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Thank you all for your attendance today, I really appreciate your interest in this important work.

Before I begin, I particularly want to thank Lynn Riggs and Quy Ta, more commonly referred to my data goddess and data god on this project. Without them, there would be no report! Also, thanks to Philip Stevens, for keeping us on the straight and narrow – or putting us back on track when necessary, and to the external and internal peer reviewers who lifted the quality of our analysis and reporting.




Disclaimer
Access to the data used in this study was provided by Stats NZ under 
conditions designed to give effect to the security and confidentiality 
provisions of the Data and Statistics Act 2022. The results presented in 
this study are the work of the authors, not Stats NZ or individual data 
suppliers.
These results are not official statistics. They have been created for 
research purposes from the Integrated Data Infrastructure (IDI) which 
is carefully managed by Stats NZ. For more information about the IDI, 
please visit https://www.stats.govt.nz/integrated-data/.
The results are based in part on tax data supplied by Inland Revenue to 
Stats NZ under the Tax Administration Act 1994 for statistical purposes. 
Any discussion of data limitations or weaknesses is in the context of 
using the IDI for statistical purposes, and is not related to the data’s 
ability to support Inland Revenue’s core operational requirements.
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Presentation Notes
This is the standard disclaimer required by Stats NZ for our use of the IDI.



Our kaupapa

• Quantitative research as part of A Fair Chance 
for All inquiry

• Focus:
– Incidence, distribution, and likelihood of 

experiencing different types of disadvantage and 
persistent disadvantage

– Relationship between different characteristics and 
disadvantage; wellbeing (life satisfaction); and trust 
in institutions and people

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This quantitative research fulfils part of the terms of reference for the A fair chance for all inquiry. 
The focus of the report is to:

Describe the incidence, distribution, and likelihood of experiencing different types of disadvantage and persistent disadvantage
Examine relationship between different personal and household characteristics and disadvantage, life satisfaction, and trust in institutions and people




Disadvantage is not simply being income poor

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We established three domains of disadvantage…
being left out (excluded or lacking identity, belonging and connection)
doing without (deprived or lacking the means to achieve their aspirations) 
being income poor (income poverty or lacking prosperity).

…and three temporal dimensions
Temporary disadvantage – short term (<2 years)
Persistent disadvantage - ≥2 years or over a life course
Intergenerational disadvantage – occurs across generations

In addition, we talk about recurrent disadvantage – repeated spells of disadvantage – that may leave people more vulnerable to further disadvantage and to experiencing persistent disadvantage.




Persistent disadvantage is hard to measure
• At present, longitudinal data following the same people, over time 

in order to measure persistent disadvantage is limited
– Mostly collected as part of existing health and developmental and health 

studies
– Survey of Families, Income and Employment (SOFIE) between 2002–2009

• Administrative data as part of Integrated Data Infrastructure project 
helps, but is insufficient

• From 2026, Living in Aotearoa survey will allow analysis of 
persistence for up to 6 years

In the absence of an existing longitudinal dataset, we constructed our 
own, which allowed measurement of persistent disadvantage at 2 or 3 
points of time

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes

As explained in the quantitative report, in the absence of an existing longitudinal dataset, we constructed our own, using the 2013 and 2018 Censuses, 2016–2021 Household Economic Survey data, and administrative income data. The linked dataset was used to measure persistent disadvantage in all domains at two points in time in 2013 and 2018. We were able to measure being income poor at a third point in time over a five- to eight-year period using the 2016–2021 HES. 

The combined datasets did not provide information about whether individuals or households were experiencing any disadvantage in the years between 2013 and 2018 or beyond 2018. This means that we cannot say if the people in the households were experiencing persistent disadvantage for the whole period we observed. Rather, we report on their recurrent periods or “spells” of disadvantage. 

We did not have any data to consider intergenerational disadvantage, but the report discusses some recent New Zealand findings in this regard. 




Focus and content of datasets

• Focus on working age households (at least one 
adult aged 25-64)

• HH with adults 18-24 only or 65+ considered 
separately

• Children considered as part of household
• Personal characteristics (Age, ethnicity, and 

disability status)
• Household characteristics (family type, household 

structure, housing tenure, highest qualification, 
working or labour-force status, and geographical 
location)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Our results focused on New Zealanders living in working age households, where at least one adult was aged 25-64. We considered children as part of the household, but did not report on them separately. 

We also looked at a range of household and personal characteristics, established thresholds of disadvantage, and a myriad of other minutiae that accompanies the creation of datasets, and I invite you to look at the full quantitative report for these details. There will also be two working papers published on our website that should satisfy the geekiest of the data geeks amongst us! 

I should also point out that given the amount of data and information contained in the report, I have had to trim down on what I talk about today, and so I won’t be saying anything about the findings we made with respect to geographical location, among other things. I am happy to take questions on anything I don’t cover, or you can read the report and contact me later. 






Seven persistent disadvantage measures
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Income poor
• <60% of median household equivalised disposable 

income per person, before housing costs
Doing without / Deprived
• Overcrowded
• No heating
Being left out / Excluded
• Living in a jobless HH
• Living in a no (high school) qualifications HH
• No vehicle in HH
• No internet in HH

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Moving on to measures, first of all, I have to point out that for persistent disadvantage, we were limited to seven measures across three domains in the Censuses. Given this, we generally considered the domains individually, referring to them by name, and then in combinations, called:

“simple persistent disadvantage” (persistent disadvantage in the same single domain)
“complex persistent disadvantage” (persistent disadvantage in the same two, or all three, domains in both 2013 and 2018) 
“persistent disadvantage in one or more domains”. 

Where the limited measures affected the results, we did not include doing without and being excluded domains separately.







Doing without / deprived
Measures from the 2016–2021 HES

People with ≥3 out of 15 measures: 
• Gone without fresh fruit and vegetables a lot
• Put up with feeling cold
• Major problem heating home in winter
• Major mould or dampness in home
• Delay repairing/replacing appliances a lot
• Feel limited by money in buying 

clothes/shoes for self
• Overcrowded household, one or more 

bedrooms needed
• No two pairs of suitable shoes due to the 

cost
• No home contents insurance due to cost
• No meat or equivalent at least every second 

day due to cost
• Buy less meat than would like to a lot
• Cannot pay $500 unexpected expenses
• Late to pay rent or mortgage
• Late to pay car insurance
• Received help from community

Measures from the 2014–2018 GSS

People with ≥2 out of seven measures: 
• Gone without fresh fruit and vegetables a lot
• Put up with feeling cold
• Dwelling is colder in winter than would like
• Major mould or dampness in home
• Delay replacing/repairing appliances a lot
• Feel limited in buying clothes/shoes for self
• Overcrowded household, one or more 

bedrooms needed
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We also created further datasets to analyse temporary disadvantage with the General Social Survey. This gave us a wider range of measures often associated with disadvantage and persistent disadvantage. In Aotearoa New Zealand, these measures are commonly combined in an index known as “material hardship”. However, we analysed them in line with our domains of being deprived or being excluded.





Being left out / Excluded
Measures from the 2016–2021 HES

People with ≥2 of 12 measures:
• Jobless household
• No high school qualification the 

household
• No computer with internet access
• No access to car/van
• Inadequate income to cover basic needs 

(subjective measure)
• Late to pay utilities/rates
• Done without / cut back trips to 

shops/local places a lot
• Postponed doctor visits a lot
• No suitable clothes for special days due 

to cost
• No giving gifts on special days due to 

cost
• Borrow from family/friends to meet 

living costs
• No family get-together due to cost

Measures from the 2014–2018 GSS

People with ≥4 of 18 measures:
• Jobless household
• No high school qualification in household
• Inadequate income to cover basic needs (subjective)
• Late to pay utilities/rates
• Done without / cut back on trips to the shops/local 

places
• Postponed doctor visits a lot
• Not enough contact with family 
• Not enough contact with friends
• Hard to talk with someone if depressed
• Hard to ask someone for a place to stay in an emergency
• Experienced discrimination in last  12 months
• Hard to be yourself
• Felt lonely much/all of the time in last four weeks
• Lack of safety due to neighbourhood problems:

– Noise/vandalism
– Burglary
– Assaults
– Harassment
– Drugs
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Data limitations also meant that we were not able to identify everyone at risk of experiencing persistent disadvantage or other relevant factors because:

people experiencing persistent disadvantage are more likely to be missing from survey and administrative data
some communities or population groups are not well represented in the data we used
we did not have sufficient measures to consider disadvantage from a te ao Māori perspective
we could not measure some factors contributing to disadvantage, such as service access or wealth.





OVERALL RATES OF PERSISTENT 
DISADVANTAGE
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Too many New Zealanders experience 
persistent disadvantage

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes

We saw that too many New Zealanders experienced persistent disadvantage:

Nearly one fifth of New Zealanders or an estimated 697,000 people experienced persistent disadvantage in one or more domains in both 2013 and 2018. Sole parents and Pacific peoples experiencing the highest rates of persistent disadvantage, followed by Māori and disabled people.

Around one in twenty New Zealanders (about 172,000 people) experienced complex and multiple forms of persistent disadvantage (in two to three domains).

Just over half of people experiencing persistent disadvantage in two or more domains were Māori (55,000) or Pacific peoples (50,000). 

Being income poor or in an overcrowded household were the most common reasons for people experiencing persistent disadvantage.



Many people who were income poor 
in 2013 remained income poor over time

Source: New Zealand Productivity Commission calculations of working-age household population using 2013 and 2018 Census data and the 
2016–2021 HES (see Table B1 in Excel workbook for more data). 

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Of the 16% of people living in income-poor households in 2013, about 45% were living in an income-poor household 5 years later (in 2018), and around a third 5–8 years later.

About 5% of all individuals in working-age households experienced being income poor at three points in time, either between 2013 and 2018 or between 2013 and 2019–2021. A further 24% were sometimes income poor and sometimes not.




Disadvantage occurred at higher rates
than persistent disadvantage

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The rates of people in working-age households experiencing disadvantage in one domain, two domains, or all three domains is generally twice that of those experiencing persistent disadvantage in the same domains. 

When we looked at trends in temporary disadvantage across the three domains over six years we further confirmed that disadvantage in any one or more domains occurred at about double the rate of persistent disadvantage. 




WHO IS AT GREATER RISK OF 
PERSISTENT DISADVANTAGE?
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We examined the incidence and distribution of persistent disadvantage within the set of personal and household characteristics we had available to determine what population groups were at most risk of experiencing different disadvantage domains and persistent disadvantage. In either case, we found the groups at most risk of experiencing persistent disadvantage were those shown in this figure, namely people living in households of Māori, Pacific, Asian, sole parents, not working (jobless), disabled people, or with no qualifications. 

The likelihood ratio shown in this figure here allows us to show the incidence of an outcome for a section of the population relative to the working age population as a whole. (click) A likelihood ratio of greater than one means that people with the characteristic are more likely to experience persistent disadvantage than the average working age household. A likelihood less than one means they are less likely. 

So we can see that people living in public rental accommodation were 6.7 times more likely to experience complex persistent disadvantage, than people living in an average working-age household. 

Note that the relationships identified are associative not causal. They should not be interpreted as saying a particular characteristic caused someone to be disadvantaged. 

Also, the population groups are not discrete – one person can be a member of several different groups. This is particularly true for ethnicity, where an individual could declare more than one ethnicity. Hence, households could be composed of people of various ethnicities, so when we refer to a “Pacific household”, we mean a household where at least one individual has identified themselves as being of that ethnicity. Alternatively, people could live in a sole parent household and be in a public renters or no qualification household at the same time.

It's pretty easy to see here each groups experience of persistent income poverty, simple or complex persistent disadvantage compared with each other and with the average of all working age households. In all cases, the risk of these groups relative to the average working-age household was much higher for complex persistent disadvantage than simple persistent disadvantage.  Persistent income poverty was far more prevalent for people in public renters, no qualification, and jobless households.

Considering persistent income poverty at three points of time, gave us similar results involving the same groups of people. 

It must also be remembered that being part of a particular group that experienced higher rates of disadvantage did not mean that everyone in that group was disadvantaged. For example, approximately two-thirds of sole parents, 54% of Pacific people, and nearly three-quarters of Māori did not experience persistent disadvantage in any domain in both 2013 and 2018. 

That said, many individuals within the population groups who had the highest rates of persistent disadvantage also had very high rates of disadvantage. For example, four out of five people (78%) in sole parent or Pacific households, and nine out of ten people (91%) in public renter households experienced some form of disadvantage in 2013 or 2018 or both years. By contrast, 49% of people in all working-age households experienced the same situation.



Combining characteristics revealed 
even higher rates of persistent disadvantage
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Group or characteristic PD in at least one 
domain (%)(in 2013)

Sole parent
All sole parents 36
No qualifications 68
Public renters 58
Jobless 66

Māori
All Māori 27
No qualifications 72
Public Renters 62
Jobless 70

Pacific
All Pacific 46
No qualifications 69
Public Renters 68
Jobless 69

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We were quite keen to examine more complex groups of people to consider the rates of persistent disadvantage. However, the data we had limited our ability to do this, so we looked at the three groups likely to experience the most persistent disadvantage. 

Having no qualifications and living in a sole parent, Māori or Pacific household meant people experienced much higher rates of simple and complex persistent disadvantage compared to the overall group of sole parents, Māori or Pacific peoples or to the average of all working age households. The same was true of people living in a public rental or jobless household, and who were also part of the sole parent, Māori or Pacific groups. 



Ethnicity doesn’t fully explain why 
some groups experience persistent disadvantage

Characteristic Comparator Pacific people Comparator 
group

Aged 0-29 years All NZ population 61 40

Lived in Auckland European WAHH 64 26

Lived in household of 
4+ people

All NZ population 53 19

Lived in crowded 
households

All NZ population 40 10

Lived in two family 
households

All NZ population 20 3

Public renters European WAHH 25 3
18

The Pacific population differs from the average New Zealand population

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In our descriptive analysis, we found Pacific people experienced higher risk of disadvantage and persistent disadvantage compared with other New Zealanders. However, once we controlled for various personal and household characteristics in logistic regressions, people in Pacific households were no more likely than non-Pacific households to be persistently income poor or excluded. In other words, personal and household characteristics were of greater significance in explaining Pacific people’s experience of persistent disadvantage than ethnicity per se.

This is borne out when we take a closer look at the unique characteristics of the Pacific population in Aotearoa New Zealand. The Pacific population is younger and more likely to live in the urban areas of Auckland, when compared with the total Aotearoa New Zealand population. Only Asian working age households were as likely to be based in Auckland as Pacific households.

All of the things shown here are associated with the Pacific population experiencing higher rates of disadvantage and persistent disadvantage – irrespective of ethnicity, younger people were more likely to be income poor, have fewer education qualifications, or to live in rental accommodation. People in Auckland pay some of the highest rents in New Zealand, which could also contribute to overcrowding in households and to being deprived. 

It is important to note that, except for the fact that they are more geographically dispersed, the Māori population is not dissimilar in their characteristics relative to the Pacific population. 

By contrast, Asians lived in households with higher household qualifications and were more likely to be in a working household, compared to other ethnic groups.





Young & old HH had different experiences

19

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Compared with people in working-age households, people from households with all adults aged 65+ years were less likely to experience disadvantage and persistent disadvantage. Note that by definition, households reliant on superannuation for income are almost automatically classified as income poor. Falling home ownership rates combined with the greater likelihood that people entering retirement may still be paying off a mortgage could change the outlook for older people in the future. This is something to prepare for.

People from households where all adults were aged 18–24 years were more likely to experience disadvantage but less likely to experience persistent disadvantage. We reported that young people were more likely to exit low income over the medium-to-long term. Younger people had lower incomes than other adults in working-age households, because they were more likely to be studying and not working (or working fewer hours). 




ENTERING AND EXITING 
DISADVANTAGE
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Time and complexity affect people’s 
experience of recurring disadvantage
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
(Click) It appears that the timing of a spell of disadvantage is generally important to experiencing recurring spells of disadvantage. Overall, those in disadvantage in 2018 only were more likely to be disadvantaged when surveyed in 2019–2021 than those who were disadvantaged in 2013 only. 

(click, click) We also found that someone who was in persistent disadvantage, that is in disadvantage in 2013 and 2018, was much more likely to be in disadvantage still or again in 2019-2021, and this was true for any type or combination of disadvantage.

Complex persistent disadvantage had a greater degree of “stickiness” than simple persistent disadvantage. As seen here, 63% of people experiencing complex persistent disadvantage also experienced complex disadvantage in 2019–2021. Overall, we found that about 9 in 10 people experiencing complex persistent disadvantage in 2013 and 2018 continued to experience some type of disadvantage in one or more domains in 2019–2021. By contrast, just over one-quarter of people experiencing simple persistent disadvantage in 2013 and 2018 experienced simple disadvantage in 2019–2021. 

(Click, click) Not experiencing disadvantage in the past is a strong predictor of not experiencing disadvantage in the future. Nearly half of people in working-age households did not experience any disadvantage in 2013 or in 2018. Of these people, nearly nine in ten did not experience any disadvantage in 2019–2021 either. 




Entering simple disadvantage is easier 
than exiting complex disadvantage

Measure  Individuals in 
WAHH in 2013 
experiencing 
measure (%) 

Entry: 

No D in 2013 to 
D in 2018 (%) 

Exit: 

D in 2013 to 
no D in 2018 (%)  

 (1) (2) (3) 

No disadvantage 68.4 -- -- 

Not income poor 83.8 -- -- 

Income poor  16.2 9.7 54.7 

Simple D  
(1 domain only) 

25.5 13.3 58.5 

Complex D  
(2 or 3 domains) 

12.2 2.7 26.6 

 

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
(Click) Looking at rates of entering and exiting disadvantage we found that sixteen percent of people who were not disadvantaged in 2013 entered disadvantage by 2018; 13% percent experienced simple disadvantage, and 3% experienced complex disadvantage. Most of the 13% of people experiencing simple disadvantage were in the income poor domain. 

(click click) About half the people experiencing disadvantage in one domain in 2013 were no longer experiencing any disadvantage in 2018. 55% of people exited income poverty compared with 59% exiting simple disadvantage. (click click) The exit rate from complex disadvantage was lower, with only 27% of these people exiting all disadvantage by 2018.



		Measure 

		Individuals in WAHH in 2013 experiencing measure (%)

		Entry:

No D in 2013 to
D in 2018 (%)

		Exit:

D in 2013 to
no D in 2018 (%)





		

		(1)

		(2)

		(3)



		No disadvantage

		68.4

		--

		--



		Not income poor

		83.8

		--

		--



		Income poor 

		16.2

		9.7

		54.7



		Simple D 
(1 domain only)

		25.5

		13.3

		58.5



		Complex D 
(2 or 3 domains)

		12.2

		2.7

		26.6









Characteristics affecting entering 
& exiting disadvantage 

People living in … Compared with … Likely to 
ENTER
(↑,↓,=)

Likely to 
EXIT
(↑,↓,=)

Any qualification in HH No qualification in HH ↓ ↑
HH with 1 or more 
adults aged 25-44

Other age groups ↓ ↑

HH with 1 or more 
adults aged 55+

Other age groups ↑ ↓

Māori or Pacific HH European, Asian, or all WAHH ↑ ↓
Disabled HH All WAHH ↑ ↓
Sole parent or multiple 
family HH

Couple only or all WAHH ↑ = 

Public renters Owners or all WAHH ↑ ↓ 23

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
As can be seen here, some personal and household characteristics were related to people’s experience of disadvantage. 

People in households with at least one adult aged 25–44 years or where at least one adult had a high school or higher qualification were less likely to enter and more likely to exit being income poor,  simple disadvantage or complex disadvantage. People from households with no high school qualifications or in public renter households were much more likely to enter into disadvantage and remain there. The same is true of people living in households with at least one disabled person.

Households with at least one person aged 55+ were more likely to enter and less likely to exit disadvantage than any other age groups. This perhaps reflected the transition to retirement.

Between 2013 and 2018, people living in Māori and Pacific households were more likely to enter into disadvantage and less likely to exit than people living in European, Asian or all working age households. 

Compared with couple-only households and all working-age households, people from sole-parent or multiple-family households were more likely to enter any type of disadvantage, although their exit rates were similar. 

We also looked at some life events, such as losing or gaining employment, transitioning from renter to owner, gaining qualifications or changing from a multiple-adult HH to a sole parent HH, and the probability of experiencing these by 2018, based on an individual’s “disadvantage status” in 2013. 

We saw further evidence of the stickiness of experiencing complex disadvantage. People experiencing complex disadvantage in 2013 were more likely to transition from owning their own home to renting by 2018 (17%), compared to people living in households with no disadvantage (9%). 

The reverse was true for the transition from renter to homeowner by 2018 – people experiencing no disadvantage in 2013 (42%) were much more likely to become homeowners than those experiencing complex disadvantage (16%). 

Experiencing simple or complex disadvantage appeared to have a negative impact on family relationships, as it was more likely for families experiencing disadvantage in 2013 to change from being a household with more than one adult to a sole-parent household, compared to people in households with no disadvantage. The converse was also true, as people in households experiencing simple or complex disadvantage were less likely to transition from a sole-parent household to one with more than one adult. 




ASSOCIATION OF LIFE SATISFACTION 
AND TRUST

24



Life satisfaction decreased with any 
experience of disadvantage
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We used life satisfaction as a proxy for subjective wellbeing, and we examined the interaction between life satisfaction and experiencing disadvantage and persistent disadvantage. We only had one measurement of life satisfaction per individual, so were not able to track their life satisfaction over time. This will change once the data collected for the Living in Aotearoa survey is available for analysis.

Note that the General social survey has a scale of 0-10 for life satisfaction, while the Household Economic survey had a Likert scale of 1-5 until 2019/20.

Experiencing disadvantage was associated with lower life satisfaction, lower sense of life being worthwhile and lower family wellbeing. People experiencing more domains or factors contributing to disadvantage reported lower life satisfaction than those experiencing fewer domains or fewer factors. 

The average life satisfaction score for the working-age population is 7.7. People with no experience of disadvantage had a mean life satisfaction score of 8.0, while those experiencing disadvantage across all three domains had a mean score of 6.0. 



Life satisfaction further declined with 
experience of persistent disadvantage
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Disadvantage based on two Censuses Mean life satisfaction (in 
HES)
All respondents in WAHH

Never in D or PD 4.19
Income poor

One year (out of three) 3.87
Two years (out of three) 3.61
Three years 3.57

Deprived
One year 3.85
Both years 3.71

Excluded 
One year 3.84
Both years 3.63

By type of persistent 
disadvantage Never experiencing PD 4.10

Simple PD 3.75
Complex PD 3.46

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes

People experiencing persistent disadvantage reported lower life satisfaction compared to people who experienced disadvantage at only one point in time. The more domains of persistent disadvantage an individual experienced, the lower their life satisfaction.

It doesn’t really matter what type of disadvantage is experienced, life satisfaction declines at similar rates.

When we controlled for age and cohort in a logistic regression, experiencing any form of disadvantage or persistent disadvantage was both significant and associated with lower life satisfaction compared with no disadvantage. While being disadvantaged in two periods compared to one period was associated with a further significant reduction in life satisfaction, experiencing income poverty in two time periods compared to three did not significantly reduce life satisfaction. 



Being in disadvantage is associated with 
distrust

Trust

In most 
people

Health 
system

Education 
system

PoliceMedia

Courts

Parliament
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The General social survey includes seven questions related to trust, all of them rated from 0 to 10, where 0 is no trust at all and 10 is to completely trust. From this we created a “distrust score”, which counted the number of elements (that is, most people, police, education system, courts, health system, Parliament, and media) given low ratings (0–4) by respondents, so the distrust score ranges from 0 (no distrust) to 7 (distrust all).

When groups or indices of disadvantage factors, personal and household characteristics and distrust scores were included in regressions where one type of disadvantage was the dependent variable, we found those with more distrust were significantly more likely to be either excluded or deprived, but we did not find the same significant association for being income poor. Our regression analysis also indicated a strong relationship between distrust and disadvantage, rather than between other personal and household characteristics and distrust.

When we used the distrust index as the dependent variable, it highlighted again the relationship between disadvantage and distrust, with several characteristics becoming insignificant when groups of disadvantage measures were added to the regression.




Further data investment and research

• More data investment is needed to measure and 
understand wellbeing and disadvantage over the 
life course and between generations

• Prioritise work programmes that capture 
community-level data

• More research into how to support people 
experiencing persistent disadvantage, including 
why they enter and exit

• Consider using wellbeing year (WELLBY) values 
for policy and programme development and 
assessment

29

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Using our unconventional datasets, we could confirm that there were people in Aotearoa New Zealand are experiencing recurrent or persistent disadvantage and that there were multiple factors contributing to this. Some will undoubtedly be related to the barriers identified in the inquiry report, although we did not have the data to demonstrate this. It was impossible for us to quantify intergenerational disadvantage.

What we found vis a vis the existence of persistent income poverty, exclusion and deprivation points to the importance of implementing existing reforms, particularly those in education, housing, and welfare.

Clearly, a better solution is needed to measure and monitor persistent disadvantage in Aotearoa New Zealand.

Stats NZ’s Living in Aotearoa survey presents an opportunity to regularly measure and report on wellbeing and persistent disadvantage, starting in 2026, although it will not provide data across an individual’s life course nor any information on intergenerational disadvantage. As per recommendation 20 in our inquiry report, consideration should be given to expanding the life of the panels in the survey, or to setting up a separate cohort survey for this purpose.

We also need to prioritise the collection and capture of community level data.

Further research and data investment is needed to understand how people become persistently disadvantaged, and what helps them avoid or escape disadvantage. A particular focus could be given to identifying and addressing cultural barriers and discrimination in the system that increases the likelihood of some groups experiencing persistent disadvantage.
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Disproportionality is clearly crucial to address, but we 
must not forget that every human being who experiences 

persistent disadvantage is a tragedy and that a large 
number of those human beings come from the dominant 

ethnic group. While addressing disproportionality, we must 
also address all persistent disadvantage.

(David King, sub. DR155) 

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
I leave the last word to one of our submitters to the Fair Chance for All inquiry. 

We need an “and/and” conversation to reduce the risk of persistent disadvantage for all people in all groups in Aotearoa New Zealand. We need to focus on all individuals, families, whānau, and communities experiencing persistent disadvantage, to ensure a fair chance for all people to live better lives.




Questions?
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