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Executive summary

The researchidcussedn this reportto the Health Research Council (HRC) was commenced in February
2009 and completed in February 201Zhe research wasndertaken subsequent to a successful
response to a request for proposdRFP) released by the HRC #r&Foundation for ResearcScience

and TechnologyfFoRSTin 2008.Whakauae Researdior Maori Health and Development (WRMMHD
undertookthe researchin collaboration withth e Resear ch Centre for Maor.i
(Massey University).

Research report content is presenteshderfive key section headings:

9 Sectionl: Introduction and background to the research. This section outlines therdsearch
objectives and introduces the research rationade. overview of the research methodology is
provided with more detailed discussion presentenh Sections Three and Fows well asn the
appended technical report.

1 Section2: Literature Reiew describes the literatureeferencedand explains how thisnformed
t h e r e suedarstandingpf the policy environment.

1 Section3: Policyma k ewviews onWorking for Familie§WFF) presents the results from key
informant interviews with policy makers, advocates and academics.

9 Sectiond: UsingTe Hoe Nuku Roa (THNR) dataeview the impact of WFE n w h @asemnts
the results from the qualitative and quantitative componsrmf the research.

9 Sections Conclusionsummarises the overall research project results

The report is a compilation of thecrementaloutputs of the research over the past three years. Data
analysis carried out at a number of chronological stagasrésearch developmenis reported in its
original form For example, papers accepted for publication in 2010 are included unchanged rather than
being updated tcaccommodatenew and emerging data. There may therefore be some variance in the
results preseted in the report as a consequence of this. It is emphasised that results, in each instance,
represent a robust analysis of data available at the corresponding time of writing. Sécticaws
togetherall existing data and represents the most recent ggsl projectresultsavailable.

Overview of the research

The research project @ught to identify whether akey government policy Working for Families (WFF)
developed under thaeducing inequalitieolicy framework,has contributed towards achieving the
government’'s stated ¢o aResdamcherdhalestookthree eistihct phaseswofh a n a u
research: the identification of householdsitiv characteristics qualifying them to receive the

government assistance available through the Working forikesmpolicy; further descriptive analysis of

an existing longitudinal dataset of Maor.i househo
data on whanau weadfdcilitated nhge. dTehsicsr ispttuidoyn, anal ysi s anrn
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wel |l bei ng?” ,, avitrpertaits &rardus aftectea byspecific government policy introduced to
improve the economic and social wellbeing of low and middle income families with dependent children.

The research capitaligton the opportunity to undertake new analysis of an existing anggami ng Maor i
dataset Best Out ¢ o0 me sNuku Roa (THMER).r THNR i§ aestrattifiede random, longitudinal
survey of M4 itated ih @ sere® di waves beginningli®94. This unique dataset gives
insight into the structures, outcomes and changes
THNR datasgbrovideda basis for initial analysis amdhsu s ed t o i dent i fingpactdd o r i h o
by the policy. Thesynthesis of the quantitative data available from the THNR survey witepth
gualitative intervi ews ,whichHhave pagticipated ire the sivzey gince ith o u s e h
inception has provided evidence of the reach of the policy, its impachdato an extent, its
effectiveness.

Key findings

Comparisons between the households interviewed before and after WFF (between 2004 and 2007)
indicated that WFF positively impacted income adequacy for-@gble families. In particular, there
wasadel i ne in the proportion of families whose in
needs and an equivalent increase in the ‘just eno
slightly, but there was no overall increase in the average stahdf living score. Nor was there any

evidence that the increased income hiedl to less economising on either basic or discretionary items.

These findings were reflected thata gathered throughn-depth interviews with30 w h & n Boulton
and Gifford(2011) report that: ‘The families we interviewed spoke of the additional income as enabling

them to “survive”, to not have t o0 *“ skHirnuagngcliea’l gsueict
seen as one of a range of ord with basic iscome ladequacy leing ar i b ut
necessary, but not sufficient, s drae plealthnhappitess, var i o
future prospects for children, family and whanau

or spiritual fators were amongmanff act or s contri buting to whanau or a

The results of this study support theontention that Working for Families paymentsave madea

contribution towards improving income adequacy{owever, it is notedhat this improvement— a

tipping of the balance for many f ami-dwasrealiseddongsideds hav
implementation of other policies for lowncome families, such as an increase in the minimum wage

and a decrease in the unemployment rate. Thus the gain beay fragile one particularly as the

economic situation of lovincome families was still one of considerable hardship in many cases, with
families still having to economise on basic necessities such as fruit and vegetables and visits to the
doctor.

In the period following the collectiorof THNRWave 4 data, the economgxperiencedsubstantial
downturn with an increase in the unemployment rate aimdthe number of those receiving the
domestic purposes benefiDPB. At the same time e cost of housing imeased,potentially eroding

! For thepurposes of the research we have used the tern@M i household and whanau inte
recogni se however, that definitions of whanau encompas:
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gains in housin@ffordability and the cost of food increased at a faster rate than wages and general
inflation.

Changsin w h a nliging standardsluring this more recent recessionary period were examined using
data from Wave 5 of THNR, collected in 20The attached technical report presents findings based on
267 households interviewed in both Wave 4 and Wave 5. The results confirmed the finding&/@nan

4. WFFeligible families were still worseff economically than other households, but with a slight
improvement in living standards and a significant improvement in income adequacy between Waves 4
and 5. Housing satisfaction also improved. One afeeoncern was the much higher proportion of
families having to economise dhne purchase ofruit and vegetables in 2011 compared to 2004.

Many individual households showed substantial changes in living standindswa®often associated

with changs in household circumstances such as family formation and splitting, movement into and out
of the labour force and income change. With the exception of the stable group of retirees, the majority
of households had some change in their circumstances dwesdven yeasstudy period. The rate of
change was especially high for Wéligible families of whom @46 changed their family type, twtbirds

had a change in number alependentchildren, half had a change in income and over -tiwods of
principal aduls changed their labour force statu€ne feature of the data was the fluctuation in labour
force status around the margins of employmenbetween fulltime and parttime work and between
work, parenting, study and looking for work.

WEFF eligibleViaori household in the study werestill worseoff economically than other households

For example beneficiary families witldependentchildren were the worsbff economically followed by

other beneficiary households (excluding superannuitants) anditmeme families with dependent

children. The results reflect concerns expressed by others about the exclusion of beneficiaries from full
entittements to WFRWe know from other researchthahte e xcl usi on of signi ficar
from WFF support will comtue to contribute to child poverty and increase inequalities across a range of
indicators.

InsummaryWFF di d tar get wh anlanied bubhexcluded froen fufl éntitlammests a |l | y
those that were the most disadvantaged economically; benefigarieThere was adiscernible
improvementin income adequacy for those in receipt of WFF during the period-20@4however, the
impactwas modedh e i ng d e s tppingpentl & Bavirmnot enough tohavingjust enough.

The findings also point to golicy settingwith significant complexityThere were three layers of
complexity identified; the policy itself, the wider social environment and the families who were the
intended recipients of the policyThe WFF policincludesa number ofinterrelated components and
there were alsachanges tahese componentgluring the period undeexamination In addition there
was significant wider social change that impacted on the results. Duringfildg period tnemployment

2 Johnson, A. (2012)The Growing Divide; a State of the NatiBeport from the Salvation AymThe Salvation Army Social
Policy and Parliamentary Unit. February 20d&w.salvationarmy.org.nz/socigblicy. Dale, C, O'Brien M & St JohnS.
(2011) Left FurtherBehind; how policies fail the poorest children in New Zeala&€hild PovertyAction Group Monograph
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rates for exanple, declined between 2004 and 2007 then increased in the later period due to a
worldwide economic recession. There was also other economic policy impacting on theresudtg

such as an increase in thminimum wageduring the period 200€007. Finallywh anau t hemsel v
experienced significant degrees athange within the study period; shifting in and outeshployment

and changing family structure$heseshiftsin turnimpacted on WFF eligibility.

In conclusionWFF has tipped theconomic wellbeindgpalancef or a number of whanau
as a contribution towards whanau ufficieatcontriiblitieningue st i ¢
its current form? It is argued that thefocus needs to remain on tamariki within @rau andon the

impad poverty will have on their lifetime trajectory and potential life outcomes.

A number of questionsare posedthat need to beaddressedn ongoing researchin particular should

the WFFbase be increased or should the value per family be incréaShaduld beneficiaries be included
more fully in the policyHow do we describe sufficiency in relationship to policy designed to alleviate
poverty? Is bringing people just abovelative poverty levels sufficient?

Ay review of New WVemuatndt skeveilitasc eapodumrct the r el
now have on their WFF support. This support provides more than a means of getting by between pay
cheques for some of our most vulnerable familiks i s al so a means, for some
ora, of achieving a.Fosahersites crodalowheiraveryasurvivale | | bei ng

Research Outcomes

TheHRC FORSFP documentalled for* whanau ora” research that would
or disparities related to the health @ s oci al well being of Maor i . S|
research which would A) address multiple indicato

to an improved understanding of the interrelated causes and C) identify potential apm®daoch
addressing these inequalities.

In response to this, theesearchreported on hereaddressed multiple indicators of &dri wellbeing

including but not limited to economic wellbeing, housing, employment and health.studyattempted

to unravel thelik bet ween economic well being and whanau or
WFFonMori whanau; a policy developed by Government

The research has raised a number of ongoing issues and questionadariglalth research. There isa
obviousneed to continue to monitor the impact of social policy oadvi. While social policy evaluation
is typically carried out on a population wide basis specific analysis is not alfeaysedon Maori
utilising kaupapa Mori research approachesThis project demonstrasghe opportunitiesavailable for
making use othe THNR data bade inform policy analysidt is recommended thaTHNR be used as a
platform for other enquiry particularlyhat utilising mixed methodapproaches Further research is
needed aound definingwhat we mean byw h a nas a target groupn policy settings and monitoring
theimpactofd y na mi ¢ ¢ h a rcagngpositionon polica outaames.
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1. Background to the research

Context

There is considerable evidence that inequalities exist between satinomic and ethnic grougsoth in

New Zealandndin other OECD countriesn New Zealand ethnic identity is an important dimension of
health inequalities wi demonsiably pdorerhharathat bf other Aléawu s beli
Zealander$ Maor i share the experience of poorer heal
peoples around the worftj outcomes which result from a complex interplay of social, economic, cultural

and histaical factors.Over the past decadethe New Zealand government has identified that a
coordinated and collaborative effort on its part is required to reduce persistent social and economic
inequal ities b e tMaeotrmne\palioyrapproach woordiratng and collaboraing

across government has beenh e “ Reducing I nequalities” frameworKk
of initiatives across the whole of government aimed at improving the social and economic wellbeing not

onl y of Maadific Island amdicther disadvBntaged populatfans

The Working for Families (WFF) policy was introduced in 2004 as a means of addressing a number of
soci al policy goal s. The policy’s objectives wer
working families; to strengthen work incentives for unemployed parents; and to make it easier for
families to access financial assistahd#&/orking for Families represents one of a range of government

policies aimed at reducing inequalities and given itgotdjes, is considered to be a useful policy against
which to assess whether the government's stated g
of the WFFpolicy include increasing family incomes, making work pay, assisting with childcare absts an

more affordable housing for familigs

3 Blakely, T., Tobias, M., Atkinson, J., Yeh;@., Huang, K. (2007)Tracking Disparity: Trends in ethnic and socioeconomic
inequalities inmortality 19812004.Wellington: Ministry of Health.
Ministry of Health. (2002aReducing Inequalities in HealtkiVellington: The Ministry of Health.

* Nettleton. C., Napolitano, D.A., Stephens, C. (2081) Overview of Current Knowledge of the Sociatddminants of
Indigenous HealthWorking paper commissioned by the Commission on Social Determinants of Health International
Symposium on Indigenous health Australia 2007.

5 Ministry of Health. (2002b)New Zealand Health Strategyellington: TheMinistry of Health.

6 Office of the Minister for Social Development and Employment, (20&&ducing Inequalities: Next Steps
http://www.msd.govt.nz/abotrhsd-andour-work/work-programmes/policydevelopment/reducingnequalities/index.html
Accessed 26 August 2008

7Johnson,N(ZOOS)’aWor king for Familiesd in New Zealand: Some Early Le
http://www.fulbright.org.nz/voices/axford/johnson.htedcessed 26 august 2008

8 Ministry of Social Development, (2008}tp://www.msd.govt.nz/abouhsdandourwork/work-programmes/policy
development/workindor-families/index.html Accessed 28 Augst 2008

Page |9


http://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/work-programmes/policy%20-development/reducing%20-inequalities/index.html
http://www.fulbright.org.nz/voices/axford/johnson.html
http://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/work-programmes/policy-development/working-for-families/index.html
http://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/work-programmes/policy-development/working-for-families/index.html

It washypothesised that if the intended aims of the policy were being met, we would expect to see an
increase in whanau well being/whanau ora and mat el
w h a n primarilfy low and middle income familiein paid workwith dependents). For instanceve

woul d assume that t he eldiilayrcriterianohtiinedanuhiswwdlicy would,tovert h e

time, experience higher levels of household income, better dimy conditions and fewer costs
associated with childcare.

Several studies have identified the need for more systematic monitoring of the impact of social. policy

While we recognisel that evaluation of the WFF policy hapreviously been undertakert’, we
consideredthat evaluation was neededwhich specifically investigadethe link between WFF and
whanau or a eWHRreseanck providdbh uni que opportunity for Ma
review the impact of social policlikely to impact on Maori wh n a and to potentially create a

mechanism for ongoing evaluation using axistingl ongi t udi nal Maor i househ
secondary data analysis.

WhUnau Or a

The term “whanau ora” has a number of meaamriings .
Heal th Strategy, He Korowai Oraag2NWhTFk¥WABRSE& s a dzb
achieve their maximum health and wellbefhg Wh anau obeen adoptesd asathesgoal for

District Health Boards and communitpsed health provids. In terms ofCrownfunded health policy

devel opment and i mplementation, the achievement o
collaboration, rational policynaking and considered investmeMh anau ora i s also a m
Maori ,riogptbwuth the sense of the collective and

Howevermeasuri ng whanau ora and whanau ora outcomes
problem, one which has vexed researchers and funders alike.

This researchprojecthas createda uni que opportunity to measure wh;
One oftheseis hr ough Maor i household economic and other
referenced back to points when there has been significantasgmlicy implementationThe otheris

® Blaiklock, A., Kiro, C., Belgrave M., Low, W., Davenport, E., and Hassall, I. (2002n the Invisible Hand Rocks the
Cradle: New Zealand Children in a Time of Chantmmocenti Working Papers No.9.

Devlin N, Maynard A, Mays N. 2001. New ZeBMIx@xth HdlsllMew heal th
doi:10.1136/ bmj.322.7295.1171

10 Bryson, A., Evans, M., Knight, G., La Valle, |., and Vegeris, S. (200&)v Zealand Working for Familiggogramme:
Methodological considerations for evaluating MSD programnfeS| Research Discussion Paper 26, London: Policy Studies
Institute.

Evans, M., Knight, G., La Valle, I. (200Mlew Zealand Working For Families programme: Literature review of etialua
evidencePSI| Research Discussion Paper 25, London: Policy Studies Institute.

1 Ministry of Health. (2002cHHe Kor owai Or anga: T Welingwh dheMinisirgaf Health. St r at egy
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validatingresultsusing indepth interviewdatato define sefi dent i fi ed i ndicators o
specific reference to links with government social policy.

Research Objectives

The purpose of th research wato undertake a detailed analysis of the effectswrh a nau o f a ki
government policy specifically aimed at reducing inequalities with a view to ascertaining how the policy
contributed to an achievement of , o ese fammlipstCuv € me n t
emphasis is on change within tieeh a n(iataewh anau) over ti me.

The analysisvasac hi eved by identifying a specific group
longitudinal THNR survey ascertaining the degree of change in tladlibeing overtime. Thiswas

followed up with faceto face interviews to assess whether chaagmuld beattributed to the Working

for Families policy. The research questies:| | & (G KS {Se& 3I2FSNYyYSyid LRt AOe:
aimed at reducing inedzl £ A GAS& 0SGoSEy2 N 2NRN WIydk FHI2WA T ASas 02
FOKAS@AY3a GKS A2@0SNYyYSyidQa aidldSR 32Kt Ay an2NRA K

To answer the research questionve interviewed families participating in the longestinning

longitudinal surveyo f Maor i househol dBe s tT eOwtocco nmeusk uivasko aMa o r
originally designed to provide an @oing socieculturald e mogr aphi c profil e of M
whanau and individual s. ¥ boenprising @ dyveydirgsairandomi s we |
sample of 700 Maori househol ds/ 2000 iisadmninsteredual s a

faceto-faceby trained research staff

The tool used for the first four sampling waves (1998004) was an omnibus surveyhich askeda

broad range of questionabout! | f est yl e, cul tur e, te reo Maori, e
and household composition assessing both current status and aspirations. The Wave 4 questionnaire
(2005)included additionabetailed question@aboutwh anau member shi p and inter

well as an Economic Living Standards Indicator (E@ixh had been developed through collaboration
with the Ministry for Social Developméfit

12Durie, M. H. (1995). Te Hoe Nuk uloRmalafthe Padynesian Saocikhp4(4p 46MUo r i Il der
470.

13 Jensen, J, Spittal, M., Crichton, S., Sathiyandr_a, S., Krishnan,_ V. (2002) Direct Measurement of Living Stahelaxgsy
Zeal and ELSI scale. NgU wWdilagtoa: Uie Ministryp af SocighDevetopment.g a No h o .

Cunningham, C.W., etal., (200R)A @A y 3 { { | y Rl N¥elingtan¥ MirfisfryRoSShidiabDe\2Ibidinent.
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THNR is now able to collect the following information frisha o r i househol ds.

Theme Items

Demographics | Age, sex, ethnic identity, family status

Lifestyles Religious practices, sports participation, gambling, voting, cull
practice/knowledge

Household Member ship, dynamics, M antedid, liviegcstandardy

Education Status, aspirations

Employment Income, housing

Health Status anthropometry, alcohol, smoking, nutrition, physical acti

hospitalisations (NHI)

Whanau Membership, dynamics

Theresearchproject providel an opportunity to analyse the existing THNR data in an innovative-way

at the | evel of t he s ma lidentifiedml Ineuartbiewe :o fw hVBaitbarui. h oTuh
characteristics (number of dependents, income, employment staund, housingstatus) which would

gualify them to receive assistance through the Working For families (WFF). pdding a combination

of analysis of survey data collected over time and fmctace interviews we assessd whether an

i ncrease in whanauanwde Inhabtee rniga/lwhvaenlalub eoirnag amongst |
occurred between Wave 4 and Wave 5 data collection periofllisenabked comparisonsbetween

before (Wave 4 datapnd after(Wave 5 datajhe introduction of WFF.

Research Design and Methodology

The research design adogd a mixed methods approach combining quantitative and qualitative
methods ofdata collectioi’and analysis The projectincludedfour distinct phases of research activity
which paralleledthe objectives of the project:

Phasel) identification of households within the THNR dataseith characteristicgqualifying them to
receive assistance through the Wdicy;

Phase 2)analysis ofthese households over time, using survey data which has already been collected, to
assesshowhanau well being has changed since the intr o

!> Cresswell JW 2009. Research dediyralitative, quantitative and mixed methods approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage.
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wharmepth to ga

Phase 3conducing of faceto-face qualitative interviews witlB0o f t hes e
wh an :

data on their knowledge and understanding of the policy and the effects of this molicy t he i r
wellbeing; and

Phase 4¥ynthesis ofhe data, analys, write-up and feedback tey stakeholders.
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2. Phase One - Literature review

The literaturereviewed toinform this study includeda mix of official government documentation and
policy material aswell asWorking for Familiepolicy evaluatiorcommissionedy Inland Revenue and
the Ministry of Social Developmenfcademicpublications critiqing social policy designed to alleviate
poverty as well asfoster familywe | | bei ng a nvdre alsh éevieavad Ther parpose of the

literature reviewwasto set the context folWFFpolicy development and implementation, update the
policy evaluation literature as it applies toabti and informunderstanding of factors which contribute
to whanau well being.

A number of criteria were used to guide the literature seaintparticular wesoughtto:

9 clarifythe breadth and scope of the Working for Families policy. This information would then be
used to inform the development of key informant interviews with policy makers

9 define, for the purposes dher e sear ch pr oj ect, whiraordertosnakme a nt
an assessment of whether a family’s “whanau
by the policy and to,

9 assess what indicators we wanted to measure dehtify which of these may contribute
towards whanau or a.

The criteria were useds a literature review search strategy asdrveded to focusthat search
Literature identified was sortedunder three keythemes. Thesavere economic and social indicators
(including wtanau ora), literature related directly to WFEnd literature relatedto the wider policy
environment. A full annotated bibliography is attached as Appendix One.

Search terms were linked in the following manner;

whanau ora and indicators and outcomes
wellbeing indicators and New Zealand anéadvl
economic indicators anlew Zealand

families and poverty and New Zealand
whanau ora and definitions

WFF and evaluation

WFF angbolicy

Policy research and methodology

= =4 =4 4 -4 4 - -9

A large component of the literature was of a grey natureis included,dr example policy documents,
internal departmental reportsgovernment media releaseand research reportpreparedby agencies

such asthe Families Commission, Child Poverty Action Group and the Salvation Amwmber of

search mechanismsere used primarilyGoogle Scholar Search, searchgsGovernment Departments

and searches of advocacy group websites. We were also able to access reports and documents via our
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policy level key informants and through our own networks with agencies such as the Families
Commission and thEamily Centre in Wkngton.

Understanding WFF

Relevantinformation gatheredand synthesisethy WRMHDat the beginning of the researgbrojectin
2009is overviewedbelow. Thismaterialwasusedboth to inform discussion with researchefsom the
THNRproject andto assistwith identifying thewhanau samplédor inclusion inthe research study. The
material wasalsousedto inform development ofinterview schedulesater used when collectingoth
policymaker and whnauqualitativedata.

Intent and background

TheWorking for Families welfare package, introduced in the 2004 budget, kidraakignificant change
in welfarepolicyin New Zealand. It was also seen by the Laffedrcoalition government as a key plank
in its reducing inequalities policy and programmeékhe latter is best described as a whole of
government approach inclusive of both social and economic initiatives.

It was also conceptualised however, as a tool to target those sectors of the population experiencing
social disadvantage and unequal oppanity with a view to increasing overall living standards and

reducing poverty across the community. Rather than being specifically tailored to addressing the needs

of Maori, its development was infor med emphasishe wi d
on ethnic disparity primarily conditioned by so@oonomic factors.

Over the decade prior to the introduction of WFF, there is evidence that in broad terms the overall level

of disadvantage across t he p o psetloathis, mamy ifdieatbrs dfe c 1 i n e
disadvantage also showed improvement in overall terms. Whether greater equality of opportunity has
resulted is less certain with evidence suggesting disparities réfain

Working for Families (WFF) was designed to make ieesswork and to raise a family. Targeting low
to-middle income families with dependent childféthe WFF package sought to improve the incomes
of working families going outside the benefit system to meet welfare godlsis would contribute to
reducingchild poverty as well as providing incentives to participate in the paid workfor&ather than

16 Cabinet Minute, 26 April 2004, Reform of Social Assistance: Working for Families Package: Revised Recommendations,
CAB Min (04) 13/4

" perry B (2004). Working for families: the impact on child poverty. Social Policy Journal of New Zealand 22: 19_54.

18Johnson,N(2005)')Wor king for Familiesd in New Zeal and: Some Early L
http://www.fulbright.org.nz/voices/axford/johnson.htadcessed 26 august 2008

19 True J. 2005.Methodologies for analysing the impact of public policy on families: a conceatialv Wellington, Families
Commission.
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increasing welfare benefits, and possibly making benefits more attractive than paid work, WFF has a
focus on tax based assistance through a system of tadits?® A further WFF obje
improve takeup rates of sociad s s i 't ance’

Components of the WFF package include increases in tax based assistamg#incipal focus of the
government spendinga more affordable housing supplement and clide cost assistance to support
labour force participation. These WFF package objectives and components are sumimadisggams
(@)—(d) below.

Summary of WFF components

Working for Families Tax Credits (formerly known as Family Assistance Tax Credits).

Families may be eligible for more than one of these. They are jointly delibgrédork and Income New
Zealand {VINZ andthe Inland Revenue DepartmenRD depending on income source of recipients (ie
welfare benefit, paid work, ACC, Student Allowance, NZ Super). WFF Tax Credits can be received from
only one source (IRD or WINZvailable weekly / fortnightly or as a lump sum payment at the end of

the taxyear, WFF Tax Credits comprise:

(a) Family Tax Credit (previously called Family Support)

Increases with age
and number of
children

A payment for each
dependent child 18
or under

Available to both
beneficiary families
& families in paid
work

Entitlement
depends on total
annual family
income before tax

20Johnson,N(ZOOS)’)Wor king for Familiesd in New Zealand: Some Early L
http://www.fulbright.org.nz/voices/axford/johnson.htaddcessed 26 august 2008

A Perry B (2004). Working for families: thenpact on child povertySocial Policy Journal of New Zeala2@: 19_54.
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(b) In-work Tax Credit (replaced the Child Tax Creglihe In Work Payment in April 2006)

To qualify, parents
must be in paid
work for a
minimum number of
hours

Available to families
in paid work with
dependent child/ren
18 & under

Paid at a set rate for
Not available to families with up to
social welfare 3 kids with extra
recipient families paid for each
additional child

(c) Minimum Family Tax Credit (formerly known as Family Tax Credit and as Gtesd
Minimum Family Income prior to tis)

Available only to
families with
dependent child/ren
18 years or under

Paid to families with
gross earnings
below a set amount

Available only to
families with
parents in paid work
for a set minimum
numberof hours

Ensures a minimum
family income is
received after tax
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(d) Parental Tax Credit

Not available to
parents receiving Helps with meeting
paid parental leave costs of having a
or incometested new baby
social welfare

Available for first 8 weeks
after birth

Accommodation supplement

This is implemented by the Ministry of Social Development. The Supplement is targeted to families with
relatively low incomes and high housing costs. It is pa&yabla contribution to rent, board or mortgage
payments and may be available to both those in paid work and to beneficidtrissrot available to

State house tenants (who already pay inceretated rates effectively receiving an accommaodation
subsidy \a this mechanisin There is also provision for a rates rebate to help pay local body rates.

Childcare cost assistance

A childcare subsidy which may be available forgieool and / or oubf-school cardie during school
holidays, before and / or after school)

System simplification

A timeline listing chronologically introduced changes to WFF entitlement criteria, to rates and so on is
attached as Appendix Two.
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Table 1 Comparison: pre WFF and changes introduced by WFF.

Key shifts irsupport availability and mechanisms pre and post WFF are outlined in the Table 1, below.

Pre WFF Post WFF
Tax credits | 4 types of Family Assistan¢ Maximum amounts of 3 out of the 4 tax cred
tax credits available tq (previously known as Family Assistance Tax Credits
families with children and o now known as WFF Tax Credits) rise: Family Sup
low incomes. Family Tax Credit & Child Tax Credit / -IfWork
Payment).
Improved targeting obne of the existing ta credits to
working families.
Expansion of eligibility criteria (income level {
eligibility)
Spending on family assistance almost doubles
significantly increase the share of support for lo
income families with children from tax based source.
Houshg Available to some low Expanded (now available to more working families
supplement | income families. well as people without children: maximum level
assistance increased, income thresholds rais
minimum level of housing costs required to be eligi
raised).
Childcare Available to some lovw Expanded (increased subsidies for both-pohool and
subsidy income families. out-of-school care. Available to more parents earn
higher incomeshan was previously the cakse
Welfare Source of mosassistance tq Small cut in core benefits for families with childre
benefits families with children Changes in some benefit ruleReduction in share o

support for low income families with children from
welfare source.

WEFF: other characteristics

Three of the dur WFF Tax Credits (Parental Tax CreditMfork Tax Credit and Minimum Family Tax
Credit) are available only to working familiege.(those which receive most of their income from paid
work). Family Tax Credits are available to both working famitidgtzose receiving benefits.
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Dwyer” notes that approximately two thirds of the additional assistance provided under WFF goes to
families engaged in paid work. These families make up around one half of the WFF recipient group. The
balance of the additionassistance (one third) goes to families on a welfare benefit and those in receipt

of income from a mix of paid work and welfare benefitsettmake up the other half of WFF recipients.

In other words, the new assistance is targeted to families in paikwowi t h a vi ew to ‘' mak
and therefore a more attractive option than welfare.

About 75% of beneficiary families (including mixed income source from benefits and paid work) eligible
for WFF will be DPB beneficiafies Around 90% of these benéfices are female and 40% identify as

Maori.

Diagram(e) belowrepresents key features of WFF.

22 Dwyer, G. E. (2005)Dissecting the Working for Families Packag&/ellington: New Zealand Business Roundtable.
www.nzbr.org.nz/documents/publicaiotns/publicati@@®5/dissectingvff.pdf. Accessed 28 August 2008.

2As above
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Diagram (e) Key Features of WFF

- o




What households do we want to target from the THNR database?

Based on our analysis of the literature we were able to infoiiNResearchers abouhe sample we
were interested iridentifying for inclusion in the research studdossiblericlusioncriteriawere:

1 those witha dependent childor children aged 18 or under both pre and post
introduction (2004) of WEF

1 those with low— middle incomes which would qualify them for assistance under
WFE and,

1 (a) Rmiliesin paid work these families may be eligible fthree of the four WFF
Tax Credits as well as candidates for other components of \WRHRdcare subsidy,
accommodation supplement and assistance to access WFF sugpprtersus
beneficiary and mixed income families (@may be eligible for fewer of the above).
A detailed description of WFF eligible w
the attached technical report, Economic Living Standards fmrMVhanau.

Questions (Q) to be considered in the research

As a esult ofthe literature review the researcherdegan to aska number of questions about WFF.
These questions were usdxbth to inform development ofinterview schedulesnd thinking about the
analysis of data.

Q What proportion of Maori whanau based hoseholds fit into each of the two above categories (a)
income from paid work only (b) income from benefits / income from benefits and paid work?

Q-Who is included or excludashder the policy?

Q- How does this distributionf Maori whanau based households across income soucoespare with
the distribution of the nonMaori population or the population as a whole?

WEFF is noprimarilyananttpover ty package: “The biggest increas
not accruing to famiéis with incomes below the poverty line (using the 60% of median standard).

Rather, families with incomes somewhat above the poverty line receive most of the money out of the
packag&”. Despite this estimates suggest 70% reduction in child poverty #iadetroductionof WFF.

Q How do we think about this issue of poverty andomedistribution? How do we frame it thinking
about social exclusion?

24 Johnson, N (20058 Wo r ki ng fioNew Fealand: Same Eably Lessons
http://www.fulbright.org.nz/voices/axford/johnson.htadcessed 26 august 2008
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The Maori Party have clearly identified intergenerational welfare dependency as an issueiéori
WEFF olectives fit with shifting people off welfare

Ql s WFF pot entabriawhod does'it paudedekcludeor M

A conservativeor right of centre, perspectiveon these types of issues is reflectéd Business
Roundtablemateriaf® . Welfareis viewedin rather negativeterms and is seen asreaing dependency
taking the onus of the individual to provide for their own family.Welfare dependency islso a
constraint on economic growth and development

Q- How does the WFF policy create greater autondamyMao r i whanau?

While on the onehandthere has been amarked drop inthe proportion of families with dependents
living in povertybenefitsmayh ave accrued to those who don’t ‘need

Q-Who benefits from WFF?

WFFhas been seen bgome as criminatory® because it works against people on the basis of their
employment status (specifically in relation to the In Work Tax Credit which is denied to beneficiaries. In
effect, this means the children of those peoplamong the poorest are penalised vis a vis the children

of paid workers). However, thBuman Rights Revielwibunalhasr ul ed t hat this i s ‘|
and democratic society’

Q-Dow h a nsaetthis policy aseingdiscriminatory?

TheHuman Rights Review Tribufiajuestionshowever,whether theln Work Tax CreditWTG, which
directs so much of the pie to better off families consistent with WFF objectives.

Q- IsWFF based on flawed logidhe premise underlying WFF is that to exit the poverty trap all we need
to do is incentivise people to get off the benefit. This view does not necessarily takeiciural
approach to understanding barriers to work ite. economic systems, cycles oécession, global
influences, availability of work étcThe policy largely assumtst people are independent masters of
their own economic destinies.

Questions we might want to ask of w h U n with respect to the impact of WFF:

We alsoused the literaturereview to informdevelopmentobo ur que st i abostWFE® whanau
Diagram (f) below summarises this.

% hitp://www.maoriparty.org/index.php?pag=cms&id=1808&p=welfareform--january2011.html

26 Dwyer, G. E. (2005pissecting the Working for Families Paaka@Vellington: New Zealand Business Roundtable.
www.nzbr.org.nz/documents/publicaiotns/publicatior®905/dissectingnff.pdf. Accessed 28 August 2008.

2" hitp://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/facsheetworkingfamilieschanges
2 hitp://lwww.cpag.org.nz/assets/LEANZ.pdf
2 http://www.cpag.org.nz/assets/LEANZ.pdf
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Diagram (f) Developing WFF questions fonmdu

Taken up WFF
support opportunites
as an outcome of
intervention by
agencies who
administer the
assistance?

Have they got

members who have

Are they aware of moved from unpaid
assistance available? into paid work

encouraged by the
incentives offered?

Lowmiddle
income
whanau with
dependent
children:

Have they had their
incomes boosted by
the expansion of
family assistance?

Have they accessed
the housing
supplement?

Have they made use
of the increased
childcare assistance?

Concepts of Wellbeing

Indicators of Wellbeing

The following is a summary afselection ofvellbeingindicators referenced in the literature.

The Social Report 2088l e f i nes wel |l being as “those aspects of
i mportant for a person’ s H.anpghsdateneng the Ministey lofiSocial o f |
Developmentidentifies ten discrete components of wellbeing, namely; health, knowledge and skills,

paid work, economic standard of living, civil and political rights, cultural identity, leisure and recreation,

%0 http://www.beehive.govt.nz/sites/all/files/Social%20Report%202008 0.pdf
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physical environment, safety and social connéciess. These domains together provide a picture of
the wellbeing and quality of life in New Zealand as a whole. The MSD monitors trends across each of
these domains using a series of statistical indicators.

Mason Durié not es t hat Ma o r iconsiderédl andassessediranaan nurbber of
perspectives- from universal measures which are relevant to all people (eg: life expecttmdyp o r i
specific measures which take i nt o Inaddtianitmay bé he un|
necessanto consider wellbeing at the level of the individual, the group or collective and across whole
populations

Henareet al * challenge the idea of comparingadri with others and call for a distinctive set of
indicators for measuring Maori wellbeirgguing that

' a4SaaAry3a an 2 Ndeind r¢gRires ntedsirds bdsdd ong S f

an2NR YR tFaAFALl y2iA2ya 2F ¢gKIFIG O2yaidAaddz
world view, for example, locates humans within a matrix of spiritual,

cosmic, environmental, kinshgmd economic spheres of existence.

Mauri is the binding force between the spiritual and the physical. GDP

(Gross Domestic Product) as a measure of standards of living fails to

measure outcomes in all of these spheres. The gap that should be

measuredisthedal 6 SG6SSy an2NR YR tFaAFALF F &LANI G
realities for their children.

Kiroet al® ,in their reportINB Y R& Ay ¢St t 0 S Auysda rangeNar velbb@ngdndicatéts) v | dz
including information on housing, incomeand occupationfrom Census dataln addition they have

utilised other sources of information includiritpe New Zealand Health Survey, the Child and Youth
Epidemiology Service, the Youth Health Sureepm e Mi ni st ry of SBamcRepolis Dev el
Surveyof Family, Income an@&mployment (SoFIEthe Household Economic Survey (HER) New

Zealand Health Survey (NZHS) trdHousehold Labour Force Survey(Hitd83sess wellbeing

Te Hoe Nuku R3a( Best Out c o mansto imeasure Maamgeio) geographic, economic,
cultural and socialci r cumst ances representing t he di ver se

31 New Zealand Treasury Guest Lecture Sefiégs.a s ur i ng MU Masdon Dite, IMasbey Univeysity, 1 August 2006
Wellington
%2Henare, M., Puckey, A. Nicholson, A. (2014 Ara Hai: The Pathway Forward. Getting it right for Aotearoa New

Zeal andoés MUor i .amvira Sz&szay Reséarch @Gentre,HUniversdity ef Auckland, New Zealand, commissioned by
Every Child Counts.

% Kiro, C., von Randow, M., Sporle, A. (201T)ends inwellkb ei ng f or MUor i h e2006.&Ng0Pded e/ f ami | i es
M (ramatangawww.maramatanga.ac.nz

34 Cunningham, C., Stevenson, B., Fitzgerald, E., Rolls, R., (2&0@)0 ri w o0 me n, Areport prepareddor Mirastry of
Wo me n 6 s ResehrehiCensre foi U o Health and Development, Massey University.
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Aotearoa/New Zealan@Cunningham et al., 2008)ata collectel by THNR is discussidgreater detail
elsewherein thisreport.

WhUnhau Ora

Whanau or a uwderstoodto mean“aMaloyr i families supported to
health and wWhamaui ngrfa was the ultimate aim of th
Korowai OrangaTlhe concept has, since its introduction, evolved and become evelmefuentrenched

not only in health ser vsbcalesendceseciovtteaugh the iotrodudtiégnonr i , b u
2010 of the Whanau Ora Ap’hWwbaochutor8Somagl nBwr biec e
key strategy of New Zealarttkaltha nd s oci al ploosténsiby cHarts the pagh dowards
reducing inequaliti eV ol avelvassowarddangmriovand Manor i he
social wellbeing outcomes at individual, community and population $evel

The ¢ onc agubraenerged fion a bodyf workdrivenby Maor i h e aominumitypr ov i d
leaders,policyma ker s and MaRractical ma mplleens ¢ 8 f apprba@ghesamay ber a

found within the range ofMa o r i heal th promotion/ commueritht y dev
contractscurrently in useSome of these modelsavegained general acceptance amongst mainstream

service providersindare clearly described in thecademic literatur& . Others are specific to individual

providers and may have emerged from theique tikanga of the organisation or from its associated iwi
3839
/=5

Whereas the concept of va n a u whethea as a goal or a model of service delivdrgs been
extensivelypromoted and articulated by central government, in the community setting a common
understanding or def i nelusiveonThod twehram a‘“widodoosalyr eoraa "n
interpreted and while an agreed appreciation and understanding is often assuamettdotalevidence

from the community suggests that, on the contrary, undarsidi ngs of whanau ora a
often contextspecific.

T h e naurtentred framewok outlined in theTaskforce Reportfc ont ai ns five domai n:
impactnamelya wh anau a s;principtesw hoanmad u ad unt; w b & ecantrem setvises
anda Whanau IOr ar éfviuesswi.ng whanau or a eadoncthetneofi ndi cat

3 Ministry of Health, (2002)He Kor owai Or anga: T.MelinjahoThd MinidteyaflHealth. St r at egy

%Taskf or ce-Centred Whiafivesa(20100Wh Unau Or a: Report o fCentrédénitiafieesReforb r ce on
produced for Hon Tariana Turia, Minister for the Community and Voluntary Sector.

57 Durie, M. (2004). An indigenous model of hegfttomotion.Health Promotion Journal of Australid/ol 15; 3

BGifford H. (1999)A Case Study of WhUOnau Or a:UnpublishBcbMaster ¢ Bublic HdalthPr o mot i or
Thesis, Otago University, Dunedin.

% Boulton, A. (2007). Taking AccountoflCl t ur e: The Contracting ExperAlteNaive of MUOor i
Issue 3, 2007: 12441.
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these five domai ns: the whanau outcofiehgowhanauc
outcomes goals wildl b e linbe regardedmad hatiny aahievedoar state wfth a n a u
whanau or a, when they ar e saelfthapagihgdiving keaftoyrifestylesat e t h
participating fully in societyconfile nt | y parti ci paitdcongmicallynsectre and o Ma
successfujl involved in wealth creatioand cohesive, resilient and nurturing.

Informing the framework used for analysis of WFF

After reviewing the literaturewe decided to use both the MSD social report indicators and théngh

Ora Taskforce outcomes as measuwgswellbeing. These measures were selected becautee key

research questionin the researchstudy was focusd on understanding how Government policy

i mpacted on a key Government g.0oUsirlg ;toold dr endicatersh i e v e m
developed byGovernment and in the case of thevhanau ora indicators informed by sbri leaders,

were deemedthe most appropriate measusdor two key reasons. Firstthe analytical frameworkises

tools already accepted by Government as valid measamed secondlyeviewing comparisons across

indicator sets thereappeared to be good alignment across the MSD social report indicatorsandia

Ora Taskforce outcomes, THNR aotential WFFoutcomes(refer Table Zbelow).

The analyticaframework servedthree key pirposes Frstly it allowedthe researcherdo see the
linkages betweerthe Whanau Ora taskforce outcomes and the Social Reporicatdrs (both key
indicator ses used to measure Bbri wellbeing outcomes). Secondly we could map across to THNR and
see if wecould retrieve data from THNR to enable measurement across tinmer  w hna thanu
comparethe resultswith other Government indicatorsthirdly the framework provided a useful tool to
potentially indicate where wéhought WFF could make a difference telbeing.

“Turia T (2010). Whhau Orar eport of t h sauteatedifitatives.eReporhprodicdd for Hon Tariana Turia,
Minister for theCommunity and Voluntary Sector.
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Table 2 WFF analytical framework for whUhau wellbeing indicators

MSD Social WO THNR Indicators impacted on byaccess to WFE
Report Taskforce _
Indicators outcomes Mnori
Wellbeing
Indicators™
Health living healthy | v Potentially
lifestyles
Paid Work participating | v Potentially
fully in
society
Education participating | v potentially
fully in
society
Standard of economically | v potentially
Living Food secure and
Transport successfully
' involved in
Housing wealth
. creation
Heating
Culturalldentity | confidently v potentially
participating
in te ao
Maori
Leisure and participating | Some Potentially
Recreation fully in
society
Physical
Environment
Safety
Social cohesive, v Potentially
Connectedness | resilient and
nurturing.
Human Rights self
managing

*I The tick in the box for THNR undemrious indicator headings means that THNR surveys collect data on the indicator and
changes can be assessed over time
42 The researchers hypothesised that WFF could potentially impact on a number of wellbeing indicators
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Constructs for reviewing policy

Social policy is one mechanism that the state can ugautsue equity and social justice for individuals,
families, communities and s@&ty as a whole. Social policy needs to be viewed in the contexistafry,
politics andongoing trends and issudsoth within the country of interestand globally. The policy
evaluation literature is extensive and includes a range of perspectives fromyntdisciplines. It is
outside the scope of ik study to summarise this vaditerature. We havetherefore chosen to focus
only on constructs and frameworks that we considelevart to the WFF policy owhich have been
used to review the WFF policy.

Sk key frameworksiave been usedr couldusefully beused to review the WFF policy

a reducing inequalitiegolicyframework?® ;

various evaluation modelscluding process and outcome evaluafibn
a human rights framewofR;

Social Inclusioftheory®;

economic analyst§ and,

a Treaty of Waitangi analy&is

=A =4 =4 =8 -8 =9

43 Office of the Minister for Social Development and Employment, (20&8ducing Inequalities: Next Steps
http://www.msd.govt.nz/abouhsdandour-work/work-programmes/policydevelopment/reducingnequalities/index.html

Accessed 26 Augtf008

Childrends Commi ssioner (2008) Briefing for Incoming Ministe

“Duignan, P. (2002)Building Social Policy Evaluation Capacitgocial Policy Journal of New Zealand Te Puna Whakaaro.
Issue 19.

St John, S. (1997) The Measure of Success for Beyond Dependency: Aims, Methods and EvahgaidRolicy Journal of
New Zealand Te Puna Whakaalssue 8.

Wehipeihana N, Pipi K (2008). Working for families tax credits: barriers to take up from pdifeeligible families.
Wellington, Research Evaluation Consultancy Limited.

5 Mardini, J (2007) Does Every Child Count; A child rigiissed evaluation of Working For Families policy development.
Masters of Public Health Dissertation. (Unpublished) Otdgiversity.

6 peace, R. (2001) Social Exclusion: a concept in need of definBiocial Policy Journal of New Zealand Te Puna Whakaaro.
Issue 16.

““Dal e, C. Wynd, D. St John, S. O6Brien M. (208s0DAChiwhat Wor k C
Poverty Action Group Monograph;

Centre for Social Research and Evaluation and Inland Revenue @@l@)ngi ng Fami |l i esd Financi al Sup

Working: The summary report of the evaluation of the Working for Families packéigestry of Social Development and
Inland Revenue, Wellington, New Zealand.
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After consideration of thewider literature, we opted to develop and utilisean overarchinganalytical

framework in our reviewof the impact of WFFpolicy. This framework complements the wellbeing

indicators frameworlalso developed andescribedabove. Thedormer includes a focus on inequalities,
selfdefinredwh anau ora and <c¢hanges aodrirhouselnolds Thggove@iching u mst an
analyticalframework, diagrammaticallyrepresentedin (g)below, was used to guide our analysis of the

data. It was usedn combination with the Table Whanau wellbeing indicators to review impact of the

WFF policy on whanau.

Diagram (g) Overarching analytical framework for WFF policy review

What impact has
WFF had on
inequalities

(social inclusion/
exclusion)?

Changes in the / Whanau Ora
[\V/[qlo] whanau
circumstances of themselves
Maori defining the
households using impact of WFF
THNR data on whanau ora

“8 Barrett, M. Connolhstone, K. (1998)he Treaty of Waitangi and Social Pol&gycial Policy Journal of New Zealand Te Puna
Whakaaro.ssue 11.
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Keyoutputs from the literature review

1. Anannotated bibliography afaterialreviewed to inform the studyas producedAppendix
One)

2. Anincreasedunderstanding of the WFF polidhis then enabled development of the research
guestions.

3. Areviewof arangeof wellbeingindicators;thisthen informeddevelopment otthe analytical
framework for wtanau wellbeingndicators for WFF

4. Anunderstanding okeyconcepts and frameworks foeviewing policythisthen informedthe
broaderanalytical framework for the research
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3. Phase Two - Policy makers views of the WFF policy

Faceto-face, indepth, semistructured interviewswvere conductedvith key informantsfocusingon the
intent and expected target audience for tA&FFpolicy. Interview data played an important role in
clarifying the expectations and intended outcomes of the WFF pblicy a range of perspectivedt
wasexpeckd that more detailed informatiorcouldbe gleaned fromthese interviewshan from review
of policydocuments alonenabling a broadeunderstandng of WFF policy.

During the period Octobe2009 - March 201Qten key informantswere interviewedfrom a range of
sector groups including politiciardoselyinvolved with thedevelopmentof the policy, policy analysts
from the two Government Departmentkargely involved inimplementing the policy, key advocacy
groups and academicd he latter were thosevho had previouslcommentedon the policy and &ad
been involved in Government working parties on WFF. Four of the ten informants vaemrg M

Face to face interviewsvere conducted for a number of reasoirgludingthat interviewerswould be
able toprobe more fully for responses anthat more information of greater deptthan that able to be
generatedthrough a survey or telephone interviewas likely to be gatheredin some instances
repeatedfollow up calls anditilisation ofpersonal networksvas requiredto secure interviews with the
ten participants.

An interview scheduléattached as Appendix Three) was developed based on questions pjiste
literature review. Interviewswere audio recordedwith permission) and transcribeafter the interview.
Analysis wasarried out by the WRMD team of researchers using a mahi a roopu approach developed
by Whakauae a researcher from the team carried out initial analysis of the data and then presented this
to the wider research team toarry outadditional collectiveanalysis.The team as a wdie undertook
inductive, thematic analysis of the primary data as@sbeing gathered to distill meaning frothis and

to inform ongoing interviewsnterview data, oncdranscribed wassubject to content analys@allowing

for the development of categories in which to place processes and belravi®atawas organised
around key themes (based on the research questions) and further examined to see hdaifaiteli or

fitted the categoriesleveloped

The following article was praded as a result of data analysisdertaken during2010 and was

publishedas aFull Paper in Conference Proceaglia , Research with Marmngs Pol

Oral Presentationdla or i Associ ati on of -36 ®ecembdr2018 AUTeAudkland.t s
In addition a summary of the results was presented to oth@oilacademics at théndigenous Research
Wanamga Pae o te Maramatanga in November 2010.
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Introduction
Critical analysis of the effects of public policy, in particular, policy that will directly impact on

MUori whUnau and communities, is a fundamental co
make to the academy. In this paper we present early findings from a three year research
project, iReducing inequalities: analysing the ef

paper focuses on preliminary analysis of the first set of data collected, namely key informant
interviews conducted with policy makers involved in the development of the Working for
Families (WFF) policy, exploring their understandings of the policy and its implementation. Four
key themes, emerging from the key informant interview data, are presented for discussion: the
context for, and background to, the policy; perceptions of policy intent; views of the
philosophical underpinnings; and policy implementation. The paper concludes by reflecting on

the implications for MUoO T i ¢ o nfacatedi policye rotingpthat t hi s ¢
increasing whUnau knowledge about the policy, and
whUnau well being within our communities.

Background

In the late 20™ and early 21 centuries, the New Zealand government identified that a

coordinated and collaborative effort on its part was required to reduce persistent social and
economic inequalitiesMbetweeM MUstriy amd Health, 2
were, until recently, conducted under the Reducing Inequalities Framework; a policy platform

comprising a broad range of initiatives across the whole of government aimed at improving the

soci al and economic wellbeing not o ndisgdvaothgedMUor i ,
populations (Office of the Minister for Social Development and Employment, 2003). The

purpose of this research project is to determine whether the Working for Families policy, a key

element of the broader Reducing Inequalities Framework, has contributed towards achieving the

government 6s stated goal in MUori health: whUnau
The g o v e r n noevretr Gasl | goal for MUor i healt h, alde outl ir
Korowai Oranga, is the achievementof wh Unau MW a@r iorf a mi éditoeashieve theirp o r t

maxi mum health and well being (Ministry of Heal t h,
for MUori, capturing both the sense of the coll e
However, measuring whuUnau esrpartcalarlyin vehith] has provedr a out c

both an analytical and practical problem, for researchers, policymakers and funders alike.
WhUnau or a a ssnaw fienty erdrenphed, in health. However, the establishment by
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Cabinet in June 2009 of the Taskforc e o n  \W®BebtredInitiatives (Turia, 2010), along with a
budget appropriation in 2010 to support this initiative has consequently led to the adoption and
use of the concept in the human and social service fields more widely.

This study pre-dates thecr eat i on of 2010 T &erirdd dnitiatiees amah doash Un a u
not seek to examine or evaluate that policy. The origins of the study presented here derive from

a Request for Research Proposals (RFP) released by the Health Research Council of New

Zealand and the Foundation for Research Science and Technology. These two research
funders specifically sought iwhUnau orao researc
MUor i soci al and health inequality; contelatédb ut e t c
causes; and identify potential approaches to addressing these inequalities. In response, this

studyi ntends to contribute to our understanding of
ora by tracking MUor i h o u s e h wdtods owerctime andnin latiann d ot h e
to the introduction of the Working for Families (WFF) policy.

Working for Families was introduced in 2004 as a means of addressing a number of social
policy goal s. The policyds objectives were to re
working families; to strengthen work incentives for unemployed parents; and to make it easier
for families to access financial assistance (Johnson, 2005). Components of the policy include
increasing family incomes, making work pay, assisting with childcare costs and more affordable
housing for families (Ministry of Social Development, 2008). While the research team recognise
evaluation of the WFF policy has been given consideration (Wehipeihana & Pipi, 2008; Bryson
et al, 2007; Evans et al, 2007) to our knowledge this is the first time research is being
undertaken which specifical | y i nvestigates the | inks between WF

Methods

The research design for the full, three-year study adopts a mixed methods approach combining

guantitative and qualitative data collection methods (Cresswell, 2003). The study comprises four

discrete data collection activities: interviews with key informants regarding the intent and

expected target audience for the policy; identifying households in the longitudinal survey Te Hoe

Nuku Roa (Te Hoe Nuku Roa Research Team, 1999) who qualify for the WFF; analysis of these
households over time to assess how their whUnau w
of the policy; and interviews with a subset of these households to gather in-depth data on their
understanding of the policy and its perceivede f f ect s on t heir whUnau well b

The findings presented here are derived from the key informant interviews conducted between
October 2009 and April 2010. The interviews were conducted following an in-depth literature
review and analysis of the WFF policy and played an important role in clarifying and further
elucidating expectations and intended outcomes. Key informants included policymakers,
(Ministers and policy officials), advocates and academics; participants who were either involved
in the development and implementation of the WFF policy, or worked with those affected by the
policy. In total ten face-to-face interviews were conducted using a semi-structured interview
schedule (Bowling, 1997; Polit & Hungler, 1995, Crabtree & Miller, 1992) and of these ten
participants, fouri denti fi ed as MUor i

Key informants were purposively selected after ou
literaturedo such as Cabinet papers andintprgewj cy wor
we targeted three Atypesodo of i nformant s: t hose wh

interviews, involved in the development and implementation of the policy; those who had acted
as advisers to the government as the policy was being formulated; and those who had acted in
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an advocacy role for the very people the policy sought to effect. Key informants therefore came
from across the country, although, given our parameters, policy officials tended to be located in
Wellington, and included both males and females.

Interviews were recorded and transcribed and a thematic analysis completed individually by the
interviewers who conducted each interview. In a process t e r meathi a fioopuda team of four
senior researchers then undertook a further stage of analysis and synthesis. In accordance with
the mahi a roopu approach the team, as a group, reviewed all the transcripts and draft themes
identified by the interviewers; analysed transcripts thematically against the interview schedules
to draw out the key messages and analysed transcripts for new, emergent themes.

The mabhi a roopu approach to qualitative data analysis and synthesis has a number of benefits:
analysis is strengthened through the cr pdosed al inp
to being produced by a sole research practitioner in isolation; authenticity, reliability and rigour

aremai ntained by a number of researchers reviewing
themes can be discussed and considered. However there are also limitations to this method of

analysis; the primary one being it is a particularly resource- and time- intensive method of

analysis. In addition, the method requires a research environment where all views are treated

with respect, where rigorous debate can occur, and where consensus can ultimately be

achieved. In our research centre the perceived limitations of this method of analysis are

mitigated by fully costing our time for this data analysis approach into project budgets and the

existence of ai f | a t-héerarchical working environment.

Limitations

The findings reported here must be considered in
The data is derived from a small group of highly educated key informants who each have

intimate knowledge of the policy. Chosen specifically for this detailed and expert knowledge, the

informants therefore represent a distinct sub-group of the population. It must also be noted that

at this early stage of the project we have adopte
or ao. In the nexth,phtaltsee wH UMt ahue irretseeravice ws , a mor e
may be developed.

Findings

Background to the policy

In late 1999, the governing National Party was defeated. The Labour Party, then led by Helen
Clark in coalition with Alliance led by Jim Anderton, formed the new government. There were
significant expectations on the part of the electorate that the new government address
increasing levels of child poverty and increase support for working families.

With the | evels of poverty that have been | ef
argument was that a good number of families were in a situation where there simply
wasnot enough money in the house and that t he

benefit because there was no incentive to move into work because you lost money,
housing costs were too high, so there was a concern with that. And as people will
know really for quite some time the New Zealand state had moved away from
redistribution of wealth and compensation for having children. In other words, there
was nothing in it to have children and ... so there was nothing in it for families really.
So families, poverty, lack of income, lack of incentive, housing costs, it was that kind
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of back drop that lead us to say that we should try and do something about that
situation. Key Informant 2

There was also a sense that the new Labour Government had to win back the support of the
country, overcome a great deal of V O togestorarte st r ust
sense that Government could make a difference in

The WFF policy was introduced against a backdrop of previous welfare reform that had been
led out by a socially conservative government throughout much of the 1990s. These reforms
included a strong emphasis on means testing and a limited role for the state. These earlier
policies were regarded by some commentators as being discriminatory against the
disadvantaged and vulnerable in society (McTaggart, 2005); a view that was echoed by at least
one informant.

If you think of all the things that went the other way through the 1980s and 1990s,

there was GST which is regressive against poor people, there was two tax cuts

during the Nati onalaodss, pbeatihodofi nwhtihceh 1f989v our e d
groups. This package reversed that trend and for a one-off intervention, is quite

historic. Key Informant 6

Informants noted the policy had been introduced during a period of economic upturn, low
unemployment and a workforce shortage. Further, t he pbenkfited froftnsa i nt r o ¢
Minister with an understanding of the issues and a willingness to lead the policy.

We had a Minister that really understood ... he was a social scientist ... and that is

failyrare i n Government because Ministers arenodot ne
become Ministers of... and we had a Minister of Finance who had been a Minister of

Social Development or Social Welfare as it was then. Key Informant 6

Philosophical underpinnings

Underpinning the WFF policy was a range of values including: work is good for society, people

should work when they c¢an, (Kédyforemanydpared sfha ud al Ibaer i e
was actually a better do!l | ar (Key dnformant 9 dthéra r of
assumptions contributed to the approach adopted to address the social problems identified;

assumptions such as the poor not knowing how to use money wiselyiyou gi ve the poor
and it wondt make any difdwrkrowet beusede (akdbpy | dbi
dependency on the state being a fbadothing as opposed to independence from state support,

which was to be encouraged. This discourse was consistent in all of the key informant

interviews.

I think therebewatbhbabtreayygpgou give the poor mc
any difference because they dondét know how to
this incredible fear of giving poor people enough money because then they might

continue to enjoy their lifestyle. Key Informant 4

Well it creates dependence because where does this money come from? This

money comes from tax payers and its tax payer
when you start then returning money in whatever form, to groups of people, you are

creating welfare dependence. Key Informant 1
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Children were considered a priority group and there was a belief, held by the architects of the
policy that society had an overall responsibility to care for them. The idea of children being a
collective responsibility may have supported the goal to get mothers returning to the workforce,
including mothers caring for dependent children.

Iltés a collective issue that people have kids
clothed properly and housed properlyand t hat 6 s what countries do.

The child care stuff was done for two reasons ... to free women up to go back into

the work force and thereds | ots of accusations
secondly it was done because of the evidence emerging about the power of early

childhood education for quality education to actually equalise outcomes for children

in terms of education and income. Key Informant 8

Policy intent

The policy intent clearly spelt out in the Cabinet papers and confirmed by officials themselves

was threefold Ato ensure people got the assistan
adequacy ... and making work pay.o(Key Informant 7).

So to be realistic it [the policy] set out to substantially reduce child poverty and it did

t hat big ti me, it delivered and thereds just
saying before, the largest redistribution of income downwards in three decades. Key
Informant 6

Wealth re-distribution however, was directed at those trying to work or in employment and
consisted of incentives to enter the workforce and adequate supports to enable people to take
on work. A deliberate and stepped approach was envisaged.

So step one, get their income up, and do it decisively, step two, create a bridge to
work, step three, you know, try to provide a model of support which would ensure
that people felt like they were been properly supported to go to work which meant
things like childcare and good career advice and so on. Key Informant 2

Implementing the policy

The development and implementation of the policy was strongly influenced by the socio-political
context of the time. While initially crafted to include both beneficiaries and working families, the
political risks inherent in including beneficiaries in the policy were deemed too great and
resulted in this group eventually being excluded.

There was a lot of concern about whether Working for Families was a good idea
because it had quite a large price tag, it applied to people that were beneficiaries. It
applied to people in other words, who a lot of the population had built up a lot of
hostility to. Key Informant 2

Only families with children were eligible for the benefits of the WFF policy. In talking about

singl e people and couples without <children one inf
badlyo and that certain groups such as widows fiha
0s af e.tideyImfcemant 10
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The language used in conveying the concepts of the policy were also highly reflective of the
socio-political context. The use of certain phrases as the policy was being developed ensured
support for the policy from other politicians and government departments and made the policy
more palatable to the wider voting public. However, as the policy was being implemented, so
too, the language used to describe the policy evolved and changed.

It was called Afamily supporto, fAbridge to wor k
our core messages were around these kinds of positive things that this would do ...
but at one sweeping media conference it was ¢cf

expanded and that was because the Prime Minister felt that tax credit sounded, tax
cut in fact ... sounded a whole lot better than talking about family support and return
to work. Key Informant 2

Conclusion

The key informant interviews were undertaken to explore and understand the intent of the
policy, the target audience, the policy development context and barriers to implementation. The
key informants all clearly agreed that the expectations held by the electorate to address child
poverty required the then, newly formed Labour government, to be seen to be addressing the
issue of child poverty. The mechanisms the new government chose to employ for decreasing
poverty levels included family support targeted at low and middle income families; and
developing a work environment enabling of change. The government was perceived as
committed to demonstrating that they could improve on previous government policies, and as
having the strength of leadership and political will necessary for policy change. Our early
findings indicate that the new government believed there was solid evidence within the
electorate, and from officials and advisors, to support the interventions proposed.

Undertaking this first phase of data collection, has not only enabled the research team to gain a

much greater understanding of the expectations and intended outcomes of the WFF policy, but

alsohighl i ght ed t he ne e d-fotused resedrchintthe areaaFbr eddidperit is

outside the scope of the current research to expl

policy, as only those in receipt of the policy are being interviewed. The knowledge we have

gained from this first phase of the study will now be used to inform the qualitative interviews with

whUnau to be undertaken by December 2010. The pre
already indicate thatuttienpobicyébycomphaeityscup
whUnau. | t is therefore cruci al t hat , in the cour

made aware of the policy and the benefits it prov
contributi on indeed somiunity,wellbemandore broadly.
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Reviewing the method: interviewing policy makers.

In addition to writing up the results of thdata analyss, we revieweduse of the methodinterviewing

policy makersResultsof this methods reviewvere presentecat theMa or i Associ ation of
(MASSXonferenceheld on 01- 03 December 201@t AUT, AucklandOral presentationat this Conference

was complemented by written summary material. This is reproduced below.

- ————— e N _____/ = ——— e = :__/
~ Aim of the session ~ Why research with policy makers
Present insights into the pitfalls and pleasures of Better communication, interaction and
interviewing policy-makers in public health policy partnerships between policymakers and
research researchers will positively influence the impact of
research on policy and maximise policy capacityin

Whakauae Research for Maori Healthand general
Development.

Health Promotion and Policy Research Unit of the
University of Otago, Wellington

~ Whyresearch with pﬂHC\f—I’I‘TE\’ﬁ o D e
' - Why research with policy makers

Access to specialistknowledge of the policy process
Information would not have been discovered by
Test the political feasibility for policy options other methods

Access to otherinformation such as grey literature
Confidentiality enabled free expression
Triangulation with other data sources

Identify beliefs, relationships and interactions Researchers were able to probe, elaborate and
clarify responses, and identify the attitudes, values
Access to institutional knowledge and barriers to the policy process

Create opportunity for knowledge transfer
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_Who do we include as policy-
makers

Policy makers includes bureaucracy, elected
politicians, academics, and those focused on both
implementation and formal policy decision
making

Research Design: Recruitmel
._\-/_ - .- o
" Purposive and Snowball

Initial list:
* Personal networks

* Identifying organisations through documentation

_What research projects have used
policy- maker interviews?

WRMHD has been conducting research with
Maori policy makers over the past four years
focusing on three distinctive research areas;
Healthy Eating Healthy Action, Working for
Families Policy and Smoke free Environments

_ Research Design: Recruitment

Purposive and Snowball

Final list:
* Ethnicity of interviewee
* Knowledge, closenessto policy process

* Potential ability to affect policy

* Balance between positive and negative attitudes
* Ability to fill gapsin information

© Ability to speak freely on the issue

© Advice from key players

__Research Design:Recruitm
initial approaches

____‘_Besrearch Design: Qualitativ

Depth Interviews

Cold calling. Open ended interview schedule

Calling within the researchers personal network Mix of face to face and telephone interviews

letter s posted and/oremailed Average length of interview 45mins

Follow up phone calls and/or emails Audio recorded

Transcribed
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What worked best
Research Challenges

Phone as opposed to email approaches

Powerrelationships Using personal networks

Gaining and maintaining access Persistence

Seniority and knowledge of researcher Flexibility

Policy-maker time pressures. If topic was understood and valued by policymaker
Maintaining confidentiality Sending material in advance

Interviewer had seniority/knowledge of the context

As aresult of this work, @searchers from Whakauaee also ceauthoring arelated paperwith LouiseSignal,

Sharron Bowers, Richard Edwards, Sheena Hudson, Gabrielle Jenkin, Tolotea Lanumata, Marie Russell,
George Thompson, and Mathew Walton. The papetitled ProcessPitfalls andProfits: lessons from
interviewing New Zealand policgakerswill be submitted for publicatiorduring 2012. The abstract
belowoutlinesthepaper s i nt ent and concl usi ons

Little has been written about interviewing poliayakers in public health research. This
paper exploesthe process, pitfalls and profits of sestiuctured interviews with poliey
makers in terpolicyresearch projects conducted in New Zealdtely members of each
research team were surveyed about their @sh and findings verified against research
publications. Key aspects of the process of paligker interviews include navigating
gatekeepers, utilising personal contacts to gain access and multiple research
dissemination methods. Pitfalls of interviegipolicymakers included interviewers not
having enough knowledge of the topic under investigation so efforts were made to use
knowledgeable researchers or -gkill others. Interviews provide access to specialist
knowledge of the policy process which cainbe obtained by other methodgvhile this
study was conducted in one jurisdiction, it has implications for other courtfiestive
policymaker interviews in public health policy research could contribute to
improvements in the quality of data colledtand uptake of research by politykers.
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Key outputsfrom policy maker interviews

1. A paper was produced th@nabled the research team to gain a much greater understandir|
the expectations and intended outcomes of the WFF politlyis highlighted the need fo
addi t i o-foeussed kgearchiin the area.

2. A summary of the paper was discussed witlaod academics at thdndigenous Researg
Wana/MNga Pae o0 tenNa20Emat anga

3. Previously unavailable literature waaccessfully accessad a result of thdaceto-face contact
made throughkey informant interviewsInterviews provided a useful opportunity to identi
relevant material and request copies of this.

4. An opportunity to review the methods involved in intéewing policy makers; in particular fro
a Maori perspective. This analysis was presented at ¥ha o r i Associati g
Conferencen 2010.

5. Through shared research interests a number of public health researchers $iace
collaborated ona developing apaper entitled Process Pitfalls, and Profits: lessons frg
interviewing New Zealand poliecgakers It is intended that his paper will be published in 2012
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4. Phase Three - Using THNR to review the impact of WFF on
MUori whUnau

Te Hoe Nuku Roa (THNR) is the longashing longitudinal survey of &bri householdsundertaken

The study design is described elsewt&endin 2010comprisal a surveyof a random sample of 850

Maori households igcluding approximately2500 individuals) across seven Regional Council areas:
Northland, Auckland, Gisborne, Manawatu/Whanganui, Wellington, Nelson/Marlborough and
Southland. The survay administered tdhe same people/households atByear intervals. Thg-5 year

interval nterviews or‘'waves cl uster al Withedtlehousehaoldsgether as Wawve &,i e ws
the second as Wave 2 and so on. The initial survey (Wave 1) began late in 1995.

Te Hoe Nuku Roa adds new people to the sample if they join a household gherdidipatingin the
longitudinalsurvey and may add extra (totally new) households and regions over time. For example, the
Northland and Southland regions were added in Wave 4 Neldon/Marlborough in Wave 5. The tool
used for the first four sampling wasaevas an omnibus survey which asked a broad range of questions
on lifestyle, culture, te reo Maori, education, health, income, employment and household composition.
The Wave 4 questionnaire added detailed questions oanalh membership and interaction dymécs,

as well as the addition of an Economic Living Standards Inditatbich had been developed through
collaboration with the Ministry for Social Developm&niThe dataset is held at the Research Centre for
Maori Health and Development, Massey Univarsit

This phasef our research, using THNR to review the impact of WFF @nauh, consistedf three key
stages

1 households in the THNR dataseitiwcharacteristicgqualifying them for assistance under the
WEFF policyvereidentified,

1 quantitative analysis of these householdgas carried outover time to assess howwhanau
wellbeing hacchanged since thimtroduction of the policyand,

1 Indepthinterviewswere carried outwith a subset of thee households to gather fiormation
abouttheir understarding of the policy and its perceivéupactson whanau wellbeing.

Four major outputs wereproduced duringhis phase of the research

49Durie, M. H. (1995). Te Hoe Nuk u JoBrnahof therPalynesiaroSodieh04(4), 4640 0 r i | de
470.

%0 Jensen, J., Spittal, M., and Krishnan,(2005) ELSI Short Form: User Manual for a Direct Measureldfing Standards
Ministry of Social Development, WellingtoiNew Zealand.

51 Cunningham, C.W., etal., (2002).i vi ng St an d a r. Welingtof: MiBistrd af BocidlDewefopment.
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publication of a papein the Kotuitui Journa(2011) analysing the qualitative datkr om wh an a u
interviews
9 production of a technical repoexamining aspects of thguantitative analysisindertaken
91 production of a paper highlighting key learnirggfrom the technical report Thishas been
accepted for presentation at thNga Pae o te Mramatangalnternational hdigenousResearch
Conferenceo be heldin June2012 and,
1 preparation ofa papetWh anau Or a; He Whakbaardami WhpavaewsM
oracurrently in draft, whichl i nks whanau concepts of well bei ng
outcomes framework derived from tHEaskforcé’.

Includedbelow, corresponding with the above list of research outputs, @)he Kotuituidurnal paper
(2) the executive summary from the ¢bnical report(3) the abstractfor the paperthat has been
accepted fordelivery atthe Nga Pae o te Mramatanga International IndigenouiesearciConference
and (4) the draft paper b be submited to the Journal of Qualitative Social Woirk 2012for peer
review and potential publication.

Phase Three Research Output (1) Article published in Kotuitui: New Zealand Journal of Social
Sciences (November 2011).

Title: Implementing Working for Families: the impact of the policy on selected
MUowhUnau

Authors: Amohi a Boul

t on Whakauae Research fo
Heat her Gi ffo f

: r
rd, Whakauae Research or MU
Abstract This paper presents analysis of qualitative data collected for a study

investigatingthee f f ect of the Working for Famegotedes pol

whUnau ora (family wellbeing). Data is drawn
interviews undertaken with MUori whUnau invol
Study. WhUnau perceptions about how the Working f
their |lives and the contribution the policy I

presented. The paper discusses how the Working for Families policy appears to have

become an integral component of household income for many low- to middle-income
whUnau and reflects on how this policy, conce
alleviate and redress child poverty, is contributing towards supporting family wellbeing

or AwhUaau o

Keywords:Maor i, whUnau, family, Soci al Policy, we

2 Turia T (2010). Whanau Ora: report of the taskforce on Whaeatred initiativesReport produced for Hon Tariana Turia,
Minister for the Community and Voluntary Sector.

Page |45



Acknowledgements: This study was funded by the Health Research Council of New

Zealand (HRC) and the Foundation of Research Science and Technology (FRST)

through the HRC Partnership Programme. Th e Resear ch @ieHedthrand f or M
Development, Massey University provided the sample and Sue Triggs provides
statistical advice to the projectt We woul d al so | i ke to thank the
who willingly gave of their time to participate in this research.

INTRODUCTION

The Working for Families (WFF) policy introduced in the 2004 Budget, signalled a

significant change in how, and to whom, welfare distribution would occur in New

Zealand. At the time, WFF formed part of the then-Labour gover nment 6s bro
Reducing Inequalities Framework; a policy platform comprising a broad range of

initiatives across the whole of government aimed at improving the social and economic

wel |l being of disadvantaged popuMiaigterforrdsciali ncl ud
Development and Employment 2003). Working for Families, as it was originally

conceived, sought to address a number of social policy goals namely: to reduce child

poverty; to improve the incomes of working families; to strengthen work incentives for
unemployed parents; and to make it easier for families to access financial assistance

(Johnson 2005). Elements of the policy include a range of tax credits for low to middle

income families, assistance with childcare costs and housing subsidies (Ministry of

Social Development 2008).

I n 2009, Whakauae Research for MUor | Heal t h ¢
on a three-year study (Reducing inequalities: Analysing the Effect of Government Policy

on WhUn 3 to elora the impact of the Worki ng f or Families pold.i
whUnau or a, or family wellbeing. This paper
gualitative interview data with MUori whUnau

Families tax credits and/or other components of the policy. Three key themes are

reported and discussed: how Working for Families support was received and used by

t he whUnau; thathreceivingnfWaaking for Families support had on these

wh Un;aand the link, if any, between the financial assistance they received from
Working for Families and fAwhUnau orao, where
by each family.

BACKGROUND

In the late 20th and early 21st centuries, the New Zealand government identified that a

coordinated and collaborative effort on its part was required to reduce persistent social

and economic inequal idtnonevsUob et vevd m i BEDO25)i odn He
These efforts were, until recently, conducted under the Reducing Inequalities

Framework; a policy platform which sought to improve the social and economic

wellbeing of Maori, Pacific Island and other disadvantaged populations (Office of the

Minister for Social Development and Employment 2003). Working for Families

comprises a packaget od difsusoci al we | flawtemidlee nef i t
income families with dependent children (Perry 2004) with the aim of providing
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incentives to those families to participate in the paid workforce and, by extension,
contribute to a reduction in child poverty (True 2005). An important feature of the policy
is its focus on tax-based assistance through a system of tax credits (Johnson 2005).
Components of the policy include increasing family incomes, making work pay, assisting
with childcare costs and more affordable housing for families (Ministry of Social
Development 2008).

In addition to employing social welfare policies such as WFF to address inequalities, the

government 0s objectives in this regard have b
health strategy documents, including the New Zealand Health Strategy (Ministry of

Heal th 2002a), the Primary Health Care Strate
Health Strategy: He Korowai Oranga (Ministry of Health 2002b) . The gover nme
overall goal for MUor. h e adalthhSirategysHe Kanotvdi i ne d |
Oranga, is the achievement of whUnau ora or M
maximum health and wellbeing (Ministry of Health 2002 b ) . WhUnau ora i
i mportant vision for MUori t h dancokettiveeeffortisc apt ur
required to improve health and social wellbeing and that understandings of wellbeing

must be grounded within a MUori worldview.
Some nine years on since its int isoavuionyi on, t

entrenched in the health sector. With the establishment by Cabinet in June 2009 of the

Taskforce on WhU n aGentred Initiatives (Turia 2010); a budget appropriation in 2010

to support this initiative; and the selection
who must be ready to deliver a programme of action in 2011 ( Te P u n 2010K &é& i r i
application of the concept is spreading into the human and social service fields more

broadl y. However, measuring whUnau ora and w
health, has proved both an analytical and practical problem, for researchers,
policymakers and funders alike. In part, this is due to the lack of a single, consistent and
globally understood gdnetfijustramangstahose aifio make Palick u o r a
and those charged with implementing policy, but also amongst health and social service

providers themselves. The ultimate objective of this research project is to make a
determination as to whether the Working for Families policy, a key element of the

broader Reducing Inequalities Framework, has contributed towards achieving the
government 6s statedwhgbradu ionr aMmUor i heal t h:

Researchers and those who fund research have both identified the need for more
systematic monitoring of the impact of social policy (Blaiklock et al 2002; Devlin et al
2001). This study derives from an RFP released by two research funders: the Health
Research Council of New Zealand and the Foundation for Research Science and
Technol ogy. The funders specifically sought A
mul tiple indicators of MUor i soci al and heal
understanding of the interrelated causes; and identify potential approaches to
addressing these inequalities. In response, this study intends to contribute to our
understanding of the 1 mpact of gover nment p o
household economic and other social indicators over time and in relation to the
introduction of the Working for Families policy. While the research team recognise
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evaluation of the WFF policy has been given consideration (Wehipeihana & Pipi 2008;

Bryson et al 2007; Evans et al 2007) to our knowledge this is the first time research is

being undertaken which specifically investigse
ora outcomes.

METHODS

The research design for the full three-year study adopts a mixed methods approach
combining quantitative and qualitative data collection methods (Cresswell 2009). The
study comprises four discrete phases of data collection activities: interviews with key
informants regarding the intent and expected target audience for the policy (Boulton &
Gifford 2010); identifying all households in the longitudinal survey, Te Hoe Nuku Roa,
who qualify for the WFF; analysis of these households over time to assess how their

whUnau well being has changed si nc erviewswithi ntr od
a subset of these households to gather in-depth data on their understanding of the )
policy and its perceived effects on their whuU
derive from this fourth phase ofcodlactechwitt ol | ect

the subset of Te Hoe Nuku Roa households who were identified as being eligible to
receive Working for Families.

Te Hoe Nuku Roa (THNR) is the longest-r unni ng l ongi tudi nal su
households, originally designed to provide an on-going socio-cultural-demographic
profile of MUori households, whUnau and indiv
(Durie 1995; Te Hoe Nuku Roa Research Team 1997, 1999, 2000), comprising a

survey using a random sample of 8 50 MUoOT i h o u s e2608 lindisduals)r o u g h |
across seven Regional Council areas currently: Northland, Auckland, Gisborne,
Manawatu/Whanganui, Wellington, Nelson/Marlborough and Southland.

The survey follows the same people/households over time, returning to interview them

at 3-5 year intervals for as | ong as theyoére wildl
clusters all the first interviews together as Wave 1, the second as Wave 2 and so on,

even if the total wave is completed over an extended period of time. The initial survey

(Wave 1) began late in 1995. Te Hoe Nuku Roa adds new people to the sample if they

join a household already in the survey and may add extra (totally new) households and

regions over time as well. For example, the Northland and Southland regions were

added in Wave 4 and Nelson/Marlborough in Wave 5.

The tool used for the first four sampling waves was an omnibus survey which asked a

broad range of questions on I|ifestyl e, cul tur
employment, and household composition. The Wave 4 questionnaire also added
detailed questions on whUnau membership and

addition of an Economic Living Standards Indicator (ELSI) (Jensen et al 2002) which

had been developed through collaboration with the Ministry for Social Development
(Cunningham et al 2002). The survey itself is undertaken through face-to-face

i nterviews. The dataset i S | ocated at t he F
Development, Massey University.
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To find a sample of families to interview for the WFF study, the research team identified
all the households in the THNR dataset whose characteristics qualified them to receive
WEFF. The literature review and key informant interviews conducted prior to this phase
informed the tegmdés tthdet gypasdiofi whUnau
Families policy. Using this knowledge, the research team worked with a statistician from
the Research Centre for Maori Health and Development (RCMHD) to interrogate the
dataset to determine the households likely to be in receipt of Working for Families.

Households were therefore selected on the following basis:

1 At least one child born after mid-1993 (i.e. still under 18 years of age during
2010-2011 Wave 5 sample period);

1 At least one adult from the household interviewed prior to the introduction of
WEFF, as only the adults answer the household and other relevant questions (e.g.
income) that provide the background on the household for the survey; and

1 All household interviews were completed prior to 1 April 2005, the
implementation date of WFF.

Of the 615 households in Wave 4 where at least one adult responded to the economic
guestions, approximately half the households were excluded as the THNR interviews
had been administered after the main WFF introduction date (1 April 2005). To ensure
there was child of eligible age in the household (i.e. a child who would still be under 18
during the 2010-2011, Wave 5 sample period), we selected only those households
where an eligible-age child questionnaire had been completed. This further reduced our
potential sample to some 72 households. Of these households, 62 were selected as
being most likely to meet WFF criteria. Once eligible households were identified, the
research team contacted each household to confirm whether they did in fact receive
Working for Families support and were willing to participate in a face-to-face interview.
The final sample for the qualitative component of the study therefore comprises some
42 households™,

The thirty wh tepoaad herenvere conduceeavtsy five interviewers using a
semi-structured interview schedule developed by the research team. Interviews could

targe

include as many whUnau members as the whUnau

majority of interviews were only conducted with the mother of the family. Interviews
occurred between October 2010 and December 2010 and ranged between ten minutes
and forty minutes in length. A further twelve interviews are planned for February 2011,
which will conclude the qualitative interviewing component of the study. Each interview
was recorded and transcribed and an inductive thematic analysis completed by the
members of the research team (Cresswell 2009). Ethical approval for the entire project
was granted by the Multi-region Ethics Committee.

53NeIson/MarIborough are not represented in this data as we sought to include only those households
who were part of the THNR survey prior to the introduction of WFF and this region joined the survey after
the policy was introduced.
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Limitations

The findings reported here must be considere
limitatons. The whUnau had to meet a range of criter
Working for Families support, and having at least one child who would be aged 18 years

or younger during the 2010-2011 (Wave 5) data collection period. This requirement

meant a number of families from the THNR study were ineligible for the study, as the

youngest child has to be under the age of 13 in Wave 4 to be still eligible in Wave 5.
Consequently, our interview sample could be biased towards those families with only

older children. The final sample of 422wh Unau r epr esentl3% oAtpegatab X i mat ¢
Wave 4 households with children aged 18 years or younger.

The households themselves are likely to be more aware of their socio-economic and
cultural wellbeing, by virtue of the fact that they have been involved with the longitudinal
study for some years. A further limitation is the use of households in the THNR study as
proxies for whUnau. While researchers are cu
terms household and wh Un adahnke& Buriec2B08)nfgreha b | y (T
purposes of this study, we have deliberately chosen to consider the households as

whUnau in our analysis. Typically a THNR hous
people related to each other through marriage (conventional and common-law) and
whakapapa. The whUnau we interviewed therefor
parent, blended, nuclear and non-nuclear family reflecting the great diversity apparent in
contemporary MUori society (Durie, 1998) . |t
AwhUnau orao was defined by each indiwadual w
may differ betweent he whUnau who participated in this

di ffer from whUnau who are not part of this s

FINDINGS

Preliminary findings from a thematic anal ysi
presented below. Three themes in particular are explored: how additional income was
received and used by the whUnau; the impact,
support had on these whUnau; and whether the
bet ween the financial assistance t hieaytermecei Ve
which was defined by the whUnau themselves. I
the participants who are represented by codes. For example the code WM1A refers to a

whUnau member ( WM) in the first (1) househ;

di stinguishing them from other whUnau members

How the additional income was received and used
According to the policy, and depending on what components of Working for Families

whUnau are eligible to receive, WFF payments
basis or families can opt to receive one lump sum payment at the end of the financial

year . WhUnau that we interviewed, therefore,
of ways, as best fitted the circumstances of

we spoke to opted to receive payments weekly or fortnightly. The families that chose
this option tended to use the additional income in one of two ways. Either the money
was fApooledodo and used to pay bills or expense
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the money was kept separate from the household accounts and used specifically for the
children in that whUnau. Those that combined
family income spoke of wusing the money to pay
and other groceries, rent/mortgage payments and power.

Interviewer: And what kind of thing does that usually go towards helping?
WMS3A: Oh, just everything really. It just goes in to the bank account and just
gets pooled together with everything el se.

therent,tandfood at the moment, | suppose. 6Cos ev
my wages.
A smal | number of families spoke of using th
may have included takeaway meal s, a family ¢t

birthdaypar t y or gi fts for whUnau.

Interviewer: And how is any additional i ncome being
for food?

WMT7A: Well, yeah. Yep, it does, yep. Or it will give us luxuries or something,

but mainly, yeah.

Interviewer: What would a luxury be?

WMT7A: Um, takeaways.

Interviewer: Okay. Like McDonalds or something?

WMT7A: Yep, yep.

WM22A: We donét smoke or drink or nothing | ik
get used for a party on Saturday night, on
of my whuhtnatuher e, but, yeah. Basically we d:
itéds the kidbébs birthdays and then you sort
planned, but yeah.

The whUnau that kept the support payments se
earmarking it specifically for expenses related to their children, used their WFF

payments primarily to pay for a range of school and education-related activities such as

school uniforms, fees, sports and field trips, extra tuition and even school lunches.

Interviewer: The kinds of things that it goes towards every week? Does it go
towards anything in particular?

WMBG6A: That money that comes straight to me, | use for the kids at school. So it
goes in to things like school fees and everything surrounding school fees.

Interviewer: Does it ever go towards housing or like, mortgage or keeping the

house warm or maintenance on the house or anything like that?

WM4A: No . I have a payment which goes in to t
each fortnight... So that goes into there and basically at the beginning of the

year when they need to get all their books and their school uniforms, and...yeah.
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Some whUnau chose to receive their WFF entit)]
tax year. Often the families that chose this option did so to ensure that the money they

received was what they were entitled to, rather than facing a situation of being overpaid,

and therefore having to pay money back to the IRD. These families used the lump sum

payments in a variety of ways: to pay off debt (including credit card debt) that had
accrued through the year; to pay the follow
instances to pay for family holidays.

Interviewer: Do you know around about how much you get at the end of the
year?

WM27A: Yep. Well what | got this year was four thousand, nine hundred. Yeah.
For the year.

Interviewer: And what kind of things does it go ... towards helping out with?
WM27A: Oh, well it goes on a trip for her [daughter] and I. Helps pay bills.
Certainly around Christmas time. Rates and every household thing, shopping,
food. So that helps me out, because | also get a job which helps pay my
mortgage. So, mmmm, it came in quite handy.

Impact

For the majority of participants, receiving WFF assistance made a significant, and
positive, impact on their family. Most of the families we interviewed received an
additional $60-300 dollars per week in their household budget as a consequence of
receiving WFF support. Lump sum payments were in the order of between $4,000 and
$6,000 per year. The families we interviewed spoke of the additional income as

enabling them to fAsurviveo, to not have to fis
One whUnau member noted il dondt know where w
(WM24A) . Anot her participant noted that, I n
yeah, |l think it has saved a | ot of peopleo (

Interviewer: How do you reckon you guys would cope without that top up

money?

WM10A:Pr obably woul dné6t. Yeah.

Interviewer- What things would you have to sacrific
reckon?

WM10A:Uh, f ood. Cos thatoés all we spend our m
| only have one loan with the bank. | have no plastic cards or anything and most

of our money is groceries. Webve got three t

Interviewer: Who eat a lot.
WM10A: Who eat a lot. And a son and a little five month old baby.

WM11A: The difference it has made is like with being, well a big huge change
for me this year 1 s going down to one wage,
and 1 6d probably I ose my home if | wasnodot g:¢

Others spoke about the opportunities the additional money afforded the children of low-
income families. For instance, some talked about using WFF money to pay for extra
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tuition, sports and music lessons, thus ensuring their children received all the
advantages of a well-rounded education. Still others spoke about the WFF support
allowing one parent to stay at home and raise their children, without having financial
worry or stress.

For at | east t wo whUnau however, t he i mpact
payments had made a negative impact overall as they had been, or were currently, in

the position of having been fAoverpaido their
back this debt to the IRD.

Interviewer: | 6 m | ust i nterested about when you ha
work anymore, did you go on to the IRD site and let them know or anything like

that? Did you realise, did you do anything like that?

WM2A:No | didnoét realise that was what you we
they, cos they would have known, would have seen it from my work when it

woud have stopped cos thatdéds how they <cal cul
regardless of you telling them or not.

Interviewer: Ok ay. So |li ke that year... you coul d
end of that tax year to make up for that shortfall when youwer e n 6t wor ki ng?
WM2A: No, no | di dnodt . No, wha't happened wze
and ... welOre in arrears for a grand. .. two
Only three whUnau indicated that the Working

impact on their family circumstances, either because the additional income they
received was negligible as they had relatively high incomes, or because they had a
great deal of personal debt and therefore still struggled financially.

Links between receiving WFF payment sorand whUnau

To determi ne whet her whUnau c on slinkl leetweeth the dxizat ther
income they received from WFF and an i mpr ovement wailbeingha i r far
whUnauy owea first outlined a defrbmtheliterator@mand f wh Ur
then asked whUnau to descr i be .Quhiattalintetviiusau or a
indicated that, even when a definition was provided, families found it difficult to articulate

wh at whUnau ora meant f or edh prompt qestionssteauu ent | vy,
subsequent i nterviews, which was #Alf everythi
woul d that |l ook I|i ke and what would be happen
whUnau ora for their family, aboathayvingraddappyd t hat
healthy family and being financially secure.

Interviewer: What would your i deeaveryghing Mihddimpu Ora b
really well in the whUnau, what would it | oc¢
WMO9A: Oh, Iguessithi nk of Mas ono6shUyWkrow?eAllthdsapa W
aspects being taken care of. Yeah, kids happy, kids clothed, fed, sheltered,

warm, all that stuff. All those things being taken care of without it being ah...

worrying about paying for the heating bill and all that stuff.
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For other families, while financial security was important, they also emphasised the

need for the parents to remain physically well, to not have to see a General Practitioner

as often and for the household to be free of
was less concerned with physical or financial security and more about the cultural and
spiritual well being of the whUnau. Yet ot her
collective, to share good fortune and the ability to actively participate in the wider
community.

While the responses to the question Awhat <con

very diverse, we found that mo s t of the whuU

support they received did in faxt contribute
Interviewer: And so when you think about WhUnau
Wor king For Families contributes to WhUnau
WM26B:For wus, yes. |l tés kept wus afloat .
Interviewer: How has Working For Families helped vy
defini ti on of WhUnau Ora?
WM22A:1 guess, you know, if | wasndét able to

food on the table, put clothes on their back and things like that then we, you
know, woul dndét be able to have hyhikeifdt her t h
wasnodét able to put shoes on my feet so they

be going to school so then 16d have them bg
have to meet your basic needs so that other things can happen... you know, is
theregas in the car so when 1tds raining you ca

walking in the rain and getting a cold. You know, [that] one that said, in there

about having, getting, being in a warmer home?

Interviewer: Yes, yes.

WM22A: Well, you know, ifyoud on 6t have the money to pay t
know, to pay for your heating or whatever, you end up with sick kids. So, sick

kids are hungry O6cos there is no food to ea
itdés all connected.balsfi cymeedanobdtt hmemety owo cra |

by.

Only three families noted that the WFF support they received did not contribute to

whUnau ora for their whUnau. One noted that,
WFF payments had not wHer eonsidefing eéhie rcontmmition tis o ,

support had made to their whUnau ora they wer
any wayo (W
[ nd
t h

M1A). The second whUnau indicated

Amaking e s meet o andoft hehUnapersconaal WAdEI A)n. t.
that for em, whUnau ora was not achieved th
WM12A: | donot think money should make a huge
huge 1 mpact on WhUnau Ora anylwdng,,notgou know

money thing. Depends how you look at it | suppose. You know, they could be
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happy outside playing with a ball or if you want to spend so much money and
take them to the A&P show, depends what you think happy is.

Interviewer: Yeah, yeah,y e a h . So for you iIitds not
WM12A: No , not hugely. They dondét have a
way they are.

DISCUSSION

New Zeal and has a |l ong history of socia
net 0 f or &nth mostpudnerabée svithin our society. Furthermore, as a so-called
developed country, we take great pride in our position as one of the more socially
advanced and economically wealthy of the nation states.

The conviction we possess regarding our level of prosperity as a nation belies the
evidence that economic inequalities exist between groups within our society, and that
these same groups face economic hardship and indeed poverty on a day to day basis.
A desire for more sophisticated understandingsofthe t er m Apovertyo
for the development of indicators to better measure the material circumstances of
populations, including our own. In New Zealand, material hardship or deprivation is a
measure of relative disadvantage. A person is understood to be experiencing material
hardship or deprivation when they are 6

t o
| ot

do
0

I wel f

has

excl

life in their own societybecaus e of i nadequate resourceso (

Material hardship rates vary between sub-populations. Preliminary analysis from 2009
New Zealand Living Standards Survey indicates that Maori and Pacific people have
material har dshi p rates some 2 to 3 times t
groups and that beneficiary families with dependent children have a hardship rate of
around 5 times that for working families with children (50% and 11% respectively) (Perry
2009). Results from the 2008 survey show that while material hardship rates have
improved for all children between the 2004 and 2008 survey periods, as a consequence
of the extra WFF support received by working families with dependent children and the
increased employment, overall children are still significantly over-represented in the
hardship group. Furthermore, of all children identified as being in a state of material
hardship, approximately half come from working families (Perry 2009).

The Working for Families package was welcomed as the first major redistribution of
income in favour of poorer New Zealanders in 30 years and for the majority of families
in our sample, was regarded as essential to meeting the shortfall between salary or
wages and household expenses. The additional income families receive from Working
for Families forms a vital part of their core income. Families who participated in this
study indicated that without the additional support, they would find it difficult to manage
household expenses on a week-to-week basis. We found a difference between those
who chose to receive their WFF payments on a weekly or fortnightly basis, compared
with those who opted for a lump sum at the end of the tax year. Those who chose the
latter form of payment spoke about wanting to be sure the money they received was
what they were entitled to, and of the real pressure it would put on their family if they
had to reimburse the government for any overpayment. A clear impression from the
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research undertakensof ar is that there is a distinct g
discretionaryincomeand who, as a whUnau, would experier
were they to receive an additional, unplanned or unexpected bill.

Only a f e wsedvthelsuppont paymentstopay forso-cal | ed @Al uxuri es?®d
important to note the scale of these luxuries which, for most, was simply a take-away

meal forthewh Unau or t he abi |l i ts/ whetoerforthgir chilirantoh day p1
therchi |l drends friends. Only a small number of
of their support payments, and those who did so used these savings to pay for a family

holiday, family excursion or similar family-based event.

Most whUnau indicated that receiving WFF had
family and on t he par ebility, tooprovide the eecdssitiés that would
contribute towaawer alhleihre alatmi | ey wel | being e

housing; healthy food such as fresh meat and vegetables; and educational
opportunities, including additional money for school fees, but also for field trips, sports

and extra-curricular activities. Fort hese whUnau, it was | mportar
were given as many opportunities as any of their peers, that they were well fed and

clothed and that they were able to participate in a range of school-based and sporting

activities.

Many families noted that the opportunities to participate in family, and community-based
activities was a direct consequence of receiving WFF support, and that these

opportunities in turn, contributed to the fa
ora, was described and understood in a variety of ways, reflecting wider societal and
indeed, political understandings of the term.

was achieved when the family was happy, healthy and financially secure. Financial
security did not necessarily mean that a family had to be wealthy, but rather that
existing bills could be paid on time and unplanned expenses could be met. Almost all of
the participants stated that the additional income received as a consequence of the

WFF policy had made a contribution to theirfa mi | yés whUnau onawthis For s
was because the extra income alleviated the financial stress of trying to pay bills from
week to week. For others however, the additio

providing them with opportunities to participate in a range of activities that contributed to
their whUnau ficonnectednesso.

WhUnau connectedness, the ability to do thin
wi der whUnau functions (such as toaghfamilkesnga at
having access to additional household i ncome.
values, whUneaehbl i gati ons and the responsibilities
may place a heavy financi al bur den alfortheh Unau,

achievement of whUnau ora for many of the whU
Working for Families support has clearly become a key factor in low- to middle-income

Maor i whUnau well bei ng. WFF contributes signi
both a day-to-day and | onger term basis. The relian
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support, and the reasons for that reliance, must be afforded immediate consideration by
policy-makers and politicians as the economic recession, first noted in June 2008 (Kiro

et al 2010), continues to linger. On the basis of previous evidence (Blakely & McLeod

2009) we know that the effects of this recession are likely to be felt most profoundly,

and experienced more acutely, by MUori than b
yet at the same time, the government is having to consider the purpose of welfare

policy, the future sustainability of our welfare system and options for reducing welfare
spending (Welfare Working Group 2010). Any r e
must take i nt o account the reliance many working
support. This support provides more than a means of getting by between pay cheques

for some of our most vulnerable families; it is also a means, for some, of facilitating
whUnau orhd,evohgaa@a sense of whUnau well being,
element in their very survival.
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Phase Three Research Output (2):

EconomicLi vi ng Standards for MUori WhUnau-Before and
Technical Report Summary- Draft Two

Followingis the Executive Summary frottie technical report produced from analysis of Phase Three
quantitative data. The repoiisentitedd 02y 2YA O [ A @Ay 3 {GFyRFNRA F2N an;
W2 2 NJ Ay 3 FTReMUll @poiYis éxterSidie@nd has been attackegarately for refeencerather

than beingincluded in the body of tis report; full details on the methods are contained litonomic

[AGAYy3a {0 YyRINRa F2N) an2NR 2 Knyl.diis.d@FeMNBIl be y R | Fi
available on the Whakauae Websitevw.whakauae.co.nafter May 31st 2012 and will also be made

available on the HRC website.

Executive Summary

The aim of this project was to assess the impact
ontheeconomic | iving standards of Maor i whanau. T
Maori families with other types of Maori househol

hardship across all household types.

The sampl e wé&anTéHo8 NukhR@HNR)a longitudinalsurveyo f  Ma o r i househ
from six regions of New Zealand. While THNR not specifically designed to evaluaté-F it provided

a usefulplatform to do so, asround half the Wave 4 sample was collectexfore WFF and half after,

with a fairly equal split between Wreigible families and ineligible households.

Statistical limitations meant thalevels of hardship and differences between groupay have been
underestimated. Lack of strong differentiation ingoceived living standards, as measured by LS4y

also lead to an underestimation of differences between groups. By far the majority of all types of
household reported that their standard of living was medium or high and that they were satisfied with
their standard of living, despite marked differences in income adequacy and economising behaviour.

Nonetheless, prior to the implementation of the WFF policy, the living standards oeWFF g i bl e Mao
families were markedly and significantly lower tham el i gi bl e Maor i househol ds
other studies. Twice as many Weéligible families scored in the hardship category and tkgearters

of WFFeligible families reported that their income was not enough or only just enough to meet their
needscompared to less than half of ineligible households.

Beneficiary families with dependw children were the worsbff economically, followed by other
beneficiary households (excluding superannuitants) wadincome families with dependsd children.
High-income families with depend# children scored towards the top end of the living standards scale
(as measured by Ek$l Households without depende children had abovaverage living standards if
the principal adult was employed or retired.
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Low lving standards, high levels of hardship, low income adequacy and the need to economise on even

the most basic of items (such as fruit and vegetables) underpinned the need for an improvement in
income adequacy folow-income families with depend# children which was one of the aims of the

WEFF policy. However, the particularly low living standards faced by beneficiary families was at odds

with their lower level of WFF entitlements. This inconsistency arises from the divergence between the
‘“making’ wamki pay ‘i ncome adequacy’ aims of the WF

Living standards were associated with a range of factors, but particularly income, housing tenure and
life-stage. Groups with high levels of hardship includedilmm@me renters, young people and studsn
young parents, sole parents and people who had poor health status or a relationshipupreakow

levels of hardship were associated with high income, freehold tenuretlenng residential stability,
middle-aged to older people, and those in fulltinreenployment, with high educational qualifications and
good health status.

Cultural factors were not related teconomicl i vi ng standards as measured |
very strong connections to their culturethrough identity, knowledge of whakapaptikanga and te

reo, and cultural participatior- were equally likely come from households with low or high economic

|l iving standar ds, while the same could be said f«
Thus, the development of strong lcu ur al and whanau connections oc
hardships facing many households, presumably due to being an integral andagldg part of the
lifestyle of many whanau.

The r ol e imhelping loacareafar each other, and especiatly €hildren, the unwell or the

el derl vy, i s a benef i However, ithsalischimpartard to eecognseatie presswe et y
this pl aces Athirdoahfamilieshanad tellaf all sepmrent families) had at least one

other person living with them who was not part of the nuclear family, but who was most often a

relative. More than one in eight of the extended households included an older relative or a whangai or

young relative, while several other households comprised a salenpdiving with her parent(s) and
siblings.Twot hi rds of Maor i gave money to help their wh.
was no different in households whose income did not meet their own everyday needs compared to

other households.

Comparsons between the households interviewed before and after WFF (between 2004 and 2007)
indicated that WFF positively impacted income adequacy for-@gble families. In particular, there

was a decline in the proportieoamugh’ fami meed whes
needs and an equivalent increase in the *“just eno
slightly, but there was no overall increase in the average standard of living score. Nor was there any
evidence that thencreased income haled to less economising on either basic or discretionary items.

These findings were also reflected inthedire pt h i nt er vi e wsBouwltontahd Giffdrd, r t v wh
2011): The families we interviewed spoke of the additional income enabl i ng them to
not have to “struggle” dqui tFe nsaoncmuwuad h stecc umd k ey emvadss
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of factors that arapwith basib imdorae atequacw being a necessary, but not
sufficient, steponhe vari ous pathmato achieve whanau

While the results of this study support the contribution that Working for Families payments make
towards improving income adequacy, we note that this improvemerat tipping of the balance for
many families towardhavi ng ‘' j ust - evasoealgdd’ within radimenmeriod of other
supportive policies for lovincome families, such as an increase in the minimum wage and a decrease in
the unemployment rate. Thus, the gain may be a fragile one, particularlyeasctthomic situation of
low-income families was still one of considerable hardship in many cases, with families still having to
economise on basic necessities such as fruit and vegetables and visits to the doctor.

In the period following the collection the/ave 4 data, the economy has gone through a substantial
downturn, with an increase in the unemployment rate and the number of DPB beneficiaries. At the
same time, he cost of housing has increasgatentially erodinggains in housing affordability, artide

cost of food has increased at a faster rate than wages and general inflation.

Change in living standards of whanau over this
data from Wave 5 of THNR, collected in 20This report presents findgs based on 267 households
interviewed in both Wave 4 and Wave 5. The results confirmed the findings from Wave 4. Thatis, WFF
eligible families were still worseff economically than other households, but with a slight improvement

in living standards and significant improvement in income adequacy between Waves 4 and 5. Housing
satisfaction also improved. One area of concern was the much higher proportion of families having to
economise on fruit and vegetables in 2011 compared to 2004.

Many indivdual households showed substantial changes in living standards, often associated with
changes in household circumstances such as family formation and splitting, movement into and out of
the labour force and income change. With the exception of the stgtdap of retirees, the majority of
households had some change in their circumstances over the study period. The rate of change was
especially high for WFéligible families, of whom @6 changed their family type, twtbirds had a
change in number ofleperdent children, half had a change in income and over-tiiods of principal

adults changed their labour force statu®©ne feature of the data was the fluctuation in labour force
status around the margins of employmentetween fulltime and parttime work and between work,
parenting, study and looking for work.
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Phase Three Research Output (3):

NgU Pae o te MUramatanga International Indigenous Research Conference Paper

In February 201,2Whakauae had notice of acceptance of an abstract submiidedhe Nga Pae o te
Maramatanga International IndigenougesearctConference iflune2012 We will be developing a full
paper for inclusion in the conference proceedings report. The pefileutilise data from THNRWave
Four outlined in the technical rgoort to discuss earlympacs of WFF.The conference abstract is
reproduced below.

Title of Presentation:Tipping the balance: A quantitative analysis of thepact of the Working for
Families (WFF) policy on Maori whanau.

t NB &Sy (S NIaAmokia Bdsitw*, Dr  Heat her Gifford*, Dr Sue
Cunninghamt

Research institution/place of employment:
* Whakauae Research for Maori Health and Developm

T Research Centre for Maor.i H ¢,&0 Bdx 758, WetllinGtanyNZ | o p me n

Abstract

NZ' s Working for Families (WFF) policy introduced
poverty faced by lowncome working families. While WFF has been evalUditéitile evidence exists on

its impacton Maori. UsindgadathaziOevy®dat Fe NI albpmiBina ¢S | 2

Survey, we have addressed this gap. Findings indicate WE has positively impacted income
adeqguacy for WFFeligible families. fiere was a large decline in tipeoportion of families whose income

was ‘not enough’ to,anmecetan hedqui walegrnytd aiyn mreeeadse i n
in the periods before and after WFF was introduc@dir results show the positive contribution WFF
payments make towards improving income adequacy. However, we note that this improvemeat

ti pping of the balance for f ambceurredsvithinatinepatied havi n
of other macreenvironment changes for loamcome families (increased minimumwiage, decreased
unemployment rate) and did not impads significantlyon poverty for thosenot entitled to all
componens oft he policy &e. g. beneficiaries. Gains made
fragile, as the economic situation of lemcome families is still one of considdle hardship.
Consequently, support for vulnerable families remainsrifcal importance.

®4 Centre for Social Research and Evaluation and Inland Revenue (Mhanging Familiesd Fina
and Incentives for Working: The summary reporthaf evaluation of the Working for Families packad#inistry
of Social Development and Inland Revenu&llington, New Zealand.
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Phase Three Research Output (4):

WhUOnau Ora; He Whaklhoarrio fUa nwhiOyn avui:ews of whUnau or a

Finally in this sectigrwe present a draft paper developddllowing analysis of the qualitative data; in

particular the measurement ofh a n @aconceptsThepaper,2 Kny l dz h N} T | S 2 KF {F | NP
an2NRXA Tl YAf @& @A Bas subngittedindake R@1itadr o WNQuarterlypublished by the

Institute of Pdicy Studies, Victoria UniversityHowever, the papewas declined as it was deeméal be

out of t he .JMeuwhave since revieveed othere options foublicationand are currently

working on a submission to thiwurnal of Qualitative Social Wole intend to submit by80 June 2012.

WHUNAU ORA; HE WH AWHNRAU : Mu ORI FAMI LY VI EW
WHUNAU ORA

INTRODUCTION

WhUnau ora, while well understood in the heal
the soci al service provision field in Aotea
interpreted to mean A MU o r | families supported to achiev
well bei ngo (Ministry WhUnHeual 6 ha 2@8falt he ul tir
government ds MUor i heal t h The toncepy has, kirce iKor owa i

introduction, evolved and become even further entrenched not only in health service

del i ver yi bfitenrthe bbbia services sector through the introduction in 2010 of

the WhUnau Ora Approach to Soci al Service Del
Initiatives 2010). Wh Unau or a may n o w kdy strategg of lewdZeatanda s a
health and social pol i cy f or MOor i, and as such, osten:
reducing inequalities-Mbetiweand MUmprt owainmg nMWo |
social wellbeing outcomes at an individual, community and population level.

The concept of wh Urona a bodyroh work mrevengpeyd MUor i heal
providers, community leaders, policy maker s and MUor i academics
wh Unau appmaches may be found within the range of MUor i heal th

promotion/community development and primary health contracts currently in use today.
Some of these models have gained general acceptance amongst mainstream service
providers and are clearly described in the academic literature (Durie 2004). Others are
specific to individual providers and may have emerged from the unique tikanga of the
organisation or from its associated iwi (Gifford 1999; Boulton 2007).
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Whereas the concept of wh U n a u, witether as a goal or a model of service delivery,

has been extensively promoted and articulated by central government, in the community
setting, a common understandi ng elusivedEhétermi t i on
iwhUnau ofteraldosely snterpreted and while an agreed appreciation and
understanding is often assumed, evidence from community suggests that, on the
contrary,underst andi ngs of whUnau or a aspeeificdi ver se anct

In this paper we explore the definition of wh U n a udrawingaon qualitative data from

t wo separate studies, comparing this definiti
| at est whpblinyadocunent;athe Report of the Taskforce on Wh U n-&entred

Initiatives (2010). An analysis of the degree of <concorda
whUnau ora and those ofpolityhmakers & utdertaken. The v e r n me
paper concludes by noting that evaluation activity to determine the achievement of
whUnau ora outcomes at a whUnau 1level woul d
theoretical starting point.

METHODS

This paper draws upon qualitative data collected in the course of two separate but
related studies undertaken by Whakauae Resear
(WRMHD). The first examined the nat ur e of resilience for MU c
resilience relates to  wh U n a whileo theasecond investigated the impact of the

Wor king for Fami |Ifiansi |pioelsioc ypwedritnesplt Sheomethodo f

used to collect the qualitative data presented in this paper are described briefly below. A

more detailed description of the full range of methods used in the two studies may be

found in other publications (Boulton & Gifford 2010; Boulton, Gifford & Tamehana 2010;

Boulton & Gifford 2011; Boulton & Gifford, forthcoming).

The Working For Families study

Working for Families comprises a package of social welfare benefits targeting low-to-
middle income families with dependent children (Perry 2004) with the aim of providing
incentives to those families to participate in the paid workforce and, by extension,
contribute to a reduction in child poverty (True 2005). Components of the policy include
increasing family incomes, making work pay, assisting with childcare costs and more
affordable housing for families (Ministry of Social Development 2008).

The Working for Families (WFF) study comprises four phases of data collection
activities: interviews with key informants regarding the intent and expected target
audience for the policy; identifying all households in the longitudinal survey, Te Hoe
Nuku Roa, who qualify for Working for Families assistance; analysis of these
households over time to assess how their whU
introduction of the policy; and interviews with a subset of these households to gather in-
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depth data on their understanding of the policy and its perceived effects on their
whUnau wéHollttneiGiffayd 2010; 2011).

The findings presented here derive from this fourth phase of data collection: qualitative

interviews with 30 households from the Te Hoe Nuku Roa study® who were in receipt of

Working for Families assistance. The interviews used a semi-structured interview

schedule developed by the research team and explored among other things the
meaning of whUnau mterdewsiocludepas tmanypawh nau mem
as t he thbught aacessary, although the majority of interviews were only

conducted with one family member. Interviews averaged thirty minutes in length. Each

interview was recorded and transcribed and an inductive thematic analysis completed

by the members of the research team (Cresswell 2009).

The Resilience study

The term Aresiliencedo, used to describe i nd
(Walters & Simoni 2002; Lavallee & Clearsky 2006) has recently begun to be used in

New Zealand to describe the MUori popul ati on.
concept of resilience; its applicabilitytoMUor i , whUnau aandtheextenmuni t i e
to which t he concept of resilience contribu

Specifically the project explored ther el ati onshi p between whUnau
primary health concepts; how primary health approaches may mitigate risks to the

individual through enhancing their personal capacities and abilities; and how
engagementin  MUor i primary health services can str
improved access to culturally health resources (Boulton Gifford & Tamehana 2010;

Boulton & Gifford; forthcoming).

Using exploratory qualitative research methods in a single case study si te (a MUor
primary health provider), two phases of enquiry were conducted. Phase 1 comprised a
comprehensive literature review, a review of case study documents and key informant
interviews with case study employees and board members to identify how concepts of
resilience are incorporatedintoa pr i mary heal twh Unaaruepmpacdo vi der s
In phase 2, a series of sequential focus group® (SFG) interviews with case study
consumers were conducted to gather evidence of implementation of these concepts and
how particippatimary nhedlori services had i mpac
The sequential focus group method is a novel approach to qualitative data collection
with indigenous populations developed by the authors in collaboration with indigenous
researchers from Canada. It relies on the same group of participants meeting over the

55TeHoeNukuRoa(THNR)is'[helongerstunning l ongitudinal survey of MUori housel
randoms ampl e of 850 MUor i households (roughly 2500 individual s)
Nuku Roa Research Team 1999, 2000).

56 A methodological paper is being developed by the authors for submission in late 2011.
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course of a number of weeks to explore issues in depth. It is the data collected in the
course of undertaking the SFGs that is drawn upon for this paper.

The qualitative data from each project were reviewed and analysed thematically and
grouped according to a series of high-level themes. The results are presented under
these six themes: wellbeing; happiness; sense of belonging, identity and active
participation; support; financial security; looking forward and supporting potential.

RESULTS
Wellbeing

For many whUnau, t he wel [fuuesigengratian$ was d@ime c hi | ¢
motivator behind their striving to achieve a state of wh U n ara. Participants talked

about wanting their children to experience a better life than theirs, of the importance of
establishing a Afoundationdo for their chil dr e
security and provi di ngironmerd m which tohgrova up.fiMbeyc e nt 0
spoke about the need for parentséto instill values, including cultural values, such as

Ahol ding true to ...our tikangabo, and of hol
Parents spoke about the need for good role models, having a healthy attitude and
demonstrating this healthy attitude through their actions and the way they live.

While the future wellbeing of their children
some parents maintaining their own personal levels of good health were also seen as
an important p ar t of facilitating whUnau or a. Par eni

then they would be of little use to their family. Most participants regardedwh Unau or a as
a set of attributes that were in balance with each other. Having a balance between

mental, physical and spiritual wellbeing were all observed as contributors towards a

state of whUnau ora.

Happiness

In a similar manner some participantss poke about whUnau ora being
health and happiness. WhUnau ora wadieachiyownmed swhrhem!| t hy,
happy. . .. everythipg8shbaepwbo demomasyr atesd
had the capacity to simply live an everyday
Normal everyday activities that contributedt o whUnianclowdied Kk &dspi ng t
happy,kids ¢l ot hed, f ed,6 Hasvhienl gt efreendo u gshaor,mobei ng wel

a family, having sufficient money, a job, figo
contribute towards happiness and therefore t
happiness, barriers that inhibited a famil y 6 s abi | i t yatamg ep arft ificnioprantael
family activities, was regarded as an i mporta
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Sense of belonging/identity and active participation

Participants spoke about the importance of participation as members of society; being
active in their community, participating in sports groups, or at the local school or on

mar ae. Having a sense of dAplaced and of dApurp
as <cruci al to achieving whUnau eorfias.t r®@mey phaorltc
homeo and that their identity was forged thr
member of their community. Another participant viewed participation as broader than

just family-based activity; noting that their family participates ii n a | ot of soci
wi t h t he cAosanseuwohachieyement, or having contributed something tangible

in some area of | ife was also considered by p

with one participant noting that a family that exhibited or had achieved a state of
whUnau ora was one which was fipeopled by thos

Support

Many spoke about whslhatecan emoy beingitso o eatatiaghily thét
can talk, laugh, play togethera Family unity, inter-generational connectedness and a

duty of care wereallmenti oned as critical to whUnau ora. V
a state of whUnau or a, everyone | ooks after o
other, and in turn can expect to be supported themselves. One patrticipant spoke about

how i n t h everyoneffratsniorl ope afother when we all separated6 and t hat
separation from the whUnau is |l ess than idea
attribute of whUnau or a. ifgaamidéryetwork ofrffrientls i ons

and community members who can be called upon when required was regarded by
participants as important.

Financial security

Financial independence or securitywasakeyas pect menti onealinthg many
pursuit ofa Particidants agreed that havingmoney fij ust takes th
of f your Beihgdinahc@ly segure meant there were fewer stresses or strains

on the household. Other participants noted that being financially organised in your
whUnau, gosbrtechyauw finances and ensured a regular income was coming in to

t he f amil y papeewemindd Somd parficipants were quick to maintain that

financial security alone was notthek ey t o whUnau or a. One partic
financialsecur ity may have been the cruxtoéos wbUnahmh
absolute be al/l and end all; ités not all abo

money thinga

Page |68



Looking forward and supporting potential

For S 0me participants whUnau ora encompasse
unrealised potential and therefore required a forward-looking attitude and approach.

One person, for example, spoke of wh Un a u  deing anaaspirational goal; that

wh Un a uembracad the ability f o meet wh Umawh Umatue notriaalf or t
participants might not be achieved by this current generation, but could be a goal that

future generations strive to meet. To that end, these participants noted that
opportunities must be seized when they appear.

In summary, wh Un eraiis inclusive of nucl ear and extended whUna
The well being of children ais @& kewidiverrfor thds Un a u

achi evement and maintenance ohappweandlivirg by acseta . Bei
of values, either Christian in origin, and/or culturally-based, were all necessary to

achevewh Unau ora. A sense of ,auwmseaseofdulyocaress as wt
for,and support,, whUnau memberlsn inmnegs svarytsi adh.Unaau or a

whUnau being able to participate i;whatweery da

have come to expect in a developed country as routine entitlements, e.g. healthy food,

adequate housing, warmth, access to health care and education. While financial

securit y was seen as being integral to the achi e\
i solation of other attributes ofFiwhadnlayju wh tan a
and community potential should not be underestimated.

DISCUSSION

The mab-¢éntred framework outlined in the Taskforce Report (2010) contains five
domains of whUnaua iwlp@rdu nasneijlpyreciplespwialn aaui m
outcome goals; wh U n-gentred services; and a Wh Unau OfThis pdperuss t .
concerned with the third of these five domain
the Taskforce Framework (2010) the whUnau out
whUnau will be regarded as havi ngtheyarle abeved a
to demonstrate that they are self-managing; living healthy lifestyles; participating fully in

society; confidle nt | y parti ci pos;teconogicailyrsectre andasoccelstilly

involved in wealth creation; and cohesive, resilient and nurturing.

The table below provides a summary of the de

perceptions of whUnau or a (as i denti fied i
descriptors from the Taskforce Report. Our analysis of our data in relation to the

Taskforce 6s goals indicates a strong degree of <co
namely healthy whUnau I|ifestyles; full parti
whUnau cohesion. WhUnau did not identify as s
participation i rmUnesefeman®Mementandid®trong conc
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judged by repetition of the theme throughout all or the majority of interviews we

undertook. Si mi |

arly Al

reflected in one or two of the interviews.

mi t ed

concordanceo

Or a

Table 1: Degree of Concordance between WhUnau

Wh Un a u Summarised descriptor of goal Degree of Concordance

outcome

goals®’

wh U n seif- Capacity tofletemtinBtheiru | Some concordance

management own pathways/manage their own affairs. _
Knowledgeable about and participating | WhUnau described
in their own communities Can access a | Manage, without stress, everyday
range of goods and services. Able to whUnau responsib
draw on the skills of their own members [( I ncl uding exten
to advance their collective interests. responsibilities were emphasised
Activity is value based defined by and carried out from a set of
culture and traditions. defined values.

Heal t hy WhUnhau are the agents of change and Very strong concordance

lifestyles promote lifestyles that can lead to

optimal health and wellbeing. WhUnau
establish codes of conduct that will
endorse healthy behaviours. Setting an
example, applying a consistent set of
values, disseminating information to
whUnau members and observing safe
practices in homes will all contribute to
positive lifestyle choices.

Parents seeing themselves as
significant role models for their
children and widerwh Un a u .

Fulwh Un au
participation in
society

WhUnau able to readily access
community facilities and benefit from
community goods and services. Access
to health services, quality schooling,
recreational facilities, housing,
commercial ventures, meaningful
employment and levels of income
adequate for whUna
necessary for whUOUn
Successful participation in education is

U

A

g

Very strong concordance

WhUnau described
access the full range of goods

and services as essential

el ements of whUn
clearly described the importance
of meaningful employment and
levels of income adequate to
meet wh Unau .needs

> Turia, T (2010, page 7

®pDerived

from Turi a, T.

(2010) .

Tariana Turia, Minister for the Community and Voluntary Sector.

Wh-COenteed Init@tives: Regor graluced fooHon t h e
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a critical determinant and positively
associated with better health, higher
incomes, adequate housing and
healthier lifestyles.

Confident Te ao MUori spans tribal, community Limited concordance
whUnau and cultural endeavours. Includes MUbri
participation in cultural events, iwi affairs, marae hui,
Te Ao MU|wakaamaand kapa haka, and the
ongoing transmission of MUori
knowledge, culture and te reo MUori.

A small minority
indicated through their korero that
participation in the marae and
kohanga reo was important and

Wh Unwilhbeabletoenjoyactive MUor i values suc
participation in MUori society and that |mportant-, hoyvever ovgrall, )
MUori society will be sufficiently aligned participation 1n

not identified strongly with

to the needs of wh{ 1
WhUnau or a.

meet their needs.

Economic WhUnhau can aspire to levels of Very strong concordance

security and economic certainty that do not depend -

successful on minimal household incomes or All ~whUnau agree

involvementin | beneficiary payments. Innovative security was a critical element of
whUnau or a, howe

wealth creation | approaches to business, enterprise and
asset management will assist with
wealth creation.

stated that wealth creation was
not to be seen as the paramount
goal for whUnau.
described just needing enough to
cover basic needs without
financial stress.

WhUnau Able to communicate regularly and have | Very strong concordance

cohesion ongoing participatd. .
Households are able to participate with | A! | W llistosaed the
t he wi de and mm\[d bemafits |mp0rtance of partICIpatlon in

whUnau affairs,
responsibilities for guiding, caring
and support.

from consistent patterns of caring, and
experience safe and nurturing
environments.

Limited concordance was evident for two goals: participationinteaoMUoamd wh Un au
self-management. With regard to the former goal, limited concordance may be due to

the sources of data that we r e, whik eardimportantt he ar
embedded aspect of both studies, was not the sole focus of the interviews. The

interview schedule for participants in the WFF study was largely focused around the

impact of economic wellbeing on whUnau well being. The ques
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meaning of whUnau ora was par tpartcipants ma novi der i
have been focused on thinking around te ao MU

SFG participants meanwhile were focused on defining resilience and its meaning within

MUor i heal th services. Whil e many spoke of w
service and their sense of belonging to iwi and a commitment to the kaupapa of the

service, this same perception of the importance of cultural identity and belonging was

not evident when they were asked the questio
possible that those t hat are already immersed in te act
MUori o is already an integral part of identit
in the same way that someone who is more consciously striving towards confidently
participatinginteao MUo r i

The weak t o t hmanagemdhingmal may ed ditributable to the fact that
participants, particularly in the WFF study, were largely focused on day to day existence
and may not be have been in a position at that point time to be the masters of their own
destiny. While participants described attributes or behaviours that could be aligned with
this outcome there was not a strong emphasis on the concepts of self-determination,
self-management, self-efficacy or leadership.

In conclusion we not e t hat whUnau views and Taskforce
whUnau ora | argely align. Some el ements of t
whUnaumamddement and whUnau participation ou
elements in common. Currently the government is investing significantly in efforts to
determine the extent to which the whUnau or a
The Taskforce Framework provides a good foundation for evaluative activity and a

useful theoretical starting point. With further refinement the Framework be could be

utilised in an evaluative capacity as an effective evaluation tool.
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PhaseThree produced four major ouiuts:

9 Publication of a papein theKotuituidJournai n 2011 analysing the
interviews

1 Production of a technical report regarding the quantitative analysis from Phase {linréaft
until April 2012);

1 Preparation of gpape highlighting key learnirgfrom the technical reportvhichhas been
accepted for presentation at the HdPae o te Mramatanga International Indigenodesearch
Conference idune2012 and,

1 Preparationof paper2 Knyl dz hN}Y T 1S 2KI{FlI KRf & HKSE§
ora,currently indraftwhichl i nks whanau concepts of wel
outcomes framework derived from thEaskforce
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5. Findings and Conclusions

The Working for Families welfare packamproduced in the 2004 budget, sigihed a significant change

in welfarepolicyin New Zealand. It was also seen by the Lafbedicoalition governmenof the timeas

being akey plank in its reducing inequalities policy and programmes. It was conceptlialsa tool to

target those sectors of the population experiencing social disadvantage and unequal opportunity with a

view to increasing overall living standards and reducing poverty across the community. Rather than
being specifically tailoredto addressig t he needs of Maori, its develo
reducing inequalities framework with its emphasis on ethnic disparity primarily conditioned by socio
economic factors.

WFFwas designed to make it easier to work and to raise a family.efingylowto-middle income
families with dependent childrenthe WFF package sought to improve the incomes of working families
going outside the benéfsystem to meet welfare goal$t was argued that thisvould contributeto
reducing child poverty as weds provie incentives to participate in the paid workforce. Components of

the WFF package include increases in tax based assistance, the principal focus of the government
spending, a more affordable housing supplement and childcare cost assistanceptortdapour force
participation.

While the researchersecognig evaluation of the WFF policy has been giestensiveconsideratior’
weare not aware of any evalwuation which specifica
ora outcomes

%9 Bryson, A., Evans, M., Knight, G., La Valle, |.,Vaugris, S. (2007/New Zealan@ &/orking For Families programme:
Methodological considerations for evaluating MSD programm@&sI| Research Discussion Paper 26, London: Policy Studies
Institute.

Centre for Social Research and Evaluation and Inland Rev@®)/ K y3Ay 3 ClFYAfASaQ CAylFyOAlt {d
Working: The summary report of the evaluation of the Working for Families pacKdgestry of Social Development and
Inland Revenue, Wellington, New Zealand.
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Perry, B. (2004). Working for families: the impact on child pove8wgcial Policy Journal of New Zeal@2d1954.
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The purpose of tle research washereforet o undertake a detailed analys
whanau of a k ey, speuifically aimeel rat redycing inegualitiesith a view to

ascertaining how the policy contributed to an achievement of, mpir o ve ment i n, whar
(wellbeing) forthese families. Emphasis waplacedon change within thev h & n(attaswh & nau) over
time.

The analysisvasac hi eved by identifying a dchpadiciphteiothggr oup ¢
longitudinal THNRusvey, ascertaining the degree of change in their wellbeing over tiared was
followed up with faceto face interviews to assess whether chasgmsuld beattributed to the WFF
policy. The research questiomas‘ ds the key government policy Working foarkilies aimed at

reducing inequalitiewiolbet weheam aMaddraimi ahdspnowcontr i
the government’'s stated goal i n Maori health: wha
Findings

Prior to the implementation of the WFF poljdhie living standards of WFe | i gi bl e aher i f am

THNR studwer e mar kedly and significantly |l ower than i
in other studies. Twice as many W#igible families scored in the hardship category and three
guartersof WFFeligiblefamilies reported that their income was not enough or only just enough to meet

their needscompared to less than half of ineligible households.

Cultural factors were not related teconomicl i vi nhg standards as measured i
with very strong connections to their culturethrough identity, knowledge of whakapapa, tikanga and

te reo, and cultural participatior- were equally likelyto come from households with low or high

economic livingstandards. Thes ame coul d be said for whanau with

culture. Thus the development of strong cul tural
hardships facing many householdesumablythis isdue tot hese cul tur al and whan
being an integraland hightyal ued part of the | ifestyle of many v

The r ol e imhelping lnecarafar each other, and especially for children, the unwell or the

el derl vy, i s a ben adtiety lt ist atso importaht towdtd@mise the @esdbirdis

pl aces on sAtme of wlhfamiliesuand half of all separent families) had at least one

other person living with them who was not part of the nuclear family, but who was mosh dit

relative. More than one in eight of the extended households included an older relative or a whangai or

young relative, while several other households comprised a sole parent living with her parent(s) and
siblings.Twot hi rds of Maoreil pgdwei momwdyntaaw kb Vhesincludégde pr ev
householdswvith incomelevels whichdid not meet the everyday needs householdnembers

Impact of WFF

Changes were observed after the introduction of Wil in particular between 2004 (Wave 4)and

2011 (Wave 5) It was concluded thaWWFFeligible families were still worseff economically than other
households, but with a slight improvement in living standards and a significant improvement in income
adequacy between Waves 4 and 5. Housing satisin also improved. One area of concern was the
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much higher proportion of families having to economisetlo@ purchase ofruit and vegetables in 2011
compared to 2004.

The qualitative interviews with a sub group of the wider sarffdtsund that WFF had made a difference

to households in receipt of WFF. In particular results showed whigtout the additional WFFsupport
familieswould find it difficult to managéousehold expenses on a wetkweek basisThere wasa

difference betwea those who chose teeceivetheir WFF payments on a weekly or fortnightly basid

those who opted for a lump sum at the end of the tax year. Those who chose the latter fpagroent

spoke about wanting to be sure the money they received was whatreag in factentitled to and of

the real pressure it would put on their family if they had to reimburse any overpayment. A clear
impressiongainedf r om t he research undertaken is that ther
no discretionary incme. Theseswh anau woul d experience huge stress
an additional unexpected bilh the form of overpaid WFF allowances

Onl y a f asedthesupporbpaymentsto payforsmal | e d .For mostwhariaweassluxury

was @mply a takeaway meal ombeing ableto buy birthday presergwhether for their children or their
children’s friends. Only a small number of famil
payments Thosewho did so used these savings to pay fdamily holiday, family excursion or similar
family-based event.

Most whanau i ndi c asuppdrthadhaa & positeye impacst enabiing ivéFo secure

some of those necessities whiaontributed t owar ds t heir fami |l yéilg over al
Examples of this includedtable and healthy housindealthy food and educational opportunities

including additional money for school feeghoolfield trips, sports anather extra-curricular activities.

For these whanau, iir children werei gigmionlat opportunitiesto dhieir pednse

that they were well fed and clothed and that they were able to participate in a range of sbhset

and sporting activities.

Many families noted thabeing ableto participate in family and communiyased activities was a direct
consequence of receiving WFF supp®hisin turn contributed to thér overall wellbeing.

Changes in whUnau

With the exception of the stable group of retirees, the majority of houddtidnad some change in their
circumstances over the study period. Tdegreeof change in household circumstances was especially
high for WFFeligible familiesAmong thes®ne thirdchanged their family type, twthirds had a change

in number of depenent children, half had a change in income and over-thods of principal adults
changed their labour force status. One feature of the data was the fluctuation in labour force status
around the margins of employment between fulltime and parttime work and between work,
parenting, study angeekingwork.

9 The methods are described in Ketuitui paper reproduced earlier finis report
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The high level of labour force and income change may reflect the timing oéttidy. Theperiod

between the start of Wave 4 (2004) and Wave 5 (2011) was also a tingniicanteconomic volatility,

with a major recession that saw an increase in th
13% in 201%.

Thesecritical household changes affected the eligibility status of many ‘Allgfble families, with
almost a third no longer eligible by 20. Many of those who were still eligible were likely to have had a
change in entitlement due to changes in income andaiomber ofdependent children.

| mplications for whUnau or a

The results from the quantitative data were also reflected indh&a from thein-depth interviews with
t hirty Fanfiliasinenwiewedlescribedhe additional income abeing a key factor ienabling

them to “survive”, to not have t dindhdatsecuriygvhse” qui t
seen as one of a range o forafwghdasic incometatieguacy bemga r i but e
necessary, but not sufficient, omtep on the variou

Whanau ora was descr i b eydfwayshy pantinighmsreBettingowiderisagl a v ar i
and political understandings of theoncept I n general, families agreed t
when the family was happy, healthy and financially secure. Financial security did not necessarily mean

that a family had to be wealthy, but rather that existing bills could be paid on time and unplanned
expenses could be met. Almost all of the participants stated that the additional income received as a
consequence of the WFF policy had made a contributiaheirfa mi | vy’ s whanau naur a. Fol
this was because the extra income alleviated the financial stress of trying to pay bills from week to

week. For others however, the additional income g#wem choices, providing them with opportunities

to participate in a range of activities that contributed to theenseofvh anau “connectedness

In conclusionfor some familiedVFFhas contributed towards survivalsupporing the provision of the
basicnecessitiesThe additional incomeeceived hasnade a contribution tov h a n a dor thoseain
receipt of thesupport. Howeverearly gains made by WFF in the period 2@007, shown both in this
study’® and other studie¥, have been impacted by the wideconomicrecessiorresulting in continuing
hardship and income insufficiency formaMao r i whanau.

Those in receipt of WFF adill worseoff economically tharother households This raises questign
aroundt he si tuatwioarkifngr “frmom | i eirccome supdont pravidions of them t h e

%1 Department of Labour 2009 anadww.dol.govt.nz/publications/Imr/quicKacts/Maori.asp
2See section four THNR Report on whUnau living standards.

63 Perry, B. (2011Household incomes in New Zealand: trends in indicators of inequality and hardship 1982 12140y
of Social Development, WellingtoiNew Zealand.
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policy. The excl usion of significant n u rikelg costinueto whana
contribute tochild poverty and increaseequalitiesacross a range of indicatSfs

As a nation we need to considre implications of excluding namorking families from th&VFF policy;

in particular what are the impacts of thisforadlr i whanau who are overrepres:
statistic® The focus needs to remain on tamariki withinaalau andon the impact pverty willbe likely

to have on theilifetime trajectory andpotential life outcomes.

Any review of New Zealand’' s wel fare policy must t
now have on their WFF support. This support provides more thareans of getting by between pay
cheques for some of our most vulnerable familikgs s al so a means, for some, o

and for others, is a crucial element in their very survival.

64 Johnson, A. (2012)'he Growing Divide; a State of the Nation Report from3hkvation ArmyThe Salvation Army Social
Policy and Parliamentary Unit. February 20d#w.salvationarmy.org.nz/socipblicy

Dale, C, O'Brien M. & St JohnS. (2011) Left Further Behind; how pdlies fail the poorest children in New Zeala#dChild
Poverty Action Group Monograph.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX ONE: ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Adheson, D. (1998). Independent inquiry and review of health inequalities and life expectancy in Great
Britain. Retrieved 16/06/2008, from http:fww.archive.official
documents.co.uk/document/doh/ih/contents.htm.

The aims of this enquiry were to firstly review the latest available information on health inequalities and
"summarise the evidence of inequalities of health and the expectation of life in England and identify
trends'. This review was based on data from the Office for National Statistics (ONS), the Department of
Health (DH) and elsewhere.

The second was to identify, in the light of the reviepridrity areas for future policy development. . .
likely to offeropportunities for Government to develop beneficial, cost effective and affordable
interventions to reduce health inequalitieI hese policy proposals were to be based srientific and
expert evidenceand 'within the broad framework of the Governmerilsancial strategy.

Barrett, M., & ConnollyStone, K. (1998). The Treaty of Waitangi and social pokoycial
Policy Journal of New Zealand Te Puna Whaka@drb).

This paper discusses the Treaty of Waitangi as it has been interpreted and appliediedepf New

Zeal and Government policy. Policy towards the Mao
settlement of historical grievances, largely concerning traditional property rights, rather than the

Crown’s obligationscydreaTMaoaut hor $ heosokuadé plboai t |
approach to Treaty issues in the social policy arena is currently unclear and inconsistent, and that
Government should engage in an open dialthangue wi t h
seekng to set the terms of the debate as it does at present.

Blaiklock, A., Kiro, C., Belgrave, M., Low, W., Davenport, E., & Hassall, |. (200&)en the
invisible hand rocks the cradle: New Zealand children in a time of chamgecenti Working Papers
No0.93.

This paper outlines and investigates the impact of economic and social reforms Zie&land

since the miell980s on the welbeing of the childrenThe authors state that there has been

widening inequality between ethnic and income groups whichte$ t many MUor i anc
children, and children from one parent and poorer families, relatively worse off. The New

Zealand experience illustrates the vulnerability of children during periods of social upheaval and
change and the importance of havingeefive mechanisms to monitor, protect and promote the

interests of children.

Blakely, T., Tmas, M., Atkinson, J., YehCL.& Huang, K. (2007xacking disparity: Trends in ethnic and
socioeconomic inequalities in mortality 198004 Wellington: Minisry of Health.
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This is the fourth report in the ‘Decades of Disp
Census-* Mortality Study’ . I't updates the earlier rep
and income gradients in mortali (alkcause and byause) for 200104. The key finding of this latest

report is that both ethnic and socioeconomic inequalities in mortality may no longer be widening, as

they have done ever since timid-1980sexcept for low income young adults where reduction in

mortality is evident over the whole period (from 1982004). Also, the recent improvement in

mortality has been greater for Maori than for Pac
the Maori than the European/ Other | evel

Blakely, T., & McLeod, M. (2009). Will the financial crisis get under the skin and affect our
health? Learning from the past to predict the futhiaw Zealand Medical Journal 122
1307, 76-83.

The authors attempt to predict the health impact of th&8Z@global financial crisis and
consequent recession on the health of New Zealanders by reflecting on the lessons from the
economic and social changes of the 1980s and 1990s in New Zealand. Using an epidemiological
framework they discuss the determinasfthealth (e.g. unemployment) which are changing as a
result of the financial crisis, which social groups are having the largest cRaviggtsae the

likely health outcomes &nd what contextual factors (e.g. background disease rates) might
influence these? They conclude with a list of policy recommendations for the prioritisation of
publicly funded services, and to monitor and reduce the impacts of the economic recession on
health.

Boulton, A. (2007). Taking account of culture: The contractg e x peri ence of MUo
health providersAlterNative 31), 122139

During 2001 2004, research was undertaken that sought to understand the mental health

contracting experience fromte poi nt of view of MUor i heal t h |
findings was that MUori mental health provide
of their contracts to deliver mental health services that are aligned with those values and norms

enshrined in MUori culture. The types of addit

contracting for mental health services within a mainstream health system, as well as the reasons
for t hessentdexttruaal 6 a c tThewaricle ¢oeckides that irthedNews c us s e d .
Zealand health sector a contracting framewooke that takes account of the unique role

ti kanga (customs, practices) and kawa @§protoc

is required.

Boulton, A., & Gifford, H. (®10).Ma ki ng wor k pay. Policymaker 6s
f or f aPraipleirespor.esented at the MUori Associati on
New Zealand
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Boulton, A., & Gifford, H. (2011). Implementing ‘'working for families": The impadhef policy
on sel ect ed Kdtux New Zealarid doairnal of Social Sciences Online §1-2,
May -November), 144154,

Bowling, A. (1997) Research methods in health: Investigating health and health services.
Buckingham: Open University Press.

Bryson, A., Evans, M., Knight, G., La Valle, I., & Vegeris, S. (200Ngw Zealand ‘working for
families' programme: Methodological considerations for evaluating M&IgrammesPSI
Research Discussion Paper.2®&ndon: Policy Studielstitute.

This methodolgical review is the second part of the evaluation research commissioned by the
Ministry of Social Development (MSD) in 2005 to help in the preparation of the evaluation of
the OWor king f or F anthid review enumeratésine kep evaluatiom mme .
guestions identified by MSD as central to their policy concerns and considers how the features of
WFF could affect evaluation. It details the methodological and data requirements that must be
addressed in order toeet the four key evaluation objectives.

Cabinet Office. (2002)-uture directions for social assistance: Papér The case for change
Wellington: Cabinet Social Development Committee, SDC (02)75.

Cabinet Minute. (2004Reform of social assistanc@:Wor ki ng for famil i es
recommendations, CAB Min (04) 13/4

(@)
o}

Overview of the WFF programme; context, objectives, impacts, costs and communication
strategy.

Centre for Social Research & Evaluation. (200P9ckets of significant hardship apdverty
Wellington: Ministry of Social Development.

Centre for Social Research & Evaluation & Inland Revenue. (26006)c e i pt of t he &6 wc
fami |l i e sWelimwrc Miaiggrneof Social Development & InlarRevenue.

Centre for Social Research®valuation & Inland Revenue. (200R.ecei pt of t he &éwc

f ami | i e g @0pUpdateWeliagton: Ministry of Social Development &Inland
Revenue.
Centre for Social Research & Evaluation & Inland Revenue. 2@lB)angi ng f ami | i es €

financial sugort and incentives for working: The summary report of the evaluationtbie
owor ki ng f or Waelingtoh: Mimistry of foaia Rewvejopment amaland
Revenue.

This report summarises the findings from the WFF evaluation. Results includdysisaniathe
i mpact of the WFF changes @mreanlte 0p &rmgprd tosydneerm
poverty. The impact analysis included controls fordbenomic conditions over the WFF
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implementation periodlhe authors state that the percentage of ildiving in poverty, using

a 60% measure relative to 2004,dropped by 8 percentage points due to WFF. Without the WFF
package, New Zealanddés child poverty rate wou
likely reaching around 30% in 2008.

Child PovertyAction Group. (2008)CPAGvs.Attorney General: Comment on the judgement,
16th December 2008.

Collins, S. (2006). Maori children miss out on new Government assistdaveZealand Herald
Retrieved fromhttp://www.nzherald.co.nz/child-poverty-action-
group/news/article.cfm?o0_id=600551&objectid=10376951

Cotterell, G., von Randow, M., & Wheldon, M. (200B)easuring changes in family and
w h U n allbeinguusing Census data, 192D06: A preliminary analysidVellington: Statistics
New Zealand.

Crabtree, B. F. & Miller, W. L. (1992Poing qualitative researciNewbury Park: Sage
Publications.

Cresswell, J. W. (2009Research design. Qualitativeyantitative and mixed methods
approachesThousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

This book presents these three approaches side by side within the context of the process of
research from the beginning steps of philosophical assumptions to the writipgeaadting of
research. It provides an expanded discussion on ethical issues, emphasizes +msatfeb
technologies for literature searches, offers updated information about-metedds research
procedures and contains a glossary of terms.

Cumming, J., &Gribben, B. (2007)Evaluation of the primary health care strategy: Practice
data analysis 2002005. Wellington: Primary Health Care Strategy Evaluation Research Team;
Health Services Research Centre and CBG Health Research Ltd.

Cunningham, C., Durie, MFergusson, D., Fitzgerald, E., Hong, B., Horwood, J., et al. (2002).
Li ving st and arWetingtont MirdstrybbeSociaMd@welopment.

The objective of this study was firstly to examine the use and relevance of the Material Wellbeing Scale
todescribe the |iving standards of ol der Maor. (54
information on the |l iving standards of ol der Maor
and thirdly to relate these findings to the findimfrom the study of the general population of older

people.Results showed that, although the great majority of older M&ori are not in dire circumstances,

there is nonetheless a relatively high rate of disadvantage, poverty and material hardship-levels

around three or four times those of neMaori.
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Cunningham, C., Stevenson, B., Fitzgerald, E., & Rolls, R. 2008)or i women i n Aot
report prepared for .MiWeilsltirnyg toofn : WoRwesnebasr cAhf fCaein
and Development, Masgé&Jniversity.

Dal e, M. C., Wynd, D. , S tWhal wonkrcqunts® Work idcentvésBr i e n
and sole parent familieg\ Child Poverty Action Group MonograpAuckland: Child Poverty
Action Group.

WFF aimed to provide an incentive for parentemter paid work, and to ensure income adequacy for

those who did so. This paper considers whether WFF achieved its stated aim, and asks whether work

based social assistance results inypald, stable employment that lifts sole parents (and their ch)ldre

out of poverty, or achi ev e s-erldjobstaidbendfits.Me cantexaaf &6 c h u
this study is 2004 2010. Indepth interviews, mainly with sole parents who have experienced some
degree of churning i telabbarmariZe welreaanduéied toprbvidethe unst ab
gualitative underpinnings of this projecthe lesson from this is that the prevailing labour market has a

greater impact on sole parent employment than financial incentives, and tying family incomentorgaid

puts children at risk of irregular and variable income

Dale, M. C., O'Brien M, & St John S (Eds.). (2011gft further behind; How policies fail the
poorest children in New Zealand. A Child Poverty Action Group Monograptkland: Child
Poverty Adion Group.

Thispublicaion updates Left Behind (2008) aaldo broadens the focus to provide new insights into the
wide range of issugincomes, healthhousing, education, parental support, social hazpitast affect
children. It offers critical anadys of the state of New Zealand children in 2011 and the effectiveness of
family and social policy. It provides strong recommendations for the way fdrwar

These focus othe idea of putting children at the centre of policy decisions. None of the issingsec
tackled in isolation. A concerted and coordinated approach to reducing child poverty and improving the
wellbeing and opportunities for all children is required.

Department of Labour. (20)0Maori LabouMarket Factsheet December 2009Retrievedfrom
http://www.dol.govt.nz/publications/Imr/archive/quick -factsdec09/Imr-quick-factsmaori.asp

This fact sheet reports key labour market informationfokédr i f or t he year to
2009. All data is sourced from the Household Labour Force Survey released quarterly by
Statistics New Zealand.

Devlin N, Maynard A., & Mays N.rreformgBacko. New Z
the future™BMJ, 322 11711174.

In 1999 the National Government was replaced by a Labour led coalition, which rapidly and
significantly changed the way publicly financed health services were organised from the quasi
freemarket system (narrow focus, fragmented public serem@mercially oriented andcking
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local democraticinpdit t o a system promoted as ae¢athowi ng g
sector decisionmakilgput ti ng the public back into the pu

This paper reviews New Zealand's experience thighquasifree market model and appraises

the rationale for another round of structural change. Challenges that policymakers face in
achieving their goals are identified, consideration given to the general lessons provided by New
Zealand's frequent-turns in policy, and criteria are offered against which the new system could
be assessed.

Duignan, P. (2002). Building social policy evaluation capa8tcial Policy Journal of New
Zealand Te Puna Whakadf®), 179194.

In this article the author observesththere has been an increased interest in evaluation in the
public sector in New Zealand which could result in an adequately resourced and sophisticated
approach to evaluation leading to better formed and implemented social programmes and
policies. In or@r to achieve this, appropriate evaluation models, (including those appropriate for
Maori programmes) are needed and a sector culture of evaluation through appropriate evaluation
training and awarenesaising at all levels is required.

Durie, M. H. (1995). Te Hoe NukiourRiotthe Paolyaesienwor k: A
Society 104(4), 46470.

This paper reports aihe development of the multi axial framewongaihere tangatdhuman
relationships)t e ao( MUOori cul t ureU abidu d tdiangat(dosio) h o
economic circumstances),g U wh a k a n e(éhangecokee timalisegl as a basis for

devel oping an appropriate methodol ogy (feo cond
Hoe Nulku Roa-MU o r i  Pltwillfalsolbeused in the analysis of complex data sets

Durie, M. (1998) WhaioraM U o: Health Developmer(®"® ed.). AucklandNew Zealand:
Oxford University Press.

Durie, M. (2004).An indigenous model of health promotidaalth Promotion Journal of
Australia.1g 3).

In this article, the Indigenous Model of Health Promotion which has been developed in New
Zealand is outlined. The symbolism of a constellation of stars, the Southern Cross (Te Pae
Mahutonga) areincorporatednto themodel to increase understanding and to convey a greater
sense of relevancdlhef our key areas for health (6orad)
one of the central Southern Cross stars are: Waiora ( hatural environment and environmental
protection); Mauri Ora (cultural identity and access to the M&ori world); Toiora- i@l and
healthy lifestyles); and Whaiora (full participation in the wider society). The two pointer stars
symbolise capacities that are needed to make progressiveffieadership (Nga Manukura) and
autonomy (Mana Whakahaere).
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Durie, M. (2006)Me as ur i ng MUWallingtom Bassep @nivarsity.

Durie, M., Black, T., Cunningham, C., Durie, A., Palmer, F., & Hawkins, C. (200&).
parametersoivh Umweed | bei ng: a report .\Welliegoa Massey f or Te
University.

Dwyer, G. E. (2005) Dissecting the working for families packagé/ellington: New Zealand
Business Roundtable. Retrieved 04/09/2008 from
www.nzbr.org.nz/documents/publicaiotns/publications2005/dissectingff.pdf .

This paper outlines the objectives of WFF, its components and summarises the costs. An
international comparison of falmincome assistance esented. The implications for

economic efficiency of WFF are then examined and discussed in relation to the impact on child
poverty and the distribution of income of WFF. An outline of an alternative and more desirable
directionfor policy is provided.

Evans, M., Knight, G., & La Valle, I. (200Mlew Zealand 'workingfdr ami | i es :60pr ogr a
Literature review of evaluation evidence. PSI Research Discussion Pafesrzion: Policy
Studies Institute.

In 2005, the Ministry of Socidevelopment (MSD) commissioned researchetdew international
evaluation methodology and literature to help in the preparatiemaluation of the Working for Families
(WFF) policy, introduced in 2004. The results of the study are in two péuitsfirst part, the literature
review, reviews international literature, comparingehenomic impact of WFF with those of welfare
reforms elsewhere. It introduces tentral issues within the New Zealand and WFF context using a
combination ofcrossnationalcomparisons and an intensive country or programme literature review.

Families Commission. (2008 he kiwi nest: 60 years aghange in New Zealand
familiesResearch Report No. 3/08/ellington: Author.

Families Commission. (2010). Impact of the recessiofamilies: Parent panel discussion group
meetings, FebruaryMarch 2010: Phase 3, session 2. Retrieved from
http://www.nzfamilies.org.nz/listen/family-finances/impactof-the-recessionon-families

Families Commission. (2012). One step at a ti
hardship. Research Report No 3/12. Retrieved from
http://www.nzfamilies.org.nz/research/culttardcommunity/onestepat-a-time

Families Commission. (2012Vh U ntaketakeMUor i . Reercde sMUrnis resi |l i en
Research Report No 2/10. Retrieved from http://www.nzfamilies.org.nz

Friesen, M. D., Fergusson, D. M., & Chesney,
conditons of young Ne wSodatRolicyaJowtnal fofdNew Zealagbe Buna
Whakaaro(33), 4769.
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The purpose of this paper is to provide a descriptive profile of the personal characteristics and
sociaeconomic circumstances of a cohort of yopagents (N = 155) who had fttime care of

at least one dependent child at 25 years of age. Employing longitudinal data from the
Christchurch Health and Development Study, the results showed that around one in five of these
young families were experiengmmoderate to severe material hardship. These findings are
discussed in light of current social and economic policy for income maintenance, employment
facilitation and welfare reduction.

Gifford, H. (1999)A case study of WhUn atuon@aodel(MaAt Eesdsi healt |
Otago University, Dunedin.

Green Party of Aotearoa New Zealand. (20Mind the gap: Green new deal initiatives to  combat
growing inequality in New Zealand

Health Research Council of New Zealand. (19%0)idelines on ethiin health researchAuckland:
Author.

Health Research Council of New Zealand. (20@)idelines for researchers on health research
i nvol vi:Awklantdauthar.

Henare, M., Puckey, A., & Nicholson, A. (201He Ara Hou The pathway forward: Getiit
right for Aotearoa New Ze aAueklamidoMira92ésoyr i and Pa
Research Centre. The University of Auckland.

This report complementBveéhy €hiid20lé @d consEadgiheb! i shed
situat i on Pasifikathiltcen in deptt®wérall, these children disproportionately suffer from

low living standards as measured by income and indicators of hardship. This has high social and

economic costs, and is reflected inthe lowveelkt i ng o f ma n ifika fsirtllies. However,d P a s
assessing MUorbeiamg PrPaguii&s mehdsures based on MU
constitutes a good life rather than in relation to GDP (Gross Domestic Product) as this measure of
standards of living falstomas ur e outcomes in relation to the MUo
new measurements and models focusing on MUori and
Pasifika participation in their own worlds and within New Zealand society more broadly.

James, J. (2009). Facilitating fertility and paid work: Contemporary fanmegdly policy initiatives and
their social impacts in Australasi@ocial Policy Journal of Newealand Te Puna Whakaa(84), 2539.

This paper focuses on contemporary publiceptions of the challenges of combining paid work and

raising a family, set against the backdrop of concerns about low fertility, structural population ageing and
the composition of the future labour force. The New Zealand Working for Families paclage, th
Australian Family Tax Benefit package, and the two countries' parental leave and-fecosed

policies are compared, with a focus on choaonal similarities and differences.

Jensen, J., Spittal, M., Crichton, S., Sathiyandra, S., & Krishnan, 92)ZDirect measurement of
l'iving standards: The New Zeal and EMWSlingtancal e. Ng U
Ministry of Social Development.
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Researchers recognised that the Material Wellbeing Scale needed modification if it was to be valid acros
the whole population. The survey of workiage people contained living standard measurement items

but (unlike the survey of older people) included few potentially explanatory variables. Using the
measurement items, the researchers developed the EcdreimicStandard Index (ELSI), (broadly

similar to the one for older people) that is applicable to the population as a whole. Using ELSI,
researchers have been able to describe the living standards of New Zealanders in a new and revealing
way.

Jensen, JSpittal, M., & Krishnan, V. (2005ELSI short form: User manual for a direct
measure of living standardgVellington: Ministry of Social Development

The Economic Living Standard Index Short Form (ELSISF) is a shortened version of the ELSI
scale and can kmubstituted for it in many contexts. Like the full scale, the ELSISF provides a
valid and reliable survey tool for measuring people's economic standard of living. The ELSISF
tool yields a score that is obtained by combining information from a set oftirtn®quire 46
minutes to administer.

Jensen, J., Krishnan, V., Hodgson, R., Sathiyandra, S. G., Templeton, R., Jones, D., et al. (2006).
New Zealand living standards 2Q0/ellington: Ministry of Social Development.

Johnson, A. (2012 he growingdivide. A State of the Nation report from The Salvation Army.
Manukau City: The Salvation Army Social Policy and Parliamentary Unit. Retrieved from
http://www.salvationarmy.org.nz/socialpolicy

Thi s report focuses on five soci al policy area
work and incomes, social hazards and housing with each of these topics outlined separately,

through the presentation and discussion of various indicaitws autho states that the levels of

child poverty have remained the same over the last 5 years where children living in so called

owor kl ess® househol doliveanrredative poxertyt. Using the percentage | i k e
of childrenliving in benefit depedent households provides a moretaate indicator of

changes in New Zealandds overal/l child povert
Johnson, N . (2005) . "Working for familiesd in

26/08/2008, fronhttp://www.fulbright.org.nz/voices/axford/johnson.html

This report begins with some comparisons between New Zealand and the United States and
concludes with policy recommendations and suggestions for further resBaecuthor

proposes that the OWorking for Familiesd pack
poverty, making work pay, and improving utilization of family supports by extendingased

aid. However, the expansion of Family Assistance to an increasing prapi on of New Ze:
middle-income two-parent families could have unintended and undesirable consequences for

some families
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Kiro, C., von Randow, M., & Sporle, A. (2010)tendsinwelb ei ng f or MUor i
households/families, 1984006. Familyw h U raed wellbeing project. Retrieved from
http://www.maramatanga.ac.nz

This report uses data from the Famigh U n\eellbeing project (COMPASS) and is the first to
specifically concentrate on Maatih U readihousehds providing a framework for monitoring

w h U nvallbeing through the use and analysis of the New Zealand Census data from this
period. Other sources of health information are considered to contextualize findings relevant to
hauora such as the New Zealatehlth Survey, MSD Social Reports during this time frame,
Household Labour Force Survey (HLFS) and the Household Economic Survey (HES).

Kooyela,V. (2007) Qual ity of | ife indicators for MUoOTr.I
Potential Forecast ReportRetrieved fromhttp://www.tpk.govt.nz.

Krishnan, V., Jensen, J., & Ballantyne, S. (20QR)ing standards in New&Za | and 2000: Ng
U h u a t naho g AotearoaWellington: Centre for Social Research araluation, Ministry
of Social Development.

Lunt, N., O'Brien, M., & Stephens, R. (Eds.). (2008w Zealand, new welfafést ed. 23).
South Melbourne, Victoria: Ceage Learning.

Manat u MU oGQuidelineq fdr @gdrch proposalsellington: Author.

Mardini, J. (2007)Does every child count in Aotearoa New Zealand? A child rAghsed
evaluation ofd®d wor ki ng WnpublisifechDissetione@tago,po |l i cy d
Dunedin.

The aim of this dissertation was to externally ev
right to health, were recognised in the development of the WFF programme and what factors enabled or
hindered greaterrecogrnt i on of childrends rights during policy

stakeholder informant interviews were conducted aaddulated for overall result$he author believes
that WFF policy development process did not explicitly recognise UNCR@&national human rights

norms oOr standards, or chil drends r i ghBamsiersttoo an ad
greater recognition of childrends rights during p
societal perspecters of chil dren as fAhuman becomingso rather

of economic development.

McTaggart, S. (2005Monitoring the impact of social policy, 1982001: Report on significant
policy eventsWellington: SPEaR.

The purpose dhis report is to identify significant events in the area of social potieyant to
family wellbeing in New Zealand over the period 198001. The report ipart of the Family
and Whanau Wellbeing Project (FWWP), a fivear research projebt it theauthor focuses on
five major areas of social policy relevant to family wellbeing: social security, employment,
health, education, and housing.
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Ministry of Social Development. (2008). The social report, 2008: Indicators of social wellbeing
in New ZealandRetrieved from
http://www.beehive.govt.nz/sites/all/files/Social%20Report%202008 0.pdf

This is the seventh edition of the social report which uses a set of staiigticators to monitor
trends acrossl1l0 Adomainso, or areas of peopl e
of wellbeing and quality of life in New Zealandomparisons are made between New Zealand

and other countries on measures of wellbeingrtwide greater transparency in government and

to contribute to better informed public debate to help identify key issues and areas where action
isneededT hi s report also introduced a new indicat

Ministry of SocialDevelopment. (2008). Working for families. Retrieved 28/08/2008, from
http://www.msd.govt.nz/aboutmsd-and-our-work/work -programmes/policy
development/workindor-families/index.html.

Ministry of Social Development. (201Household incom& report 2011: Short summaryVellington:
Author.

Mowbray, M. (2001)Distributions and disparity: New Zealand household incoivedlington: Ministry
of Social Policy.

Nettleton. CNapolitano, D. A., & Stephens, C. (200An overview of current knowledge of the
social determinants of indigenous healuelaide, Australia: Commission on Social
Determinants of Health: International Symposium on Indigenous Health.

Thisreport was comped by a team of international researchers to document indigenous health and
inequalities in a number of countries worldwide, including Australia and New Zealand. The social
determinants that underpin inequalities in relation to health and wellbeing attireed.

New Zealand Council of Christian Social Services. (2009). Grassroots voices research report:
The voice of New Zealand families and communities. Retrieved from
http://www.justiceandcompassion.org.nz

New Zealand Council of Christian Social Servig@909).Vulnerability Report (I)Retrieved
from http://www.justiceandcompassion.org.nz.

New Zealand Council of Christian Social Services. (20@@)nerability Report (2)Retrieved
from http://www.justiceandcompassion.org.nz.

New Zealand Council of Clgtian Social Services. (2009julnerability Report (3)Retrieved
from http://www.justiceandcompassion.org.nz

New Zealand Council of Christian Social Services. (20¢Q)nerability Report (4)Retrieved
from http://www.justiceandcompassion.org.nz
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New Zealand Government. (2010). Fedt e et : 'f oMo rfka migl i es’ changes. Ret |
http://www.beehive.qovt.nz/release/fact-sheetworking-families-changes

BilEng i sh announced t hell-aff families wil nd londygr beiabhle tRuBelinvestment
losses, including losses from rental properties, to reduce their incmddrust income will becounted
as part of a family's total inconteerefore affecting eligibilityor ‘Working for FamiliegWFF)
payments.

O'Brien, M. (2005)Workfare: Not fair for kids. A review of compulsory work policies and their
effects on childrenAuckland: Child Poverty Action Group.

Office of the Children's Commissioner. (20@8)efing for incoming ministeWellington:Children's
Commissioner.

This paper provides information about the Commissioners functions and status, the position of children
and young people in New Zealand, key child and youth issues facing New Zealand such as the impact of
poverty on children and adiee to the incoming Government on how best to address these.

Office of the Minister for Social DevelopmentaBmployment. (2004). Reducimgqualities: Next
steps. Retrieved 26/08/2008, frohitp://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-our-
work/publications-resources/monitoring/reducinginequalities/reducinginequalitiesnext-

steps.pdf

The reducing inequalities policy aims to reduce disadvantage and promote equality of opportunity in
order to achieve a similar distribution of outcomes between groups, and a more equitable distribution
of overall outcomes within society (e.g. tacklingzpdy, low levels of foundation education skills and
victimization, greater equality of real opportunitief).2003 Cabinet agreed to a work programme for
the reducing inequalities policy aimed at improving the coordination of the policy across agencies,
monitoring and review of the reducing inequalities policy. The purpose of this pegeto review and

set out the next phase of the redugjrinequalities policincluding goals, principles and priorities for
future work and also describes the populatiogps that the policy targets.

Patton, M. Q. (1990 ualitative evaluation and research methotilewbury Park: Sadeublications.

Peace, R. (2001). Social Exclusion: A concept in need of definiBonfal Policy Journal of
New Zealand Te Puna Whakadf®), 1736

ASocial exclusiono is a contested term. Not o
and processes related to poverty, deprivation and hardship, but it is also used in relation to a wide
range of categories of excluded people plages of exclusion. This presentation offers some

evidence for the elusive and challenging nature of the concept both in the European Union and in
New Zealand.

Perry ,B. (2004). Working for families: The impact on child povesgcial Policy Journal of Bw
ZealandTe Puna Whakaar(22), 1954.
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This paper gives an account of a modelling and analysis exercise that provides estimates of the likely
impact of the WFF reforms on income poverty through to 2007, with a major focus on the impact of the
Famly Incane Assistance (FIA} uses two internationally recognised poverty thresholds of 50% and
60% of the median equivalised income of householt® impact analysis finds that, when the WFF
reforms are fully implemented in 2007, child poverty can be expetdtve been reduced by the FIA

by around 70% and 30% respectively at these two thresholds. A distinctive feature of the paper is the
extensive sensitivity testing regarding the possible effect on the impact estimates of different
assumptions and parametasettings that go into the construction of the poverty measures.

Perry, B. (2009)Nonrincome measures of material wellbeing and hardship: First results from
the 2008 New Zealand Living Standards Survey, with international compan§efisgton:
Ministry of Social Development.

Perry, B. (2009)Household incomes in New Zealand: trends in indicators of inequality and
hardship 1982 to 2008Vellington: Ministry of Social Development.

Perry, B. (2010)Household incomes in New Zealand: trends in indicatbreemuality and
hardship 1982 to 200Wellington: Ministry of Social Development

Perry, B. (2011)Household incomes in New Zealand: Trends in indicators of inequality and
hardship 1982 to 201@Vellington: Ministry of Social Development. Retrieved from
http://www.msd.govt.nz/aboutmsd-and-our
work/publicationsresources/monitoring/househioicomes/index.html

Perry reports that one in six European/Pakeha children are likely to live in relativéypoue

in four Pacific children, and one in three Maori children. Perry claims that these differences are
due to different rates of benefit dependence among these ethnic groups. Perry also reports that
while children living in a single parent househotd &ar more likely to live in relative poverty

than other children, the majority of children experiencing this poverty live irpawent

households.. However, because there are far more children living-jpatn@at households, just

over half of all childen living in poverty live with two adults in their household. Noticeable

among the changes between the 2009 and 2010data, is the fact that proportionately more children
from two-parent households have slipped into relatively poverty, perhaasconnt ofising
unemployment among such households.

Polit, D. F., & Hungler, B. P. (1995)Nursing research, principles and methoBsiladelphial
B Lippincott Company.

Public Health Advisory Committee. (2010)he best start in life. Achieving effective action
child health and wellbeing/Nellington: Ministry of Health.
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Public Health Association (Producer). (2008) Working for families breaches international law.
Retrieved fromhttp://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/PO0807/S00026.htm

Smith, L. T. (1999)Decolonizingmethodologies: Research and indigenous pedpimedin:
University of Otago Press.

Statistics New Zealand. (200&amily net worth in New ZealantVellington: Statistics New
Zealand.

St John S. (1997). The measure of success for beyond dependency: éiineglsand evaluatiorSocial
Policy Journal of New Zealand Te Puna Whak&aro

This paper uses the distinction between fefing social liberals and righiting conservatives to look at

how our inherent political philosophy influences the way we interprdi e wor d “dnependency”
essence, therare different hypotheses about the way the world works and in principle should be

capable of empirical validation. Theiter believes that thenore the debate can centre around the

empirical and less around theddlogical the betterCritically, if evaluation is to be useful we must

frame the question in a way that reflects our ultimate goals, and this broader vision of a better society

must include the perceptions and w4lking of those who are the focus of ocewncern.

St John S. (2008) . ChiaWwdrkdax gedinRgtrievedfiom ki ng f or f ami |
http://www.cpag.org.nz/assets/LEANZ.pdf

Presentation by the author dMMewdThleahddv GQLEANZD
regarding the stance of the Child Action Poverty Group in the hearing of the Human Rights
Review Tribunal June/July 2008.

St John, S., & Craig, D. (20043ut price kids: Does the 'working for families' budget work for
childrer? Auckland Child Poverty Action Group.

This monograph report questions the overall impact on already marginalized groups ( Maori,
Pacific families, solo parents and beneficiar
Familiesd pack pge kiamgme200h0cThuidi ng the 61l n Work
detail following a review of the history of family assistance in New Zealand. Recommendations
include a broader approach to child poverty where child focused assistance is key as opposed to
pdlicies which aim to encourage work. Comparisons with both the UK and Australian child

support policies/benefits are outlined.

St John, S., & Dale, M. C. (2012). Eviderzased evaluation of social policy: Working for
families.Policy Quarterly 81), 39 51. Retrieved from
http://ips.ac.nz/publications/files/85630ff0208.pdf

This paper reviews the role of evidedz&sed input and the policy making process with two
examples from recent policies designed to affect behaviour: Working for Famili&svand
Saver
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St John, S., & Wynd, D. (Eds.). (2008gft behind. How social andcome inequalities damage
New Zealand childrerAuckland: Child Poverty Action Group.

St John, S., & Rankin, K. (2009). Escaping the welfare mess? Working paper no 267. Retrieved
22/04/2010, fronhttp://www.nzccss.org.nz

Taiapa, J. (1998) he economic costs of whanaungatange to U nRaper presented at the Te
Oru Rangahaiv U o Research and Development Conference, Massey University, School of
M U o Studies.

Taskf or c e-Centred Wihafivesa(@010)vh Unau or a: Report of the
w h U ncantred initiatives Report to: Hon Tariana Turia, Minister for the Community and
Voluntary Sector.

This report, developed by the Taskforce, set out to develop an evibasee framework for
w h U rcantredservice delivery which aimed to strengthem U rcapabilities through an
integrated and collaborative approach, Six key recommendations are provided that will
contribute to the best outcomes¥oh Un a u .

Te Hoe Nuku Roa Research Team. (188f)orts of te ManawatuWhanganui and Gisborne Baseline
Studes Pal merston North: Department of Maori Studies

Te Hoe Nuku Roa Research Team. (1999 oe Nuku Roa Source Document: Baseline History
Pal merston North: ScdyUroversiiwf Maori Studies, Mass

Tomlins-Jahnke, H., & Durie, A. (2008)vh U nsadialization through everyday talk: A pilot study:
Report No 22/08Wellington: Families Commission.

True, J. (2005)Methodologies for analysing the impact of public policy on familiesoceptual review
Wellington: Families Commission.

The report looks at ways to help policy makers anticipate what impact their proposed initiatives
may have on families. The report also analyses four methods for assessing policy impact, all of
which can le adapted and applied to New Zealand families in order to strengthen the positive
impacts and to avoid unintended negative consequences.

UNICEF Innocenti Research Centre. (2007). Child poverty in perspective: An overview of child
well-being in rich countas, Report Card 7 Retrieved framvw.unicef.org/irc

Victoria University of Wellington Tax Working Group. (201@. t ax system f or Ney
future: Report of the Victoria University of Wellington Tax Workingupr Wellington: Victoria
University of Wellington: Centre for Accounting, Governance and Taxation Research.
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Vinson, T. (2009)Social Inclusion. The origins, meaning, definition and economic implications
of the concept social inclusion/exclusi@ydney:Australian Department of Education,
Employment and Workplace Relations.

Walton, M., Signal, L, & Thomson, G. (2009). Household economic resources as a determinant
of childhood nutrition: Policy responses for New Zealabakcial Policy Journal of New Zeald
Te Puna Whakaa(86),194207.

Improving the nutrition of children and reducing rates of childhood overweight and obesity have
been high priorities for the New Zealand Government since 2000. This paper aims to identify
policy options that will have aimpact on the economic drivers of childhood nutrition and

obesity. These include focus on cost subsidies fordigaretionary household expenditure and
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Working For Families Timeline

APPENDIX TWO WFF TIMELINE

October 2004
Initiation

1 Part of Budget

1 Abatement of
Accommodation
supplement removed
for beneficiaries

1  Accommodation
Supplement entry an
abatement threshold:
increased for non
beneficiaries

1 Childcare and OSCA
Subsidy rates
increased and
aligned, and income
thresholds increased

April 2005
Stage 1

Stage Onef Working for
Families implementation went
live (with a further
implementation deliverable
released in October 2005). The
changes included:

T Family tax credit rates
increased by $25 for the fir
child and $15 for additiona
children

9 The child component of
main benefits moved into
family tax credit

{ Foster Care Allowance,
Unsupported

andor phan’s B
increased by $1per week

' Accommodation
Supplement maximum rate
increased in some areas
with high housing costs

9 Family tax credit became
treated as income for
Special Benefit, with
standard costs set at 70%
main benefit plus family ta
credit for people with
children

 Childcare and OSCAR
Subsidy rates increased by
another 10%

April 2006
Stage 2

Stage Twaf Working for
Families implementation went
live. The changes included:

The inwork tax credit
replaced the Child Tax
Credit: it pays up to $60
per week or families with
three children, and up to
an extra $15 per week for
each other child

1 The minimum family tax
credit threshold increased
from $15,080 to $17,680

1 Asingle higher abatement
threshold of $35,000
replaces the two family
tax credit abatement
thresholds of $20,356 and
$27,481

The 18% abatement rate
applying to the lower
abatement threshold for
family tax credit vanishes
completely and the 30%
rate applying to the higher
abatement threshold
reduces to 20%

 Introduction of the
Temporary Additional
Support to replace Special
Benefit

April 2007
Stage 3

Stage Threénvolves the final
components of Working for
Families im@mentation and
went live in April 2007. The
changes include:

1 Family taxcredit rates
increased by $10 per
week per child

f  The incomethreshold
for the minimum family
tax-credit increased to
$18,044

I Regular inflation
adjustment put in place
to prevent the erosion
of payments over time

Octber 2008
Implementation

While the package had been
completely implemented with
the final stage on 1 April 2007,
the Income Tax Act 2004
provided for regular adjustments
to rates based on cumulative
movements in the New Zealand
Consumer Price Index; a
minimum movement of 5% was
required before rates would be
amended. These increases would
apply from the following 1 April
of a year when a change was
triggered based on actual data
published byStatistics New
Zealand

As part of the 2008 Budget, the
New Zealand Government
amended the Income Tax Act
2004 to increase the rates of
family tax credit and the
abatement free level by an
anticipated movement in
Consumer Price Index of 5.22%.
The ircreases would occur from 1
October 2008. This has required
the Inland Revenue department
to develop composite rates and
income limits for the tax year 1
April 2008 to 31 March 2009.
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APPENDIX THREE
WEE KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEW GUIDE

1. Whatisyour understanding of the WFF Poliey

4.

Prompts
1 what were factors / drivers leading up to the Govts decision to develop WFF

1 what are the key components of the policy

1 what was the social / political context at theng of development

1 what were the tradeoffs or changes as the policy was developed through cabinet
What do you think the WFF policy set out to achi€e

Prompts
reducing inequalities

1

1 poverty reduction

9 raising productivity

1 lifting family incomes

9 encouraging beneficiaries into the paid workforce

Do you think the WFF policy is being implemented as intended, if not why not?

Prompts
historic implementation issues

1
9 contemporary issues

9 future risks to policy

1 unintended consequences

9 difficulties in implenentation e.g. complexjt

1 what is your impression of the uptake of this policy

Where do Maori fit in the design and impleemtation of the WFF policy?

Prompts
1 What has been or might have been the impact on Maori from your perspective
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