/partners who are unemployed or not in the labour force are much more likely to have lower rather than higher equivalent incomes. These income patterns are significant when we taken into account the fact that there have also been significant movements in labour force status. Declines in equivalent median income for two-parent families where both partners are unemployed, for example, have taken place alongside increases in the number of families in this situation.

Of perhaps greater important is the effect children have on family income. As is shown in Figure 2, it is parenting families which are overrepresented in the lower income quintiles. Notable in Table 8 was the movement throughout the 1980s of two-parent families which shifted from being amongst the higher income earners in 1981 to amongst the lower in 1991. Because two-parent families are the most common family type and account for half of all families, a large number of people were thus affected by the income declines seen through the 1980s. It seems clear from this that familial wellbeing is linked less to changes in the family than to changes in the economy.

Figure 2: Ratio of Non-Parenting to Parenting Families within each Income Quintile
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Table 8 Key Characteristics of Māori and Pākehā Families Determined by Equivalent Median Gross Real Income (Inflated to 1991 levels)*.

	INCOME
	YEAR
	ETHNICITY
	AGE
	LABOUR FORCE STATUS
	FAMILY TYPE

	1 (Highest)
	1981
	NCP
	Old
	Two Full-time Workers
	CPO

	
	1986
	Pākehā
	Old
	Two Full-Time Workers
	CPO

	
	1991
	Pākehā
	Old
	Two Full-Time Workers
	CPO

	2
	1981
	NCP
	NCP
	At least One Full-Time Worker
	CPO and 2PF

	
	1986
	NCP
	NCP
	At least One Full-Time Worker
	2PF

	
	1991
	NCP
	NCP
	At least One Full-Time Worker
	CPO

	3
	1981
	NCP
	Young to middle
	Low Full-Time Employment
	2PF and CPO

	
	1986
	NCP
	Young
	Low Full-Time Employment
	2PF and CPO

	
	1991
	NCP
	Young to middle
	Low Full-Time Employment
	CPO

	4
	1981
	Pākehā
	Middle to Old
	Not Employed (some Part-Time)
	Fsp and msp

	
	1986
	Pākehā
	Middle
	Not Employed (some Part-Time)
	All Family Types

	
	1991
	Pākehā
	Middle to Old
	Not Employed (some Part-Time)
	Msp and 2PF

	5 (Lowest)
	1981
	Māori 
	Young
	Not Employed
	Fsp and msp

	
	1986
	Māori
	NCP
	Not Employed
	Fsp and msp

	
	1991
	Māori 
	Young
	Not Employed
	Fsp and msp

	
	
	Percent Distribution within Year:

	
	
	1981
	1986
	1991

	Key:
	Msp = Male Sole Parent Families
	2
	2
	3

	
	Fsp = Female Sole Parent Families
	10
	12
	14

	
	CPO = Couple Only Families
	30
	33
	35

	
	2PF = Two-Parent Families
	58
	53
	48

	
	Total
	100
	100
	100

	
	NCP = No Category Predominant
	
	
	


* This paper has cross-classified incomes into 120 categories (family type by labour force status by age by ethnicity) and all categories were ranked from highest to lowest income for each census year. The key characteristic of the categories falling into each quintile were then identified. Among the highest quintile in 1991, for example, there was a predominance of Pākehā couple only families, in the oldest age groups with both partners employed full-time.

discussion

The results presented in this paper show that, in terms of income levels, some families are more disadvantaged than others and are therefore more vulnerable to social exclusion. Furthermore, it is these same families already on low incomes who have suffered most by decreasing participation in full-time employment and who may consequently be seen as more vulnerable to changing economic circumstances at the national level. Female sole parents, for example, are likely to have the lowest family incomes and have also experienced a decline in employment. Although a number of variable have been shown as indicative of income levels and hence vulnerability, the interactions between those variable are complex.

What is clear is that family size is an important factor when looking at family income (see Figure 1 and also Appendix A). Young parents and partners consistently had the lower median incomes. Yet when equivalent income was used as the measure, although age was still important for the highest and lowest income earners, it was less relevant for those earning in the middle ranges. Such a pattern is hardly surprising given that it is younger parents who are most likely to have young children, a constraint typically discouraging the mother's labour force participation and hence inhibiting family income-generation.

The labour force status of the family provides is also an important indicator of vulnerability. The increasing percentage of families with neither parent nor partner in full-time employment documented above indicates a growth in families who are in a position of vulnerability. It is these families with poor employment patterns who also tend to have the largest number of children. As noted above, the presence of these children is in itself a factor inhibiting labour force participation.

The timing of the income declines seen over the 1980s highlights the differential effect of economic policy on family income. For those families with parents/partners in full-time employment, there was continuous erosion of their real income throughout the 1980s, with the most severe declines occurring between 1981 and 1986. For those persons who were unemployed, employed part-time or not in the labour force (and hence receiving low incomes, predominantly in the form of state benefits), there was an increase in real income between 1981 and 1986, but this was followed between 1986 and 1991 by declines, which have been attributed to the benefit reforms that accompanied economic restructuring (Martin 1995, St John 1994).

The results presented in this paper raise a number of important policy issues. For those families identified as vulnerable, that is with limited resources, the issues revolve around the problem of raising children. Added to this is the passing of increasing responsibility for welfare needs from the state to the "family" (Jackson 1994). Not only will income determine a family's ability to meet demands made on its resources, but so too will changes in the levels of fertility and the timing of the first birth (McPherson 1992), factors which have not been able to be explored in depth in this paper. Underlying demographic changes mean, therefore, that the interaction of different size birth cohorts will also affect some families' vulnerability.

Finally, many commentators (e.g. Gibbs 1994) have attributed decreases in family wellbeing to the structural changes families have undergone, notably apparent increases in dysfunctionality, over the past two decades. The increase in the number of sole-parent families, a minority category which was always among the most vulnerable, supports this view. That family well-being is affected less by movement between family type than by exogenous factors such as demographic change can be seen in the evidence on what many commentators view as the most "functional" family type, the majority two-parent form. It is this category which has suffered the most significant declines in income and these cannot be attributed to a movement of some parents away from this family type in favour of sole parenthood.

APPENDIX A  Equivalent Median Gross Real Income

Table 9a: Pākehā Equivalent Median Gross Real Income (inflated to 1991 levels)

	
	
	Sole-Parent Families

	
	LFS
	Male Sole-Parent Families
	Female Sole-Parent Families

	
	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	1981
	A
	32388
	39137
	46985
	27036
	29168
	36738

	
	B
	14127
	13568
	15801
	12785
	12866
	13109

	
	C
	15369
	19781
	23800
	15935
	16729
	18782

	
	D
	7300
	15139
	16744
	12602
	15370
	12882

	1986
	A
	31230
	36964
	44565
	23006
	27132
	34329

	
	B
	16791
	15794
	16930
	15753
	15175
	15495

	
	C
	25223
	22097
	29140
	16623
	16591
	18968

	
	D
	15008
	16793
	17747
	16000
	15449
	15608

	1991
	A
	24495
	32807
	40221
	21588
	27415
	34193

	
	B
	12544
	13348
	14821
	12962
	12577
	13770

	
	C
	16877
	18370
	22834
	14211
	15373
	18284

	
	D
	11237
	13441
	15195
	13254
	13272
	14580

	
	
	Couple Families

	
	
	Two-Parent Families
	Couple-Only Families

	
	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	1981
	1
	42217
	43579
	50537
	60523
	70517
	61720

	
	2
	31686
	36005
	41434
	45954
	53929
	49433

	
	3
	26441
	29386
	33707
	35680
	41899
	40795

	
	4
	26542
	30689
	32975
	29370
	33567
	33253

	
	5
	18513
	22013
	24957
	22378
	21676
	29735

	
	6
	12072
	13163
	16749
	14741
	14954
	21041

	1986
	1
	33648
	38561
	47049
	53983
	64505
	55460

	
	2
	27649
	32304
	37941
	40498
	47089
	43980

	
	3
	24927
	26871
	31912
	34180
	39537
	37666

	
	4
	26234
	27710
	31307
	34559
	35445
	35613

	
	5
	21917
	21775
	24120
	23526
	25521
	27875

	
	6
	15494
	14535
	16922
	16948
	18016
	19761

	1991
	1
	33611
	37911
	46530
	48377
	59642
	51114

	
	2
	27067
	31165
	37081
	36134
	44657
	40380

	
	3
	23207
	27028
	31966
	30879
	39252
	3571

	
	4
	22508
	22856
	27350
	24167
	29500
	28750

	
	5
	18171
	18372
	20908
	19352
	22875
	23250

	
	6
	15094
	14801
	14922
	14323
	16217
	16892


Table 9b: Māori Equivalent Median Gross Real Income (inflated to 1991 levels)

	
	
	Sole-Parent Families

	
	LFS
	Male Sole-Parent Families
	Female Sole-Parent Families

	
	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	1981
	A
	26558
	30590
	33357
	23433
	25087
	27638

	
	B
	8994
	10772
	10331
	9035
	8982
	9103

	
	C
	3832
	16380
	16454
	12548
	13150
	14499

	
	D
	6958
	8018
	8999
	6861
	5839
	7770

	1986
	A
	23960
	28351
	32247
	19235
	22066
	27195

	
	B
	14020
	13430
	14960
	14018
	12618
	13777

	
	C
	21911
	23351
	24239
	14337
	14195
	15205

	
	D
	13343
	13427
	14006
	14235
	13358
	13607

	1991
	A
	20110
	24975
	30449
	18767
	20948
	27276

	
	B
	11233
	11459
	11163
	11859
	10688
	11093

	
	C
	13441
	17205
	21085
	13336
	12867
	14836

	
	D
	10582
	11784
	11275
	12042
	11328
	12465

	
	
	Couple Families

	
	
	Two-Parent Families
	Couple-Only Families

	
	
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59
	15-29
	30-44
	45-59

	1981
	1
	37513
	37540
	41681
	56006
	61454
	59181

	
	2
	27405
	29203
	32327
	39161
	44756
	44756

	
	3
	21612
	21725
	22192
	28718
	30768
	34242

	
	4
	22135
	22001
	18773
	27972
	36363
	#

	
	5
	18256
	16714
	15403
	20279
	21327
	27972

	
	6
	7489
	8515
	9498
	7541
	10839
	13986

	1986
	1
	29685
	32513
	37829
	45527
	51651
	49330

	
	2
	24312
	26593
	29347
	35224
	39210
	39727

	
	3
	20340
	20817
	22775
	26506
	26774
	31120

	
	4
	22663
	24142
	29982
	29907
	25919
	38546

	
	5
	17723
	18322
	17489
	23926
	23926
	25919

	
	6
	13782
	12092
	12937
	16420
	19939
	16450

	1991
	1
	30442
	32156
	37665
	42407
	50593
	45366

	
	2
	24437
	25647
	29693
	31893
	37143
	34566

	
	3
	19152
	20372
	22138
	25804
	28900
	27893

	
	4
	22097
	22004
	21654
	25001
	53334
	31001

	
	5
	15494
	15763
	15500
	18929
	20001
	22001

	
	6
	12510
	12422
	11629
	13217
	14688
	14087
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� It may be considered risky comparing total incomes of employed people with those of people not in the labour force or unemployed, as many of these people would be on benefits and may have reported their net incomes (gross benefit rates being less well known). This is less problematic if benefit income is the sole income source throughout the census year but it could affect those who had received some employment income and some benefit income (Kay Goodger, personal communication).


� Given the closeness of age of New Zealand spouses, it can be assumed that partners will be in approximately the same five year age group (Jackson and Pool 1994). The same assumption about status consistency between spouses cannot be made for ethnicity, however, given the high degree of intermarriage (Pool 1977, Rochford 1993). As shown by Pool and Jackson (no date) differing definitions will give different results. It is not the purpose of this paper, however, to offer a critique of definitions of ethnicity. Rather, the reader needs to be aware that definitions of family ethnicity are far from perfect.


� A further category of "Not Specified" is also available but was not included in this analysis.


� The adjustment factors for this scale are as follows: first adult 1.00; second adult .056; each child 0.33. The latter value is actually the average figure for the first child, but has been used here following the methodology employed by Mitchell and Harding (1993).


� Figure 1 shows the trend for families with parents or partners aged 30-44 years (full equivalent income tables for all ages are shown in Appendix B). This age group was chosen to illustrate the general pattern because parents of this age group have the highest average number of children and quite diverse labour force participation patterns. Some intuitively questionable results can be seen for Māori couple-only families where both partners are employed part-time, but this is merely an artifact of the small cell sizes used to calculate equivalent income.





