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	1
	Purpose of this manual


The Economic Living Standard Index Short Form (ELSISF) is a survey tool for measuring people’s economic standard of living. Economic standard of living refers to the material aspect of wellbeing that is reflected in a person’s consumption and personal possessions – their household durables, clothing, recreations, access to medical services, and so on. (The terms “living standards” and “standard of living” are used here interchangeably to refer to the same construct.) The ELSISF tool yields a score from combining information from a set of items that require 4–6 minutes to administer. 
This manual provides information to determine the usefulness of the ELSISF in a research programme (Section 3). It gives a short description of the composition of the ELSISF (Section 4) and details on how to administer the scale using pen and paper, telephone and face-to-face interview formats (Section 5). The manual gives information for test users to calculate living standard scores (Sections 6 and 7) and to interpret scores (Section 8). Finally, the manual gives normative information from the New Zealand population in 2000 (Section 9). A review of the limitations of the ELSISF is presented in Section 10, and Appendix A contains information on the scale’s validity and reliability.

This publication is the first edition of the ELSISF User Manual. We envisage updating this manual periodically on the basis of feedback from users and to reflect subsequent improvements to the short form itself (eg to update the item pool as the context changes over time). 
The authors invite questions about the use of the ELSISF, and suggestions about how this manual could be improved. We also invite feedback on users’ experiences in applying the scale in the context of their research. 

	2
	Background


The ELSISF is a shortened version of the Economic Living Standard Index (ELSI). This scale was developed as part of the Ministry of Social Development’s continuing research programme on living standards. A detailed technical account of the conceptualisation and development of the long form of the ELSI scale is given in Direct Measurement of Living Standards: The New Zealand ELSI Scale (Jensen et al 2002). At the same time as that report was published, the Ministry also presented results of the first application of the index. New Zealand Living Standards 2000 (Krishnan et al 2002) provided a descriptive account of the living standards of the population and of sub-populations of particular interest to social policy. The report also gave population norms for the instrument (for the year 2000). 
	3
	Types of application of the ELSISF


It is our view that the ELSISF can be useful for four broad research purposes: 
· description

· examination of the effects of living standard differences on other outcomes

· explanation of living standard variation

· evaluation.

3.1 Description

The ELSISF can be used to augment descriptive analyses of survey populations. Its inclusion in a survey enables the population being studied, and subgroups of that population, to be described in terms of living standards in addition to the commonly collected demographic characteristics (eg age, income, ethnicity, education, occupation, gender, parenting status).

3.2 Examination of the effects of living standard differences on other outcomes

The ELSISF can be used to study the effects of living standards on other types of social outcomes. It is now widely believed that living standards differences have pervasive social effects. This issue is most commonly investigated by using a proxy measure of living standards (equivalised income). Income shows statistical associations with a wide range of social variables, but some researchers have argued that correlational analysis has tended to overestimate its importance because of the difficulties in adequately controlling for the effects of variables with which it is correlated (Meyer 2002). The ELSISF provides an additional tool for seeking to disentangle the effects of income from the effects of living standards. More generally, it provides a tool for separating the role of living standards from many other variables known to be associated with social outcomes (eg health status, life expectancy, school attainment, offending), and to build on a picture of the relative importance of living standards in explaining a wide range of phenomena. In such analysis, the ELSISF can be used as one of several independent variables that are used to analyse variation in the phenomena being studied. 

3.3 Explanation of living standard variation

There is interest amongst social scientists and policy makers in achieving a better understanding of the social and economic mechanisms that produce variations in living standards. The issue can be formulated as one of variation between individuals or between groups. Inclusion of the ELSISF in different types of social surveys would permit this issue to be examined in a range of contexts. The issue can be analysed at different levels of sophistication, but there is value in simply augmenting the amount of straightforward empirical information on the statistical associations between living standards and common variables on personal characteristics and circumstances (eg age, income, ethnicity).

3.4 Evaluation 
The ELSISF could contribute to the evaluation of many social interventions. Some social interventions are explicitly intended to raise living standards (especially the living standards of deprived target groups). Other interventions (such as those directed towards improved health or education outcomes) may be expected to raise living standards as a secondary effect. In either case, the ELSISF might offer a convenient tool for use in evaluation studies of the effects of the intervention. In addition, where an intervention is intended to be targeted towards people in deprivation, the ELSISF may be able to contribute towards assessing the effectiveness of the targeting procedure.

	4
	Conceptualisation


Guiding the development of the ELSI and the ELSISF is the conceptualisation that economic standard of living varies along a continuum. At one end are those with a very low standard of living; at the other are those with a very high standard of living. Low standard of living can be characterised by poor access to resources, an inability to socialise with others and the need to economise on many day-to-day activities. People with a high standard of living are distinguished by having access to all the possessions they want, by having the ability to socialise in many varied ways and by having little need to economise on day-to-day activities.
We use items from several domains as indicators of standard of living. Some of these indicators are based on an enforced lack
 (Mack and Lansley 1985) of ownership items and social participation activities. Others are indicators of people’s need to economise on their spending and their self-ratings of their standard of living. The components that make up the scale are:

· ownership restrictions

· social participation restrictions

· economising. 

4.1 Ownership restrictions

Often, people fail to own something they want because they cannot afford it. By contrast, it is an indicator of a high standard of living to have most of the possessions that one wants. The ELSISF includes a range of ownership restrictions items, from those relating to basic necessities (eg good shoes) to more luxurious items (eg dishwasher, waste disposal).

4.2 Social participation restrictions

A second important indicator of living standards is a restriction in the social activities that a person wants to undertake but cannot because of cost. In contrast, it is an indicator of high living standards to be free of such a restriction. The ELSISF measures a range of social participation restrictions, ranging from basic social activities (eg giving presents to family or friends) to more luxurious items (eg going on an overseas holiday every three years).

4.3 Economising

When people are in a position of financial hardship, they will often reduce their spending on day-to-day activities. In contrast, people with high living standards will generally be free from a need to economise in this way. The ELSISF assesses the extent to which people report economising in key areas including clothing, medical care and home heating. The behaviours examined range from areas where few people should have to economise at all (eg staying in bed to save on heating costs) to areas where many people can be expected to economise at least a little (eg buying new clothes).

4.4 Self-ratings

Self-ratings give a person’s own perceptions and assessment of their situation. Three such items are used in the ELSISF:

· the respondent’s rating of their standard of living
· the adequacy of their current income to meet their everyday needs
· their satisfaction with their standard of living.
	5
	Administration


The ELSISF can be administered as a pen and paper test, as part of a telephone survey or as part of a face-to-face interview. This section gives the questions and the instructions necessary to administer the ELSISF. Users are free to reproduce these sections.

5.1 Conventions

To guide administration of the ELSISF, interviewer instructions are given in a box that looks like the example below:

	Q1


	Read out

Text to read out is in this box.

	
	Instructions are in this box.


Participant instructions are presented in a shadowed box, eg:
5.2 Economic Living Standards Index (Short Form: pen and paper version)


	1
	Telephone
	
	5
	A best outfit for special occasions

	
	a ( Yes – have it
	
	
	a ( Yes – have it

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it
	
	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	c ( No – because of the cost

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	d ( No – for some other reason

	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Washing machine
	
	6
	Personal computer

	
	a ( Yes – have it
	
	
	a ( Yes – have it

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it
	
	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	c ( No – because of the cost

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	d ( No – for some other reason

	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Heating available in all main rooms
	
	7
	Home contents insurance

	
	a ( Yes – have it
	
	
	a ( Yes – have it

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it
	
	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	c ( No – because of the cost

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	d ( No – for some other reason

	
	
	
	
	

	4
	A good pair of shoes
	
	
	

	
	a ( Yes – have it
	
	
	

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it
	
	
	

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



	8
	Give presents to family or friends on birthdays, Christmas or other special occasions
	
	13
	Have a night out at least once a fortnight

	
	a ( Yes – do it
	
	
	a ( Yes – do it

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want to
	
	
	b ( No – because I don’t want to

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	c ( No – because of the cost

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	d ( No – for some other reason

	
	
	
	
	

	9
	Visit the hairdresser once every three months
	
	14
	Have family or friends over for a meal at least once a month

	
	a ( Yes – do it
	
	
	a ( Yes – do it

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want to
	
	
	b ( No – because I don’t want to

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	c ( No – because of the cost

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	d ( No – for some other reason

	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Have holidays away from home every year
	
	
	

	
	a ( Yes – do it
	
	
	

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want to
	
	
	

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	11
	Enough room for family to stay the night
	
	
	

	
	a ( Yes – do it
	
	
	

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want to
	
	
	

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	12
	Have a holiday overseas at least every three years
	
	
	

	
	a ( Yes – do it
	
	
	

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want to
	
	
	

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	



	15
	Gone without fresh fruit and vegetables to help keep down costs
	
	20
	NOT picked up a prescription to help keep down costs

	
	a ( Not at all
	
	
	a ( Not at all

	
	b ( A little
	
	
	b ( A little

	
	c ( A lot
	
	
	c ( A lot

	
	
	
	
	

	16
	Continued wearing clothing that was worn out because you couldn’t afford a replacement
	
	21
	Spent less time on hobbies than you would like to help keep down costs

	
	a ( Not at all
	
	
	a ( Not at all

	
	b ( A little
	
	
	b ( A little

	
	c ( A lot
	
	
	c ( A lot

	
	
	
	
	

	17
	Put off buying clothes for as long as possible to help keep down costs
	
	22
	Done without or cut back on trips to the shops or other local places to help keep down costs

	
	a ( Not at all
	
	
	a ( Not at all

	
	b ( A little
	
	
	b ( A little

	
	c ( A lot
	
	
	c ( A lot

	
	
	
	
	

	18
	Stayed in bed longer to save on heating costs
	
	
	

	
	a ( Not at all
	
	
	

	
	b ( A little
	
	
	

	
	c ( A lot
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	19
	Postponed or put off visits to the doctor to help keep down costs
	
	
	

	
	a ( Not at all
	
	
	

	
	b ( A little
	
	
	

	
	c ( A lot
	
	
	



	23
	Generally, how would you rate your material standard of living?
	
	
	

	
	a ( High
	
	
	

	
	b ( Fairly high
	
	
	

	
	c ( Medium
	
	
	

	
	d ( Fairly low
	
	
	

	
	e ( Low
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	24
	Generally, how satisfied are you with your current material standard of living?
	
	
	

	
	a ( Very satisfied
	
	
	

	
	b ( Satisfied
	
	
	

	
	c ( Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
	
	
	

	
	d ( Dissatisfied
	
	
	

	
	e ( Very dissatisfied
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	25
	How well does your (and your partner’s combined) total income meet your everyday needs for such things as accommodation, food, clothing and other necessities? Would you say you have not enough money, just enough money, enough money, or more than enough money?
	
	
	

	
	a ( Not enough
	
	
	

	
	b ( Just enough
	
	
	

	
	c ( Enough
	
	
	

	
	d ( More than enough
	
	
	


5.3 ELSISF – telephone survey and face-to-face interview versions 

	Q1
	Read out

Do you have (name the item)?

	
	If necessary: by have, I mean have access to in your household

If response is “yes, have it”, circle box A and go to the next item.

If response is “No”, go to Q2.

	
	
	

	Q2
	Read out

Can you tell me whether the reason you don’t have (name the item) is because you don’t want it, because of the cost, or some other reason?

	
	Circle the box that corresponds with the respondent’s answer (B, C or D).

Go to the next item.

	
	


	
	Item description
	A
Yes, have it
	B
No, because I don’t want it
	C
No, because of the cost
	D 
No, for some other reason

	1
	A best outfit for special occasions
	1
	1
	0
	1

	2
	A washing machine
	1
	1
	0
	1

	3
	Heating available in all rooms
	1
	1
	0
	1

	4
	A good pair of shoes
	1
	1
	0
	1

	5
	A telephone
	1
	1
	0
	1

	6
	A personal computer
	1
	 1
	0
	 1

	7
	Home contents insurance
	1
	 1
	0
	 1



	Q3
	Read out

Can you tell me whether you (name the activity)?

	
	If response is “yes, do it”, circle box A and go to the next item.

If response is “No”, go to Q4.

	
	
	

	Q4
	Read out

Can you tell me whether the reason you don’t (name the activity) is because you don’t want to, because of the cost, or some other reason?

	
	Circle the box that corresponds with the respondent’s answer (B, C or D).

Go to the next item.

	
	


	
	Activity description
	A
Yes, do it
	B
No, because I don’t want to
	C
No, because of the cost
	D 
No, for some other reason

	8
	Give presents to family or friends on birthdays, Christmas or other special occasions
	1
	1
	0
	1

	9
	Visit the hairdresser once every three months
	1
	1
	0
	1

	10
	Have holidays away from home every year
	1
	1
	0
	1

	11
	Have a holiday overseas at least every three years
	1
	1
	0
	1

	12
	Have a night out 
at least once a fortnight
	1
	1
	0
	1

	13
	Have family or friends over for a meal at least once a month
	1
	1
	0
	1

	14
	Have enough room for family to stay the night
	1
	1
	0
	1


	Q5
	Read out

Now I am going to ask you about some things some people do to help keep costs down. In the last 12 months, have you done any of these things not at all, a little, or a lot?

	
	Read out each item and circle the number that corresponds to the respondent’s answer.


	
	Economising items
	Not at all
	A little
	A lot

	15
	Gone without fresh fruit and vegetables to help keep down costs
	2
	1
	0

	16
	Continued wearing clothing that was worn out because you couldn’t afford a replacement
	2
	1
	0

	17
	Put off buying clothes for as long as possible to help keep down costs
	2
	1
	0

	18
	Stayed in bed longer to save on heating 
costs
	2
	1
	0

	19
	Postponed or put off visits to the doctor to help keep down costs
	2
	1
	0

	20
	NOT picked up a prescription to help keep down costs
	2
	1
	0

	21
	Spent less time on hobbies than you would like to help keep down costs
	2
	1
	0

	22
	Done without or cut back on trips to the shops or other local places to help keep down costs
	2
	1
	0


	Q6
	Read out

The following questions are about your material standard of living – the things that money can buy. Your material standard of living does NOT include your capacity to enjoy life. You should NOT take your health into account.

	
	Read out each item and circle the number in the column that best applies.


	23
	Generally, how would you rate your material standard of living? Would you say that it is high, fairly high, medium, fairly low or low?

	
	High
	Fairly high
	Medium
	Fairly low
	Low

	
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0


	24
	Generally, how satisfied are you with your current material standard of living? Would you say you were very satisfied, satisfied, neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, dissatisfied or very dissatisfied?

	
	Very satisfied
	Satisfied
	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
	Dissatisfied
	Very dissatisfied

	
	4
	3
	2
	1
	0


	25
	How well does your (and your partner’s combined) total income meet your everyday needs for such things as accommodation, food, clothing and other necessities? Would you say you have not enough money, just enough money, enough money, or more than enough money?

	
	Not enough
	Just enough
	Enough
	More than enough

	
	0
	1
	2
	3


	6
	Coding participant responses


This section gives our recommendation for the best way to code a person’s responses as it provides an easy means of computing the final ELSISF score. The ownership items and social participation items are scored as an enforced lack, meaning that the item is only counted as an indicator of low living standards if cost is the only reason someone does not have the item or does not do the activity. 

6.1 Pen and paper version

For the pen and paper version of the ELSISF, use the following scheme to code the participant’s responses. 
	Ownership items (items 1–7)
	Code

	Yes, have it
	1

	No, because I don’t want it
	1

	No, because of the cost
	0

	No, for some other reason
	1


	Social participation items (items 8–14)
	Code

	Yes, do it
	1

	No, because I don’t want to
	1

	No, because of the cost
	0

	No, for some other reason
	1


	Economising items
	Code

	Not at all
	2

	A little
	1

	A lot
	0


	Self-rating – standard of living
	Code

	High
	4

	Fairly high
	3

	Medium
	2

	Fairly low
	1

	Low
	0


	Self-rating – satisfaction with standard of living
	Code

	Very satisfied
	4

	Satisfied
	3

	Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
	2

	Dissatisfied
	1

	Very dissatisfied
	0


	Self-rating – adequacy of income
	Code

	Not enough
	0

	Just enough
	1

	Enough
	2

	More than enough
	3


6.2 Telephone survey and face-to-face interview versions

Codes for scoring the telephone survey and face-to-face interview versions are given beside the items in the questionnaires. Use these to code the participant’s responses.
	7
	Scoring


This section provides the information necessary to add together the scores for individual items to produce the final ELSISF score. It contains information on the scale intervals, which are the primary form of descriptive analysis.

7.1 Calculating the ELSISF score

The procedure for obtaining a respondent’s ELSISF score is essentially the sum of the responses, although there is a slight truncation (adjustment) at the bottom end of the distribution. 
To calculate the respondent’s ELSISF score:
1. add together all the responses to all the items to get a total score

2. set total scores with a value less than 10 to equal 10 (to truncate the outliers)

3. subtract 10 from each respondent’s total score (so that respondents with the lowest possible standard of living have a score of 0).
This final value is the ELSISF score.

7.2 Score intervals

In developing the original ELSI scale, we found it was useful to be able to classify scores into a set of compact intervals (especially for descriptive purposes). The score ranges for the ELSISF are given below. These ranges have been specified in a way that is very similar to results obtained from the longer ELSI scale; however, the reduction in range between the ELSI scale (which is scored from 0 to 60) and the ELSISF (which has a range of 0 to 31) means that the ELSI intervals will not always map perfectly onto the ELSISF intervals. This is not a problematic issue as the differences between the two distributions are generally small. (Comparisons between the distribution of each scale is presented in Appendix A.)

	Score ranges for the ELSISF

	ELSISF score 
	Living standard level
	Label

	0 – 8
	1
	Severe hardship2

	9 – 12 
	2
	Significant hardship2

	13 – 16
	3
	Some hardship


	17 – 20 
	4
	Fairly comfortable

	21 – 24 
	5
	Comfortable

	25 – 28 
	6
	Good

	29 – 31 
	7
	Very good


The following two examples illustrate how the scoring and labels are used. The second example is designed to show how the truncation is applied to responses.

7.3 Example 1

Below are the responses that Claudette, aged 23 from Invercargill, gave when administered the pen and paper version of the ELSISF. This example illustrates how to score the questionnaire when a person’s raw score falls below 10.

	1
	Telephone
	
	6
	Personal computer

	
	a ( Yes – have it
	
	
	a ( Yes – have it

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it
	
	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	c ( No – because of the cost

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	d ( No – for some other reason

	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Washing machine
	
	7
	Home contents insurance

	
	a ( Yes – have it
	
	
	a ( Yes – have it

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it
	
	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	c ( No – because of the cost

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	d ( No – for some other reason

	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Heating available in all main rooms
	
	8
	Give presents to family or friends on birthdays, Christmas or other special occasions

	
	a ( Yes – have it
	
	
	a ( Yes – do it

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it
	
	
	b ( No – because I don’t want to

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	c ( No – because of the cost

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	d ( No – for some other reason

	
	
	
	
	

	4
	A good pair of shoes
	
	9
	Visit the hairdresser once every three months

	
	a ( Yes – have it
	
	
	a ( Yes – do it

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it
	
	
	b ( No – because I don’t want to

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	c ( No – because of the cost

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	d ( No – for some other reason

	
	
	
	
	

	5
	A best outfit for special occasions
	
	10
	Have holidays away from home every year

	
	a ( Yes – have it
	
	
	a ( Yes – do it

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it
	
	
	b ( No – because I don’t want to

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	c ( No – because of the cost

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	d ( No – for some other reason


	11
	Enough room for family to stay the night
	
	17
	Put off buying clothes for as long as possible to help keep down costs

	
	a ( Yes – have it
	
	
	a ( Not at all

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want it
	
	
	b ( A little

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	c ( A lot

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	12
	Have a holiday overseas at least every three years
	
	18
	Stayed in bed longer to save on heating costs

	
	a ( Yes – do it
	
	
	a ( Not at all

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want to
	
	
	b ( A little

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	c ( A lot

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	13
	Have a night out at least once a fortnight
	
	19
	Postponed or put off visits to the doctor to help keep down costs

	
	a ( Yes – do it
	
	
	a ( Not at all

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want to
	
	
	b ( A little

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	c ( A lot

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	14
	Have family or friends over for a meal at least once a month
	
	20
	NOT picked up a prescription to help keep down costs

	
	a ( Yes – do it
	
	
	a ( Not at all

	
	b ( No – because I don’t want to
	
	
	b ( A little

	
	c ( No – because of the cost
	
	
	c ( A lot

	
	d ( No – for some other reason
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	15
	Gone without fresh fruit and vegetables to help keep down costs
	
	21
	Spent less time on hobbies than you would like to help keep down costs

	
	a ( Not at all
	
	
	a ( Not at all

	
	b ( A little
	
	
	b ( A little

	
	c ( A lot
	
	
	c ( A lot

	
	
	
	
	

	16
	Continued wearing clothing that was worn out because you couldn’t afford a replacement
	
	22
	Done without or cut back on trips to the shops or other local places to help keep down costs

	
	a ( Not at all
	
	
	a ( Not at all

	
	b ( A little
	
	
	b ( A little

	
	c ( A lot
	
	
	c ( A lot


	23
	Generally, how would you rate your material standard of living?
	
	
	

	
	a ( High
	
	
	

	
	b ( Fairly high
	
	
	

	
	c ( Medium
	
	
	

	
	d ( Fairly low
	
	
	

	
	e ( Low
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	24
	Generally, how satisfied are you with your current material standard of living?
	
	
	

	
	a ( Very satisfied
	
	
	

	
	b ( Satisfied
	
	
	

	
	c ( Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
	
	
	

	
	d ( Dissatisfied
	
	
	

	
	e ( Very dissatisfied
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	25
	How well does your (and your partner’s combined) total income meet your everyday needs for such things as accommodation, food, clothing and other necessities? Would you say you have not enough money, just enough money, enough money, or more than enough money?
	
	
	

	
	a ( Not enough
	
	
	

	
	b ( Just enough
	
	
	

	
	c ( Enough
	
	
	

	
	d ( More than enough
	
	
	


· Claudette’s responses add up to 7 (2 for ownership restrictions, 3 for social participation, 2 for economising and 0 for self-ratings).

· Her score is less than 10, so she is assigned a new score of 10.

· By subtracting 10 from her score, her ELSISF score is 0.

This is her final ELSISF score and means that her standard of living can be described as “severe hardship”.

Had Claudette’s responses added to a value greater than 10 (eg 12), then there would have been no need to adjust her raw score. In that situation, her ELSISF score would have been computed in the following way.

· Her score is greater than 10 so there is no need to make it equal to 10.

· By subtracting 10 from her raw score, her ELSISF score becomes 2.

7.5 Estimating ELSI scores from ELSISF scores

The close match between the ELSI distribution and the ELSISF distribution means that it is possible to estimate accurately a respondent’s ELSI score from their ELSISF score. The estimated ELSI score (ELSIestimate) is obtained using the following formula.

ELSIestimate = ELSISF * 1.935
	8
	Interpreting the ELSISF scores


To allow interpretation of ELSISF scores, calibration results have been produced in the form of statistical profiles that indicate the material living standard characteristic of each of the seven standard score ranges. The calibration results relate to:

· the extent to which people lacked basic items of consumption (eg postponed doctor’s visits because of cost)

· the extent to which people had comforts and luxuries (eg overseas holidays)

· the extent to which people had financial problems (eg unable to keep up with electricity payments)

· the extent to which people had problems with their accommodation 
(eg dampness)

· for families with dependent children, the extent to which they lacked children’s basic items of consumption (eg children’s wet-weather clothing).

The calibration results for lacking basics and having comforts/luxuries are shown in Figure 1. The results for the other types of calibration data are shown in Figure 2. Details about the items and analysis procedure are given in New Zealand Living Standards 2000 and Direct Measurement of Living Standards: The New Zealand ELSI Scale
.
Both figures show that people at level 1 lack about a third of the calibration set of basics and have only a tenth of the comforts/luxuries, indicating substantial hardship. The proportion of basics lacked reduces progressively from level 2 to level 7 (as does the proportion of child basics lacked amongst families with children, given below), while the proportion of comforts/luxuries that are possessed rises progressively. Results for financial and accommodation problems (Figure 2) follow the same pattern as results for basics.
Figure 1
Average proportion lacking basics and having comforts/luxuries by ELSI score levels –2000
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Figure 2

Average proportion lacking child basics and having financial and accommodation problems – 2000
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The calibration results are combined in the following table. One area of application of the scale is to the study of hardship. The bottom three levels can be interpreted as indicating varying degrees of hardship. 
	Calibration summary (2000)

	ELSISF score range
	ELSI level
	Calibration results
	Label

	0–8
	Level 1
	Lack 39% of basics

Have 10% of comforts/luxuries

Have 52% of the financial problems

Have 34% of the accommodation problems

Lack 24% of the child basics
	Severe hardship

	9–12
	Level 2
	Lack 22% of basics

Have 17% of comforts/luxuries

Have 38% of the financial problems

Have 27% of the accommodation problems

Lack 13% of the child basics
	Significant hardship

	13–16
	Level 3
	Lack 13% of basics

Have 24% of comforts/luxuries

Have 23% of the financial problems

Have 22% of the accommodation problems

Lack 7% of the child basics
	Some hardship

	17–20
	Level 4
	Lack 6% of basics

Have 31% of comforts/luxuries

Have 12% of the financial problems

Have 14% of the accommodation problems

Lack 3% of the child basics
	Fairly comfortable



	21–24
	Level 5
	Lack 2% of basics

Have 44% of comforts/luxuries

Have 6% of the financial problems

Have 11% of the accommodation problems

Lack 1% of the child basics
	Comfortable



	25–28
	Level 6
	Lack 0.1% of basics

Have 64% of comforts/luxuries

Have 2% of the financial problems

Have 7% of the accommodation problems

Lack 0% of the child basics
	Good



	29–31
	Level 7
	Lack 0% of basics

Have 88% of comforts/luxuries

Have 1% of the financial problems

Have 4% of the accommodation problems

Lack 0% of the child basics
	Very good




	9
	Normative information


This section gives descriptive information on the living standards of the New Zealand population in 2000 using the ELSISF. (The results are based on revised sample weights: see footnote 4 on page 21.) The mean and standard deviation for each graph is also included. In presenting the graphs, the living standard distribution has been divided into the seven intervals described in the previous section. 

9.1 Population

The overall distribution shows that 80 percent of the population have living standards scores that place them in the “fairly comfortable” to “very good” living standards categories. One in five New Zealanders, however, have living standards scores that place them in “severe hardship”, “significant hardship” or “some hardship”. The mean ELSISF score for the total population is 21.7, which falls within the score range described as “comfortable”. The standard deviation for this mean is 6.4.

Those with living standards at level 1 (which is characterised as living in severe hardship, the lowest end of the living standards continuum) comprise 4 percent of the population. Those at level 2 (which marks the significant hardship part of the continuum) make up a further 5 percent of the population. Level 3, representing some hardship, consists of 11 percent of the population. Level 4 is described as fairly comfortable living standards and is enjoyed by 15 percent of the population. Level 5 is described as a comfortable standard of living and accounts for 22 percent of the population. Level 6 represents a good standard of living, and almost a third (31 percent) of the population has an ELSISF score that places them at this level. Those with scores at level 7 of the ELSISF continuum have the highest living standards of the population; one in every 9 New Zealanders (11 percent) has a score that places them in the top living standard category.
Figure 3

ELSI Short Form distribution of the total New Zealand Population – 2000
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9.2 Ethnicity

The distribution of living standards by ethnicity shows marked differences for the three different ethnic groups. The European population on the whole has a favourable distribution, with the majority of the population having living standards that are described as “fairly comfortable” or “good”. In contrast, the distributions for the Mäori and Pacific populations are less favourable, with higher proportions at the lower and middle parts of the scale and lower proportions at the top end of the scale.
Figure 4

ELSI Short Form distribution of New Zealand population by ethnicity – 2000
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9.3 Age

Living standards vary according to age – older people tend to have better living standards than younger people. Figure 5 shows that 23 percent of working-age people are in some degree of hardship and 39 percent have a “good” or “very good” standard of living. In contrast, less than 6 percent of older people experience a similar degree of hardship, while 67 percent have a “good” or “very good” standard of living.
Figure 5

ELSI Short Form distribution of New Zealand population by age – 2000
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9.4 Family type

This subsection shows the ELSISF living standards distribution by family type. Figure 6 shows the living standards of sole-parent families (many of whom are benefit recipients), two-parent families, single people and couple-only families. 

These show a very similar picture to the results found in Living Standards 2000 using the full ELSI scale. Sole-parent families have the lowest living standards score of this group, with over 55 percent living in some degree of hardship. Just 20 percent of two-parent families and 18 percent of single people experience such hardship, while only about 9 percent of couple-only families are living in hardship.
Figure 6

ELSI Short Form Distribution of New Zealand population by economic family unit type – 2000
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	Scale limitations


While the scale has a number of desirable features that make it suitable for a number of research purposes, there are some reservations that should be kept in mind when it is used. In addition, the scale has certain inherent limitations that should be considered when deciding whether to use it and how the results should be interpreted.

10.1 Scale compression 

Our analysis of individual scale items and of the shape of the item response curves (which indicate the point on the continuum where each item offers maximum discrimination) suggests that the ELSISF has some degree of compression at the top end, resulting in a greater degree of right-hand skew than would otherwise be the case. While score differences in the upper part of the range do have discrimination power, score values are probably closer together then ideally they should be. The most promising way of extending the top part of the range is probably to include items that make distinctions of quality. In contemporary societies, quality is an important signifier of standard of living. The failure to incorporate this dimension into the scale’s items does not mean that it is not to some extent captured by scale scores. It is likely, for example, that people with high ELSISF scores – who record overseas holidays and do not economise at all on shopping or the pursuit of hobbies – have, for instance, better quality clothing on average than people with low scores. In other words, some items that contribute to high scores are probably functioning partly as proxies for measuring quality. Nonetheless, the introduction of distinctions of quality is desirable: it could be expected to increase both the scale’s discriminating power and validity.
10.2 Comparability with the ELSI scale 

One of the goals in the development of the ELSISF was to develop a scale that closely replicated results that would be obtained if the full ELSI scale were used. This has largely been achieved, with both scales producing similar mean scores and spreads for the population and for important population subgroups. In addition to replicating the means and standard deviations of the ELSI scale, we also sought to produce a scale that groups respondents into the same living standard level using the ELSI and the ELSISF. For instance, both scales should show that a similar percentage of the population is living in severe hardship.

Our view is that this has largely been achieved. Both scales classify the same proportion of people into each scale level for the population and for most subgroups. There are however, several groups where the variance between the scales is greater than it would ideally be, eg Māori and Pacific peoples and two-parent families. While ELSISF identifies a similar percentage of people in hardship (ie in “severe hardship”, “significant hardship” or “some hardship”) to the ELSI scale, there are differences when comparisons are made between individual intervals. In part, this is because the interval widths for the short form are smaller than those of the ELSI scale. As such, scores close to the start or end of a given interval on the ELSI scale could fall in a different interval on the short form. Differences between the two scales, however, are also a result of increased measurement error. Although the short form has high reliability, information is lost by reducing the number of items from 40 to 25. However, these differences will not be problematic if comparisons are only made between studies that have used the same version of the Economic Living Standard Index. For this reason, we have provided the short form norms in Appendix A.

10.3 Item meaning and context

Both the ELSI scale and the short form have been developed in a particular social and economic context (New Zealand in 2000). To some degree, its content is specific to that context. Over time, the item set will age and some items will change their properties and cease to contribute to the measurement of living standards. For example, computer ownership presently contributes to the scale’s discriminating power in the upper part of the continuum. If computers become inexpensive and universally owned (like television sets), the item will no longer effectively discriminate. Any decline in the utility of the item set is likely to occur comparatively slowly. However, it is desirable – as with the Consumer Price Index – for the scale’s content to be reviewed from time to time to ensure that its validity and discriminating power are preserved.

10.4 Scope of the scale

When planning research, it will need to be kept in mind that an economic living standard, as measured by the ELSISF, represents only one aspect of wellbeing. When the purpose of the research requires that consideration to be given to other aspects (such as quality of life, life satisfaction, happiness, and so on), then it will be necessary to include separate measures of those things. Some purposes may be best served using a suite of measures.
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	Appendix A – Validity and reliability of the ELSISF


Relationship between ELSI and ELSISF
The scores obtained using the ELSISF are highly correlated with those obtained using the ELSI scale. For instance: for the total population, r = .99; for Maori, r = .98; for Pacific peoples, r = .99; for 18–64 year olds, r = .99; for 65 years and over, r = .99; for two-parent families and one-parent families, r = .99; and for couples and single people, r = .98.

In addition to providing similar scores to the ELSI scale, the ELSIestimate also produces a similar distribution. This is summarised in Table A1, which shows that the ELSISF produces a similar mean and standard deviation for the population, and also for subgroups within the population. Table A2 shows the percentage distribution of scores, for the same subgroups, into the seven ELSI levels. This distribution is shown for both long and short forms of ELSI. (The results are based on revised sample weights: see footnote 4 on page 21.)
Table A1

	Mean scores: ELSISF, ELSIestimate and ELSI on selected demographic variables

	Demographic 
group
	Version
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	Total population
	Short form: ELSISF
	21.11
	6.72

	
	Short form: ELSIESTIMATE
	40.86
	13.00

	
	Long form: ELSI
	40.76
	12.78

	Mäori
	Short form: ELSISF
	17.84
	6.57

	
	Short form: ELSIESTIMATE
	34.52
	12.72

	
	Long form: ELSI
	34.71
	12.34

	Pacific
	Short form: ELSISF
	15.37
	7.16

	
	Short form: ELSIESTIMATE
	29.75
	13.86

	
	Long form: ELSI
	29.60
	13.56

	NZ European
	Short form: ELSISF
	22.27
	6.24

	
	Short form: ELSIESTIMATE
	43.09
	12.07

	
	Long form: ELSI
	42.93
	11.90


Table A1 continued…

	Demographic 
group
	Version
	Mean
	Standard deviation

	Working-age people
	Short form: ELSISF
	20.63
	6.81

	
	Short form: ELSIESTIMATE
	39.93
	13.19

	
	Long form: ELSI
	39.89
	12.96

	Older people (65+)
	Short form: ELSISF
	24.81
	4.38

	
	Short form: ELSIESTIMATE
	48.01
	8.48

	
	Long form: ELSI
	47.42
	8.72

	Two-parent families
	Short form: ELSISF
	20.51
	6.62

	
	Short form: ELSIESTIMATE
	39.69
	12.80

	
	Long form: ELSI
	39.46
	12.73

	Sole-parent families
	Short form: ELSISF
	14.79
	6.89

	
	Short form: ELSIESTIMATE
	28.96
	13.34

	
	Long form: ELSI
	28.88
	12.97

	Couple-only families
	Short form: ELSISF
	23.58
	5.67

	
	Short form: ELSIESTIMATE
	45.63
	10.98

	
	Long form: ELSI
	45.54
	10.65

	Single people
	Short form: ELSISF
	21.91
	6.10

	
	Short form: ELSIESTIMATE
	42.40
	11.80

	
	Long form: ELSI
	42.47
	11.43


Table A2

	Distribution of ELSISF and ELSI

	Demographic group
	
	Severe Hardship
	Significant Hardship
	Some Hardship
	Fairly Comfortable
	Comfortable
	Good
	Very Good

	Total population
	ELSISF
	5.5
	6.6
	11.7
	15.4
	21.9
	28.9
	10.0

	
	ELSI
	4.6
	6.5
	12.2
	16.1
	22.9
	29.1
	8.6

	Mäori
	ELSISF
	8.7
	11.5
	21.8
	19.8
	20.4
	13.4
	4.4

	
	ELSI
	7.1
	10.1
	23.0
	21.7
	22.8
	11.5
	3.7

	Pacific 
	ELSISF
	19.4
	15.8
	20.1
	17.2
	15.7
	10.4
	1.3

	
	ELSI
	15.5
	17.4
	24.1
	16.2
	15.7
	9.7
	1.2

	NZ European
	ELSISF
	3.7
	4.8
	9.0
	13.9
	23.2
	33.4
	12.1

	
	ELSI
	3.1
	4.9
	9.0
	14.6
	24.0
	33.9
	10.5

	Working age
	ELSISF
	6.1
	7.4
	12.7
	16.4
	22.2
	25.7
	9.6

	
	ELSI
	5.1
	7.2
	13.1
	17.1
	23.0
	26.3
	8.1

	Older people (65+)
	ELSISF
	0.8
	1.2
	4.1
	7.6
	19.5
	53.5
	13.2

	
	ELSI
	0.7
	1.3
	4.5
	8.6
	21.7
	50.5
	12.6

	Two-parent families
	ELSISF
	5.6
	7.2
	14.2
	17.4
	22.7
	23.9
	9.1

	
	ELSI
	4.5
	8.1
	13.8
	18.2
	23.6
	24.0
	7.9

	Sole parents
	ELSISF
	18.9
	16.9
	21.7
	20.4
	12.2
	8.9
	1.0

	
	ELSI
	17.1
	14.3
	25.9
	21.5
	13.3
	7.2
	0.8

	Couple-only families
	ELSISF
	2.3
	2.7
	7.2
	10.4
	21.7
	40.4
	15.3

	
	ELSI
	1.8
	2.7
	7.0
	11.4
	22.9
	41.1
	13.1

	Single people
	ELSISF
	3.4
	5.8
	8.6
	15.5
	24.7
	32.4
	9.6

	
	ELSI
	2.7
	5.1
	9.6
	15.5
	25.5
	33.2
	8.4


Correlation with other measures

Like the ELSI scale, the ELSISF has an association with variables that can be expected to be associated with standard of living. The correlations between these variables, the ELSI scale and the ELSISF are contained in Table A3. Table A3 shows that the ELSISF achieves similar levels of association with these variables to the ELSI scale, supporting the ELSISF’s utility as a measure of standard of living. 

Table A3

	Correlation coefficients between ELSISF, ELSI and validation measures

	Measure
	ELSISF
	ELSI

	Housing adjusted equivalised disposable income

	 .56
	 .55

	Equivalised disposable income
	 .47
	 .45

	Unable to save money most months
	–.42
	–.42

	Unable to get $5000 in an emergency
	–.54
	–.53

	Unable to get $1500 in an emergency
	–.51
	–.51

	Health-related stress
	–.44
	–.44

	Possession of a community services card
	–.35
	–.35

	Problems with accommodation
	–.40
	–.40

	Financial problems
	–.59
	–.59

	Child basics lacked
	–.55
	–.54


Scale reliability

Reliability is a widely used concept to describe the internal consistency of a test or measure. Tests that are highly reliable will contain little unsystematic measurement error and tend to produce similar responses to items that measure similar constructs. Reliability, as assessed by coefficient alpha is .88 for the ELSISF. This represents excellent internal consistency.

	B
	Appendix B – Glossary


	Basics
	Used for ELSISF scale calibration. This refers to things whose absence is widely regarded as implying deprivation.

	Comforts and luxuries
	Used for ELSISF scale calibration. This refers to things that many people regard as desirable but few regard as indispensable. They give the owner a higher standard of living than is provided by basics alone.

	Economic family unit
	An economic family unit (EFU) is an adult, their partner 
(if any) and their dependent children (if any). 

	Economic living standards
	The material aspect of wellbeing that is reflected in a person’s consumption and personal possessions – their household durables, clothing, recreations, access to medical services, and so on.

	Economising
	One component of the ELSISF. This measures the extent to which someone has to reduce their spending on day-to-day activities (eg buying fresh fruit and vegetables).

	Enforced lack
	An enforced lack occurs when a person would like to have a durable (eg a washing machine) but does not have it because of the cost. Similarly, it occurs when a person would like to engage in a particular activity (eg have holidays away from home) but does not do so because of cost. 

	Living standards
	See “economic living standards”.

	Ownership restrictions
	One component of the ELSISF. This measures restrictions in durables because of cost (eg unable to afford a telephone).

	Reliability
	An assessment of the measurement error within a test. Tests with high reliability (above .8) have little measurement error and generally produce consistent results. Tests with low reliability (below .6) have much greater amounts of measurement error and produce inconsistent results.

	Self-ratings
	One component of the ELSISF. This measures a person’s own perceptions of their material standard of living. 

	Social participation restrictions
	One component of the ELSISF. This measures restrictions in social participation because of cost (eg unable to afford having friends and family around for dinner)

	Standard of living
	See “economic living standards”.

	Validity
	An assessment of the extent to which the test actually measures the construct under investigation.


For the following items, please indicate whether you have (or have access to) the item or not by ticking one of the options, a, b, c or d. Tick box a if you have the item. Tick box b if you don’t have the item because you don’t want it. Tick box c if you don’t have the item because of its cost. Tick box d if you don’t have the item because of some reason other than not wanting it or cost.








Read out


I’m going to ask you a series of questions about some things that you may or may not have.





For the following items, please indicate whether you have the item or not by ticking one of the options, a, b, c or d. Tick box a if you have the item. Tick box b if you don’t have the item because you don’t want it. Tick box c if you don’t have the item because of its cost. Tick box d if you don’t have the item because of some reason other than not wanting it or cost.





For the following activities, please indicate whether you do the activity or not by ticking one of the options, a, b, c or d. Tick box a if you do the activity. Tick box b if you don’t do the activity because you don’t want to. Tick box c if you don’t do the activity because of the cost. Tick box d if you don’t do the activity because of some reason other than not wanting to or cost. 








The following are a list of things some people do to help keep costs down. In the last 12 months, have you done any of these things not at all, a little, or a lot? Tick the answer that best applies – a, b or c.





The following questions are about your material standard of living – the things that money can buy. Your material standard of living does NOT include your capacity to enjoy life. �You should NOT take your health into account. Tick the answer that best applies – a, b, c, d or e.








Read out


Now I am going to ask you some questions about some different activities that you may or may not do. 















































































































































� An “enforced lack” occurs when a respondent would like to have the durable (eg a washing machine) but does not have it because of cost; similarly, it occurs when the respondent would like to engage in some type of activity (eg have holidays away from home) but does not do so because of cost.


� In New Zealand Living Standards 2000 and Direct Measurement of Living Standards: the New Zealand ELSI Scale, we gave different labels to the first three intervals. Previously, these were referred to as “severely restricted”, “restricted” and “somewhat restricted” standards of living. It is our view that the new labels – “severe hardship”, “significant hardship” and “some hardship” – better reflect the living standards of those in that part of the continuum (ie the bottom three living standards categories). 


� The value 1.935 is a translation factor derived from the ratio of the maximum ELSI score to the maximum ELSISF score (60:31). Note that an ELSISF score can also be estimated from an ELSI score by dividing the respondent’s ELSI score by 1.935.


� Subsequent to the analysis reported in the two publications cited, the sample weights for the 2000 survey data were revised using a modified weighting procedure. For most population estimates, the values produced by the two sets of weights are very similar, but the revised weights give a better overall fit between Census- derived demographic benchmarks and corresponding estimates. The revised weights are therefore preferable and have been used to produce the calibration results and normative results given in this manual. As a consequence, some values given here differ from the values given in earlier publications.






