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INTRODUCTION

Recent work in the Department of Social Welfare has focused on high-risk families which are likely to exhibit persistent, multiple and serious disadvantage. The presence of some of these families on the caseloads of both Income Support (IS) and the Children, Young Persons and Their Families Service (CYPFS) has raised questions about the extent to which both services are dealing with the same pool of families.

This paper describes a study which estimates the percentage of children and young people who come to the notice of the CYPFS who are the children of Domestic Purposes Beneficiaries (DPBs) or other income-tested beneficiaries. More specifically, the study has produced separator estimates for the two main types of notification to CYPFS: youth justice notifications and care and protection notifications.

BACKGROUND

One of the Department of Social Welfare's strategic objectives (in collaboration with other government agencies) is to strengthen families and whānau in order to improve life outcomes for children and young persons. Included among the goals which form part of this strategy is the goal of reducing the number of high-risk families. High-risk families are those which are likely to exhibit persistent, multiple and serious disadvantage, and are at high risk of being caught in a cycle of disadvantage. As this definition suggests, these families are not identified by any one indicator of disadvantage (or risk factor), but by a combination of several indicators.

The risk factors which have been identified include poor health status, poor educational attainment, poor housing, low income, unemployment, sole parenting and benefit dependency. To assist the strengthening families strategy, there is interest in the association between risk factors and poor outcomes.

Anecdotal evidence from social workers suggests that the children of beneficiaries are over-represented amongst those children and young people who come to the notice of CYPFS. CYPFS receives two types of notifications in respect of children and young people. Care and protection notifications are made either because of concerns about the quality of care or emotional abuse of the child or young person (estimated at 45% of notifications), because of concerns about physical or sexual abuse of the child or young person (either family or non-family, estimated at 37% of notifications) or because the child or young person is displaying problem behaviour(estimated at 18% of notifications) Maxwell et al.1995:33).

Youth justice notifications are made because of the arrest or referral of a young person as a result of an offence being committed. In the year ended 30 June 1996 there were 4,697 youth justice referrals which were accepted for a Family Group Conference, whereas there were 23,046 general care and protection notifications (Department of Social Welfare 1996).

In order to provide a better information base for work on the strengthening families strategy, it was decided that a short-term enquiry should be made into this issue to provide a quantitative estimate of the extent of overlap between the clients of the two services. However, the SWis computer system into which CYPFS notifications are entered cannot communicate with the SWIFTT computer system used by Income Support. Therefore, electronic data matching between the two computer systems was not possible, and a research exercise involving case-by-case matching was required.

In examining this issue, it is necessary to be aware of the representation of Māori children and young people in these populations. There is evidence (discussed later in this paper) that Māori are over-represented amongst children and young people who come to the notice of CYPFS, as well as amongst parents who are receiving income support. This is an important consideration when the extent of overlap between the two populations is being assessed.

methodology

Samples of 300 youth justice notifications and 300 care and protection notifications were drawn from cases entered into the SWis computer system used by CYPFS during November/December 1995.

For the youth justice notifications the sample of 300 consisted of notifications entered into SWis in the period between 28 November and 31 December 1995.

For the care and protection notifications (which come in at a faster rate than youth justice notifications) the sample of 300 consisted of care and protection notifications entered into SWis in the week of 18-22 December 1995.

The samples are therefore close to full samples over the specified time periods, except that a number of cases were removed at random from the care and protection sample to reduce the sample size to 300 exactly, while a few randomly selected youth justice notifications from 27 November 1995 were added to the youth justice sample to make up the total sample size of 300. Cases where important information was missing from SWis (such as first name or date of birth) were excluded if the remaining information was insufficient to allow for a reasonable chance of a match on SWIFTT, although some matches were made with incomplete information. Duplicate records were also excluded.

The name, address and date of birth of each child or young person was used in a manual on-line search of the SWIFTT computer system to determine whether that child's care-giver was receiving a current income-tested benefit (DPB, UB, SB, IB, WB, TB or TRB
) at the time of the CYPFS notification. The caregiver recorded on SWIFTT was usually the child's mother, although in some cases it was the child's father or an adult who was not the child's parent.

When a child's name and date of birth were found on the SWIFTT child index system, this was defined as a match. Address was usually found to be matched as well, but this was not a critical criterion for a match, to allow for changes of address. When a match was made, this usually produced the name and Social Welfare Number (SWN) of the child's caregiver, which in turn allowed for a determination of the benefit status of that caregiver. In a small number of cases (10 of the care and protection cases and seven of the youth justice cases), a match was made but (for reasons which are unclear) the caregiver's name or Social Welfare Number was missing from the record. The caregiver's benefit status could not be determined, therefore, and these cases are shown separately in Table 1.

Table 1 Matched Cases Between SWIFT and SWis Systems

	
	Care and Protection
	Youth Justice

	Match/No Match
	Number
	Per cent
	Number
	Per cent

	Match, with SWN
	236
	79
	256
	85

	Match, but no SWN
	10
	3
	7
	2

	No Match
	54
	18
	37
	12

	TOTAL
	300
	100
	300
	99*


* rounding error

For the majority of cases where the caregiver's Social Welfare Number was recorded, the caregiver's case record was then examined to determine whether they were in receipt of a current benefit. It should be noted that when a child's name was not matched on the SWIFTT child index, this did not guarantee that the caregiver was not in receipt of a current benefit. A failure to match may have arisen where a child had alternative names or where there was a variation in spelling. This means that there was a degree of imprecision in the matching procedure.

As Table 1 shows, the young person's name and details were matched on SWIFTT in 82% of the care and protection and 88% of the youth justice cases sampled. In a substantial minority of these matches, 107 cases (36%) in the care and protection sample and 80 cases (27%) in the youth justice sample, no current income-tested benefit was being paid nor was there a benefit paid over the 1994-95 period. These cases fall outside of the analysis that follows, but included cases where benefit payments were indicated prior to 1994, where a benefit was granted only after the youth justice notification date and where New Zealand Superannuation was current
, as well as non-beneficiaries who had received supplementary payments (such as Accommodation Supplement), those who had capitalised Family Benefit prior to 1991, plus those with no apparent history of contact with Income Support at all
. A SWIFTT match therefore did not necessarily mean that a young person's caregiver had ever, at any time, received a benefit.

Ethnicity was not collected because information on ethnicity was only available for a minority of the sample of cases drawn from SWis, and was not available at all for children on SWIFTT. Where ethnicity is recorded on SWIFTT it is for the recipients of benefits only, not for their children, and it cannot be assumed that parents' ethnicity is the same as their children's. It was not possible, therefore, to assess the proportion of Māori in the ample; however, figures from other sources are presented in the Conclusions section.

A feasibility exercise was conducted with a small number of cases drawn from SWis before the main samples were drawn, and this showed that the matching procedure was sufficiently reliable to make the larger exercise worthwhile. The main samples were drawn in February 1996 and the manual matching procedure was carried out over the February-March period.

The key measure used in the study was the current benefit status of caregivers. In those cases where the caregiver received a current benefit, for 39% of youth justice notifications and 29% of care and protection notifications the caregiver had received that benefit for less than a year (although some of these had transferred from other benefits). In those cases where the caregiver was not currently receiving a benefit, there may have been some with a substantial history of benefit receipt, including some who had been on benefit for a longer time in total than some of those currently on benefit.

This raises the question of whether it would be better to measure total benefit history of caregivers rather than current benefit receipt. The total number of years of a child or young person's life during which their caregiver received an income-tested benefit (perhaps expressed as a proportion of their age) could then be related to CYPFS notifications.

However there would be practical difficulties with this approach. Benefit history prior to late 1991 is not available on SWIFTT, except for the original date of grant of current benefits. Even if it was possible to re-construct benefit history for the samples of CYPFS notifications, there would be no comparative data for children and young people generally, to estimate the extent of over-representation. The advantage of using current benefit status is that it is readily comparable with total population statistics.

The particular percentage figures produced by this study estimate the situation as at December 1995. It should be borne in mind that the percentage of those who come to the notice of CYPFS who are the children of beneficiaries may have changed over time and may change in the future. The study gives a "snapshot" picture at a particular period in time. Nevertheless, it is probably reasonable to assume that the percentage does not vary wildly over time, but may change proportionally as the total number of children of beneficiaries goes up or down.

CARE AND PROTECTION NOTIFICATIONS FINDINGS

Current Benefit Status of Caregivers

Most caregiver (59%) had a current income-tested benefit. (It was presumed that where there was no match the caregivers were not receiving benefits, as they were not on the SWIFTT system).

For caregivers in receipt of a current benefit, 2.5 times as many received DPB as any other type of income-tested benefit. This is not unexpected since, as at December 1995, 68% of all children of beneficiaries were children of DPB recipients.

Table 2 Caregivers Currently Receiving Domestic Purposes Benefit and Other Benefits

	Current Benefit Type
	Number
	Per cent

	DPB
	125
	42

	All Other Benefits
	52
	17

	No current benefit*
	123
	41

	TOTAL
	300
	100

	* includes "No Match" and "Match but no SWN"
	
	


Caregivers currently receiving DPB had different patterns of length of time on current benefit than those receiving other income-tested benefits. The majority (75%) of caregivers with income-tested benefits other than DPB had been on their current benefit for less than three years. Indeed, over half (56%) had been on their current benefit for less than one year. In comparison, about half (52%) of the caregivers receiving DPB had been on this benefit for less than three years, and only 18% had been on this benefit for less than one year.

The pattern of greater proportions receiving DPB than any other income-tested benefit type was repeated when looking at caregivers who had no current benefit but who had received a benefit at some time during 1994 or 1995 (refer Table 3). However, the numbers here are very small and may not be representative of those caregivers with previous benefits as a whole.

Table 3 Benefit Received in 1994/1995 by Caregivers Who Had No Current Benefit

	Previous Benefit Type
	(no.)

	DPB
	11

	Other benefit Type
	5

	TOTAL
	16


Marital Status

Caregivers receiving DPB had different patterns of current marital status from those receiving other income-tested benefits. The majority of caregivers currently receiving DPB (74%) were separated, widowed or divorced (labelled "Other" in Table 4), compared with a third of caregivers on other income-tested benefits. Likewise, a larger proportion of those on DPB were single (26%) compared with those on other benefits (17%). However the proportion of DPB caregivers who were single (26%) was lower than it is for the DPB population as a whole (32%).

Table 4 Current Benefit Type By Marital Status

	Current Benefit Type
	Single
	Partnered/Married
	Other
	TOTALS

	
	(no.)
	%
	(no.)
	%
	(no.)
	%
	(no.)
	%

	DPB
	33
	26
	-
	-
	92
	74
	125
	100

	All Other Benefits
	9
	17
	26
	50
	17
	33
	52
	100


Comparison With Total Population Rates

When SWIFTT information on the total number of dependent children of beneficiaries as at December 1995 was compared with Statistics New Zealand demographic estimates for December 1995, estimates were made of the percentage of all children who were the children of beneficiaries as at the time of the CYPFS notifications.

It is estimated that 28% of all children aged 0-15 years and 14% of young people aged 16-17 years were the dependent children of beneficiaries as at 31 December 1995 (DPB, UB, SB, IB, WB, TB or TRB).

The children and young people in the sample who were the subjects of care and protection notifications were spread over a wide range of ages from birth to 17 years, with no particular concentration in any one age group, although only 2% were aged over 15. Nearly one third (31%) were aged under five, while 29% were aged over 12.

If a random sample of 300 young people with the same age structure was taken from the general population in December 1995, it would be expected that 82 of them (27%) would be the dependent children of beneficiaries (based on age-adjusted estimates, by single year of age). This compared with the 177 young people (59%) in the sample of 300 care and protection notifications whose caregivers were receiving an income-tested benefit.

It is therefore estimated that children and young people whose caregivers were beneficiaries were 3.8 times as likely as other children and young people of the same age to the subject of a care and protection notification. This estimate is based on the following formula:


Times as likely = (p-Pxp))/(P-Pxp))


where P is the population proportion (in this case 0.273) and p is the sub-population proportion (in this case 0.590).

It should be noted that the 59% figure above may include some children or young people whose caregiver was a beneficiary but who were not included in that benefit as dependent children. Dependent children are defined as those aged under 16 or those aged 16-17 and in full-time education. The matching procedure was not able to establish with certainty that any current benefit included, as a dependent child, the particular child or young person who was subject to the CYPFS notification. However, it is a reasonable assumption that it did in the great majority of cases. Nevertheless SWIFTT figures (on the total number of children of beneficiaries) include only those children included in the benefit as dependent children, so the extent of over-representation of children of beneficiaries among CYPFS notifications may be slightly over-estimated.

On the other hand, those cases where no SWIFTT match was achieved may include some who were children of beneficiaries but who had alternative names (due to the remarriage of their caregiver, or other reasons) and were therefore not able to be matched to the appropriate SWIFTT record. This factor would tend to under-estimate the extent of over-representation of children of beneficiaries among CYPFS notifications.

Looking at DPB separately, the expected proportion of dependent children of DPBs in the care and protection sample would be 19%. This compares with the actual proportion of 42% whose caregivers were receiving DPB. It is therefore estimated that children and young people whose caregiver was receiving DPB were 3.1 times as likely as other children and young people of the same age to be the subject of a care and protection notification. For all other income-tested beneficiaries combined, the expected proportion of 9% compares with the actual proportion of 17%.

YOUTH JUSTICE NOTIFICATIONS FINDINGS

Current Benefit Status of Caregivers

Of the 300 youth justice notifications drawn from November/December 1995, 152 of the young people subject to notification (51%) were the children of caregivers receiving a current income-tested benefit as at the date of notification. This included 104 young people (35%) whose caregiver was receiving DPB and 48 young people (16%) whose caregiver was receiving some other income-tested benefit (mainly UB or SB).

Table 5 Caregivers Currently Receiving Domestic Purposes Benefit and Other Benefits

	Current Benefit Type
	Number
	Per cent

	DPB
	104
	35

	All Other benefits
	48
	16

	No current benefit*
	148
	49

	TOTAL
	300
	100

	* including “No Match” and “March but no SWN”


Caregivers currently receiving DPB had different patterns of length of time on current benefit than those receiving other income-tested benefits. The majority (54%) of caregivers with income-tested benefits other than DPB had been on their current benefit less than one year, and 88% for less than three years. In comparison, only 32% of the caregivers receiving DPB had been on this benefit less than one year, and 51% for less than three years. A much larger proportion of caregivers receiving DPB (22%) than those on other income-tested benefits (2%) had been on their current benefit for ten years or more.

In addition to the current beneficiary cases, there were 31 young people (10%) whose caregiver was not a current beneficiary but had received an income-tested benefit at some time during the two years prior to the youth justice notification (1994-95). This included 17 young people (6%) whose caregiver had received DPB and 14 (5%) whose caregiver had received some other income-tested benefit. This means that there was a total of 183 young people (61%) whose caregiver was currently receiving and income-tested benefit or had done so within the previous two years. 

Table 6 Benefit Received in 1994/1995 by Caregivers Who Had No Current Benefit

	Previous Benefit Type 
	(no.)

	DPB
	1117

	Other benefit Type
	14

	TOTAL
	31


Marital Status

Of those 104 young people subject of youth justice notifications whose caregiver was receiving DPB, 15 of them (14%) had a caregiver whose marital status was “single” while the other 89 (86%) had a caregiver whose marital status was "separated"/"divorced"/"partner deceased" (labelled "Other" in Table 7).

Amongst all 104,430 DPBs current as at 31 December 1995, 32% had the marital status "single" and 68% were "separated"/"divorced"/"partner deceased". Therefore, when these percentages are compared with Table 8, the children of those DPBs who were formerly in a long-term relationship were more likely to be the subject of a youth justice notification than the children of those DPBs who had not been in a long-term relationship (assuming that the marital status "single" can be interpreted this way).

Of those 48 young people whose caregiver received a current benefit other than DPB, 24 of the caregivers (50%) were married or partnered, while the other 50% were sole parent beneficiaries. Therefore, of all 152 caregiver beneficiaries, 84% were sole parent beneficiaries and 16% were partnered parent beneficiaries.

Table 7 Current Benefit Type By Marital Status

	Current Benefit Type
	Single
	Partnered/Married
	Other
	TOTAL

	
	(no.)
	%
	(no.)
	%
	(no.)
	%
	(no.)
	%

	DPB
	15
	14
	-
	-
	89
	86
	104
	100

	All Other Benefits
	9
	19
	24
	50
	15
	31
	48
	100


Comparison with Total Population Rates

As stated previously, SWIFTT information on the total number of dependent children of beneficiaries as at December 1995 was compared with Statistics New Zealand demographic estimates for December 1995 to estimate the percentage of all children who were the children of beneficiaries as at the time of the CYPFS notifications.

Compared with the more even distribution of children’s ages in the care and protection sample, the young people in the youth justice sample were tightly concentrated in a small age range. In fact, 99% were aged between 13 and 17 years, with 92% aged between 14 and 16 years. The most common age was 16 years, with fully 40% of the sample being of this age.

If a random sample of 300 young people with the same age structure was taken from the general population in December 1995, it would be expected that 57 of them (19%) would be the dependent children of beneficiaries (based on age-adjusted estimates). This compares with the 152 young people (51%) in the sample of 300 youth justice notifications whose caregivers were receiving an income-tested benefit. It is estimated therefore that young people whose caregivers were beneficiaries were 4.4 times as likely as other young people of the same age to the subject of a youth justice notification.

Looking at DPB separately, the expected proportion of dependent children of DPBs in the youth justice sample would be 12%. This compares with the actual proportion of 35% whose caregiver received DPB. It is estimated that young people who were the children of DPBs were 4.0 times as likely as other young people of the same age to the subject of a youth justice notification. For all other income-tested beneficiaries combined, the expected proportion of 7% compares with the actual proportion of 16%.

CONCLUSIONS

The main findings of the study can be summarised as follows:

· 59% of the children and young people who were the subject of care and protection notifications were the children of income-tested beneficiaries (compared with the expected percentage of 27%); and

· 51% of the young people who were the subject of youth justice notifications were the children of income-tested beneficiaries (compared with the expected percentage of 19%).

Although the results of the matching procedure provide clear evidence that the children of beneficiaries are more likely to come to the notice of CYPFS than children generally, this does not imply that they come to notice because their caregivers are on benefits. Thus the result does not imply that they would not have come to notice if their caregivers had not been on benefit. As is often stated, a statistical correlation between two variables does not necessarily mean that there is a cause-and-effect relationship between the two variables. There may be complex interactions with other factors which separately influence both variables.

This point can be illustrated by considering ethnicity as a factor which contributes to the statistical association between benefit status and CYPS notifications. It has long been known that Māori are over-represented amongst beneficiary groups. In the 1991 Census, 33% of those who reported receiving DPB were Māori. This compares with 12% of women aged 20-49 years being Māori, indicating that Māori women are about three times more likely than non-Māori women of parenting age to receive DPB.

Māori are also known to be over-represented amongst the children and young people who come to the notice of CYPFS, although exact current figures are difficult to find. As an indication, in one previous study (Lovell 1993) it was stated that: "higher rates for instances of coming to official notice for [juvenile] offending were found for Māoris than for non-Māoris. In 1989 Māori rates were over five times those for non-Māoris" (p.21). Another study (Maxwell and Morris 1993) states that "in 1988, 43% of young offenders were Māori" (p.22).

In a strategy document (Department of Social Welfare 1995) it is stated that "figures suggest that at least 30% of the care and protection notifications received in Fiscal 1994 related to Māori children and young persons" (Appendix, p.4). More recent figures from SWis suggest that 41% of care and protection notifications concern Māori children and young persons.

Given that Māori are over-represented amongst both beneficiary families and the families of children referred to CYPFS, it is not surprising that the matching procedure showed considerable overlap between these two populations, if for no other reason than that there is a higher than average proportion of Māori in both populations.

This does not mean, however, that the only reason from the overlap is this over-representation of Māori in both populations. Other factors (such as income, health status, labour force participation and educational attainment) are also likely to be inter-correlated in both populations. If standardisations were carried out to take account of the influence of these inter-correlations, the effect would be to reduce the over-representation of beneficiary families amongst CYPFS notifications. While this might seem to be a purely technical point, it has important practical implications because it suggests that a reduction in the number of families receiving benefit may not have much effect on the level of notifications to CYPFS.

If the results of this study are applied to the annual number of CYPFS notifications for the 1995-96 year, then an estimated 13,600 care and protection notifications and 2,400 youth justice notifications involved the children of beneficiaries. The true number of individuals involved is likely to be somewhat lower due to multiple notifications in respect of some children and young people over a one year period. When these numbers are compared with the total number of children of beneficiaries (263,703 as at 30 June 1966), it is clear that, although they are over-represented, only a small minority of the children of beneficiaries (less than 6% in one year) are the subjects of CYPFS notifications. The results thus provide no support for stereotyped notions of the children of beneficiaries as being highly likely to come to the notice of CYPFS. Indeed, the results establish that only a small minority of these children come to attention.

In terms of the strengthening families strategy, long-term benefit dependency has been identified as a risk factor for families. However, benefit receipt at a single point in time (the measure used in this study) is not the same as long-term benefit dependency. Many families receive benefit during a short period of transition and do not return to benefit. Benefit receipt in itself is not enough to identify high-risk families. Similarly, a single notification to CYPFS is not enough to identify a high-risk family.

This study has established that there is a statistical association between the two factors examined, benefit receipt and CYPFS notifications. It is unlikely that this association reflects a simple causal connection and more research is needed to explore the linkages between a wider set of indicators of disadvantage and life outcomes for children and young people. However, the study does point to an opportunity for improving service provision for families in need of assistance. Since income support and social services are delivered through the same department in New Zealand (unlike many other countries), this provides an opportunity for the development of a better integrated and co-ordinated response to the substantial number of families receiving both types of assistance.
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� UB=Unemployment Benefit, SB=Sickness Benefits, IB=Invalids Benefit, WB=Widows Benefit, TB=Training Benefit and TRB=Transitional Retirement Benefit, including both standard and emergency variants of these benefits. Emergency benefits can be paid on the grounds of hardship to those who did not meet the standard criteria for benefits.


� NZ Superannuation was not included as an income-tested benefit, since with IRD information on other income and surtax paid there is no guarantee that the NZ Superannuation is the caregiver's principal source of income. Since nearly all New Zealand citizens of qualifying age apply for NZ Superannuation, in most cases such a SWIFTT record tells us nothing more than that a young person's caregiver has reached the qualifying age.


� Most of these latter cases (including the cases of a match but no SWN) would be "migrations" from the pre-SWIFTT computer system.


� The issues involved in the over-representation of Māori in these populations are documented in the publications "Puao-te-Ata-tu" (Ministerial Advisory Committee on a Māori Perspective for the Department of Social Welfare 1986) and "Te Punga" (Department of Social Welfare 1994).





