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Executive summary TC "1.0
Executive Summary" \f C \l "1" 
Recent years have seen a growing international awareness of intergenerational issues in policy-making.  With ageing populations in many Western nations, and smaller workforces relative to the retired populations, concerns about the social and economic participation of young adults is beginning to feature more prominently in policy discussions.  In this context, ensuring that young people make a successful transition from school to further education or employment has become important.  

The following report highlights a number of issues that emerge in the New Zealand context around youth not participating in employment or education.
At any point in time, a sizeable minority of young people are not participating in education, employment or training
Estimates suggest that at any point in time, between 10 and 15% of young people aged 15 to 19 may not be participating in education, employment or training.  

Relative to our past performance, youth inactivity has fallen in recent years but New Zealand still appears comparatively high

The inactivity rate follows a similar trend to unemployment, rising from 1986 to 1991, before declining to 2001, but not to 1986 levels.  Although there has been an improvement in recent years, youth inactivity appears to be higher in New Zealand than many other comparable countries.  This seems to reflect our low rates of educational participation for the 15–19 year age group. 
A larger pool of youth will be at risk of inactivity over the next decade

The “baby blip” means that the coming years will see a large cohort of youths moving through and leaving school, at risk of inactivity.  Adding to this issue, groups with a high prevalence of inactivity, currently Māori and Pacific people, will be an increasing proportion of young people.

There are a number of at risk groups

Key demographic groups with a greater rate of inactivity include Māori, Pacific peoples, young women living with their children, young people living in one-parent families or without their parents, young people with disabilities and health problems or conditions.  Other key at risk groups include young people growing up in low income families, young people with low scholastic abilities, low or no qualifications, behavioural problems, and those engaged in criminal activity.
Rates of non-participation are significantly higher than the national average in some geographical locations and these locations tend to be areas that are socially deprived as measured by the New Zealand deprivation index

High incidences of non-participation are found in areas such as the Far North, central North Island and East Coast.
A large group of youth spend a considerable period of time inactive between the ages of 16 and 21
Research from the Christchurch Health and Development Study shows 29% of youth spend more than six months completely inactive over this five year period.  Furthermore, by at least one year after completing education, one-fifth of youth were not yet engaged in full-time employment. 

A large proportion of youth have contact with the benefit system and a significant minority spend a long time on benefit
Up to half of all young people have benefit contact between the ages of 15 and 20, and 40% of this group last over a year on benefit and generate three-quarters of all weeks on benefit over this period.  Additionally, 90% of all weeks on benefit by those aged 20 to 23 are generated by youth who had prior benefit contact while aged 15–19.
Youth employment and unemployment indicators have improved since the early 1990s, but not to 1986 levels
The proportion of long-term unemployed youth as a proportion of all unemployed youth, however, is better than the mid-1980s and significantly better than the early 1990s.
The youth birth rate has been declining in New Zealand but still remains relatively high by comparison with other countries  
There are significant ethnic differences, with Māori having a higher youth birth rate than non-Māori, although these differences are reducing. 

1.0 Introduction TC "2.0 Introduction" \f C \l "1" 
In October 2002, the Government signed a Memorandum of Understanding with the Mayors’ Taskforce for jobs outlining the process by which central government and local government will cooperate towards the achievement of this shared goal:

“by 2007, all 15 to 19 year-olds will be engaged in appropriate education, training, work, or other options which will lead to long-term economic independence and wellbeing.”
This report forms part of the Youth Transitions Project which is an inter-agency project established to advise government on strategies to achieve this goal.  This report is one in a series of three reports produced by the Ministry of Social Development in 2003 on youth transitions
.  The purpose of this document is to contribute to our understanding of how many young people are inactive over this developmental phase, and for how long.  It also provides a means of identifying young people at risk, who are more likely to experience labour market difficulties and gain sustainable employment.  The profile is intended to be a reference document for interested parties engaged in this subject matter.  

One main indicator is discussed:  
The proportion of young people aged 15 to 19, not in education, employment, or training of at least one hour per week. 
This indicator is otherwise known as youth economic inactivity or NEET (not in employment, education or training). The concept of activity and inactivity is further illustrated in Table 1.1. There are three main labour market states: employed, unemployed and not in the labour force.  For each labour market state, individuals may be either studying or not studying, and either training or not training. 
Table 1.1: The Concept of Economic Activity and Inactivity

	Activity
	Inactivity

	Either studying or employed or training or a combination of these
	Not employed and not studying and not training.  Therefore, either:

· Unemployed and not studying and not training, or
· Not in the labour force and not studying and not training.


By abbreviating to the term “inactive”, however, this concept may be regarded contentiously since particular connotations can be attached to “activity” or “inactivity”.  For example, there could be debate over the possible inclusion or exclusion of child rearing activities from “activity” or “inactivity” and whether this is regarded as contributing to long-term independence and wellbeing.  Essentially the focus of this profile is merely to examine youth not studying and not employed, a group of which may include some youth engaging in child rearing activities (and in certain sections will be identified for this), and excluding those childrearing that are employed and/or studying for one or more hours per week.

Rees (1986) provides two reasons why it is useful to examine this group of (inactive) youth by using a broader definition than simply unemployed youth. Firstly, out of school youth who are not working and not seeking work are not included among the unemployed. This group includes youth who choose not to seek menial work at the minimum wage and those who may have become discouraged from actively seeking work. Secondly, the distinction between being unemployed and being out of the labour force is not always useful when analysing youth whose job seeking activity can be sporadic.

The concept of “youth inactivity” extends to all young people that are not in education, work or training. When measuring inactivity, however, the survey data used for this project means that young people that are in training are not separately identifiable, and will be categorised as either:

· In work.  Those that are undertaking work-based training will be included among the employed and thus regarded as active.
· In education. Those that are not in work but are training are most likely to be categorised as being in education, and thus regarded as active.  Survey questions ask respondents whether they attended or studied for a full-time or part-time course at school or anywhere else. This style of question is not tied to a formal educational institution.
· Inactive. It is possible that young people in non work-based training fail to identify as studying – in which case they will be inaccurately categorised as neither in education or employment and hence inactive.  The way in which the questions around educational participation are phrased however, makes this unlikely.

Two main forms of measurement of the youth inactivity concept include cross-sectional measures (point in time estimates) and longitudinal measures (tracing individual trajectories over time).  Cross-sectional measures provide useful time series information on trends in youth inactivity and may provide some information on the duration of spells up until the time of the survey.  Longitudinal measures are also useful in providing information on the duration of spells and completion of spells of inactivity.  Longitudinal measures also have greater explanatory power in providing information on the combinations of factors that work to increase the likelihood of particular outcomes such as unemployment or inactivity.  
For cross-section measures, the main sources of information include the Census, Household Economic Survey (HES), Household Labour Force Survey (HLFS), Education and Training Supplement to the HLFS, Time Use Survey and New Zealand Health Survey.  Information on youth inactivity from the available data sources is, however, inconsistent, and often problematic.  The quality and usefulness of the data is affected by factors such as the timing of surveys, the design and structure of questions, frequency, consistency, and international comparability.   The data used in this profile is issued with caveats under the relevant sections
.

The main sources of information for longitudinal measures of youth inactivity include the Christchurch Health and Development Study (CHDS), and the Dunedin Multidisciplinary Health and Development Study (DMHDS)
.   The HLFS also has a longitudinal component that tracks households over eight quarters of the year. Each quarter one-eighth of the sample households are rotated out of the survey and replaced with new ones.    However, the high mobility of youth makes young people difficult to contact. 
Emerging sources of data that can be used to examine youth inactivity will include the Statistics New Zealand Longitudinal Survey of Income, Employment and Family Dynamics (SoFIE)
, and Student Loan Data Integration Project
. There is also the proposed MSD longitudinal study of New Zealand children and youth, however, this will not produce results before 2007. 
Administrative data of government agencies (national monitoring statistics) can also be useful in monitoring youth through Ministry of Education school leaver statistics and enrolments in tertiary education, Inland Revenue Department statistics on wages/salaries, and benefit dynamics data from MSD.  Other administrative data includes that from the New Zealand Qualifications Authority, Tertiary Education Commission and Ministry of Justice.
2.0 The size of youth inactivity TC "3.0 The Size of Youth Inactivity" \f C \l "1" 
The following section examines the size and dimensions of youth inactivity through estimates of the level of inactivity, trend over time, international comparisons, characteristics of inactive youths and geographical location around New Zealand.
2.1 Current level TC "3.1 Current Level" \f C \l "2"  
Table 2.1.1 below shows a number of different measures of youth inactivity calculated from four key data sources.  
Table 2.1.1: Youth Inactivity Measures, 15–19 Years
	Data Source
	Proportion of Youth

Population
	Number

	HES 1998
	10%
	26,229

	HLFS Inactivity 1996, Annual average

	19%
	51,462

	Census Inactivity 1996

	15%
	39,447

	Benefit Register 1996

	13%
	33,272

	HLFS Inactivity 1998, Annual average
	19%
	52,079

	HLFS Inactivity 2001, Annual average
	18%
	50,773

	Census 2001
	22%
	58,089


Measures of youth inactivity derived from these data sources are often problematic because of the way the questions related to participation in education are phrased.  Earlier, Table 1.1 defined youth inactivity as including both those unemployed and not studying, and those not in the labour force and not studying.  Each of the above estimates of youth inactivity, are measured slightly differently. The HES inquires as to the main activity (one category of which includes studying) of those unemployed and those not in the labour force.  The numbers of those who give “study” as their main activity is not a very robust figure since some respondents could be studying but may not regard this as their main activity (ie those rearing children).  However, the HES also asks all respondents whether they are currently enrolled in any education, where they are enrolled, and whether this is full-time or part-time study.     

The HES figure of 10% in Table 2.1.1 combines both sources of information on main activity and educational enrolment of respondents.  The figure provides an upper bound estimate of the study rate by including individuals who are enrolled but not attending an educational institution. However, it does have the benefit of including individuals who are enrolled but may not be engaging in current study activity due to vacation periods.

The HLFS estimates higher inactivity than the HES.  Like the HES, the HLFS asks a question on the main activity of respondents, one category of which includes studying. However, this question in the HLFS is only asked of respondents not in the labour force.  This question is not asked of respondents who are unemployed.  Therefore some respondents may be unemployed but studying and some respondents not in the labour force may be studying but not list this as their main activity.  Both these cases would be regarded as active by the HES questions.  

The 1996 Census asked all respondents a direct question on whether they attended or studied for a full-time or part-time course in the last seven days.  This question and time frame is compatible with the standard employment inquiry that relates to the last seven days. In addition the question relates to educational attendance or study rather than enrolment (of the HES).  The 1996 Census study question is better than those in the HLFS and HES on main activity that requires a subjective judgement on behalf of respondents as to what their main activity was. It may also be a more accurate measure of engagement in study attendance and activity than mere enrolment given that students can enrol and not attend or drop out of courses.  The downside is the timing of the Census that occurs in the first week in March. This is quite close to the start of the term for tertiary institutions and therefore may not pick up all those enrolled or intending to study for whom the term has not yet started.  
The 1996 Census figures estimate that up to 15% of young people aged 15 to 19 may not be participating in education, training or employment.  This represents approximately 40,000 young people.  Based on these figures, the HLFS in 1996 overestimated youth inactivity by four percentage points above the Census figures.

The 2001 Census figure is not measured on a consistent basis with the 1996 Census.  The 2001 Census question related to education participation asked respondents which activity they have done without pay over the last four weeks, two categories of which include attending or studying for 20 hours or more, and attending or studying for 20 hours or less.  There was a greater non-response rate to this question and the resulting figures suggest a particularly high inactivity rate of 22%, above the 1996 Census rate.  Information from other data sources, however, suggests youth inactivity declined between 1996 and 2001 (see Section 2.2).
The above measures examine youth not in employment or education of at least one hour per week. The final measure looks at numbers of youth on benefit, some of which may be inactive and some of which may show a small degree of activity (see Section 3.3).  The benefit register, on the 2 March 1996 (the closest date to the Census 1996), shows that 13% of the population aged 15 to 19 were on benefit.   This figure includes youth and their partners on benefit but excludes youth on second or third tier assistance who are not receiving a main benefit
.  
In summary: 

· The above estimates only examine the number and proportion of youth not in employment or education, and thus do not show anything about active youth or the quality of education or employment undertaken by active youth. 
· The best estimates suggest that at any one point in time, between 10 and 15% (HES and 1996 Census) of young people aged 15 to 19 may not be participating in education or employment.  This represents approximately 26,000 to 40,000 young people, depending on which point in time is used.

· The main advantage of the Census over the HES is population coverage. However there are the secondary issues of conceptual accuracy and the timing of the Census.  The 1996 Census asked a direct question on educational attendance but the timing of this was close to the start of the academic year for tertiary students.  The HES picks up information on the educational enrolment of respondents.  However, the funding of tertiary institutions on enrolment can artificially disguise figures on youth activity since some institutions may have an incentive to boost enrolments but not necessarily translate this into attendance.

2.2 Trend TC "3.2 Trend" \f C \l "2" 
While HLFS figures may not provide the single closest estimate of youth inactivity, the estimate is at least calculated on a consistent basis over time, enabling a trend comparison.  When analysing this information, however, it is worth noting that if the percentage of unemployed youth who are studying has changed over time, then the time series of youth inactivity will become increasingly biased.  
In 2001, HLFS figures showed youth inactivity for those aged 15–19 years averaged 18%.  This is higher than 1986 levels (16%), but lower than the peak in 1991 of 22%. 

By sex, in 2001, youth inactivity for those aged 15–19 years averaged 17% for males and 20% for females.  This is higher than 1986 levels (males 14% and females 17%), but lower than the peak in 1991 of 21% for males and 23% for females. 
Figure 2.2.1  
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While youth inactivity of those aged 20–24 years is not the target youth population in this profile, by comparing this inactive group with that of 15–19 year-olds, the difference in the inactivity experience across age groups can be illustrated. In 2001, HLFS figures showed youth inactivity for those aged 20–24 years averaged 20% (two percentage points above 15–19 year-olds).  This is higher than 1986 levels (18%), but lower than the peak in 1991 of 27%. 

By comparison with the 15–19 year inactive group, the 20–24 year age group shows a large divergence in inactivity by sex.  In 2001, youth inactivity for those aged 20–24 was lower for males (15%) than the 15–19 year age group and higher for females (25%).   The difference is largely driven by women rearing children.   
When the inactivity rates are adjusted downwards to exclude child rearing from inactivity a different picture emerges (Figures 2.2.3 and 2.2.4).  In 2001, the youth inactivity rate excluding child rearing was 17% aged 15–19 (the same for males and females) and 13% for those aged 20–24.  By sex, for those aged 20–24, youth inactivity excluding child rearing was 14% for males and 12% for females.  For both age groups males (almost consistently) had higher rates of inactivity over the last 15 years, though the difference was more pronounced for the 20–24 year age group. 
Figure 2.2.2  
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Figure 2.2.3  
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Figure 2.2.4  
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2.3 International comparisons TC "3.3 International Comparisons" \f C \l "2" 
Data limitations make it difficult to insert a New Zealand figure for comparison with other countries. Most OECD countries derive their rate of youth non-participation in education or employment from respective Labour Force Surveys that ask question(s) of all respondents on study attendance.  The New Zealand measure derived from our HLFS tends to overestimate youth inactivity relative to the respective LFS measures of other countries.  As discussed in Section 2.1, the New Zealand HLFS asks a question on the main activity of respondents not in the labour force, one category of which includes studying.   This question is not currently asked of the unemployed.
By using our HLFS measure (18% for males and 21% for females in 2001), out of a 28-country OECD comparison, New Zealand ranks third highest for males and fourth highest place for females in 2001 (see Figure 2.3.1). These figures overestimate our relative positioning to other countries.
By adjusting the New Zealand HLFS figures downwards for the Census difference, a preliminary analysis of how New Zealand compares to OECD countries has been illustrated in Figure 2.3.2 for 2001. In this case New Zealand’s positioning still remains the same as using the non-adjusted measure (third highest for males and fourth highest for females). 
While acknowledging comparison limitations, even if using the New Zealand HES measure (females 11% and males 8% in 1998) that underestimate youth inactivity in place of the HLFS, New Zealand would still sit in the top half of the OECD countries for females and around the middle for males in 1998. 

New Zealand’s high rate of youth inactivity appears to be driven by lower participation in education/training at secondary school for 17 to 18 year-olds and higher young adult birth rates (Section 5.5).  A key reason for these differences in international ranking relates to the institutional systems of respective countries. These include factors such as the compulsory school leaving age, differences in funding systems for education, social assistance entitlements, and a range of other policies that may be useful to learn from that raise the proportion of youth in education or employment.
Figure 2.3.1 OECD Comparison of Youth Inactivity 15 -19 year-olds
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(1) Year of reference is 2000.
Figure 2.3.2: OECD Comparison with New Zealand HLFS Estimates Adjusted Downwards
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(1) Year of reference is 2000.
2.4 Subgroups TC "3.4 Subgroups" \f C \l "2" 
This section examines the characteristics of inactive youth using 1996 Census data, by factors including single year of age, sex, ethnicity, qualifications, living with parents, living with children, personal income source, and geographical location. Youth at greater risk of inactivity are identified
.

Characteristics of inactive youths are measured by incidence (rate) and distribution (share).  The incidence shows the percentage rate of youth not in employment or education by each characteristic. For example, 28% of Māori youth aged 15 to 19 are not in employment or education compared to 28% of Pacific peoples, 11% of Europeans and 9% of Asians.  The distribution of inactive youth shows the percentage share of the total population of inactive youths by each characteristic.  For example, of the approximately 40,000 inactive youths aged 15–19 years, Māori make up 37%, while Pacific peoples make up 12%, Europeans make up 45%, Asians make up 4%, and the remainder is made up by other minority ethnic groups.

Single year of age and sex

By single year of age, 15, 18 and 19 year-olds have a higher incidence of inactivity.  However it is difficult to interpret such small differences in incidence and with 15 year-olds, a high proportion did not specify either their labour market status or study status.  
In total, slightly more women than men are inactive (16% compared to 14%). However, when accounting for youth with children, the majority of which are women, slightly more men are inactive (see Section 2.4.5).

Table 2.4.1: Youth Inactivity 15–19 Years, By Single Year of Age and Sex

	Year of Age
	Sex
	Incidence (%)
	Distribution (%)

	
	
	Inactive


	Active


	Not specified
	Inactive


	Active


	Not specified

	15
	Male 
	16.8
	74.0
	9.2
	11.8 
	9.8 
	14.7 

	
	Female
	17.8
	73.0
	9.2
	11.8 
	9.2 
	13.8 

	
	Total
	17.3
	73.5
	9.2
	23.5 
	19.0 
	28.5 

	16
	Male 
	12.6
	81.0
	6.4
	8.7 
	10.7 
	10.1 

	
	Female
	12.4
	81.0
	6.6
	8.3 
	10.3 
	10.0 

	
	Total
	12.5
	81.0
	6.5
	17.0 
	21.0 
	20.1 

	17
	Male 
	11.1
	83.1
	5.9
	7.4 
	10.5 
	8.9 

	
	Female
	12.3
	81.7
	6.0
	8.0 
	10.1 
	8.9 

	
	Total
	11.7
	82.4
	5.9
	15.4 
	20.6 
	17.8 

	18
	Male 
	14.5
	80.0
	5.4
	9.6 
	10.1 
	8.2 

	
	Female
	18.2
	76.1
	5.7
	11.8 
	9.3 
	8.3 

	
	Total
	16.3
	78.1
	5.5
	21.4 
	19.4 
	16.5 

	19
	Male 
	14.3
	80.4
	5.3
	9.8 
	10.4 
	8.3 

	
	Female
	19.1
	75.1
	5.8
	12.9 
	9.6 
	8.9 

	
	Total
	16.7
	77.7
	5.5
	22.6 
	20.0 
	17.1 

	Total 15–19
	Male 
	13.9
	79.7
	6.5
	47.3 
	51.5 
	50.2 

	
	Female
	16.0
	77.4
	6.6
	52.7 
	48.5 
	49.9 

	
	Total
	14.9
	78.5
	6.6
	100.0 
	100.0 
	100.0 


Source: Statistics New Zealand, 1996 Census of Population and Dwellings
Ethnicity

Māori youth have the highest incidence of inactivity (28.3%) and also form a high proportion of all inactive youths (37.3%).  Pacific people have a similar incidence (27.5%) and also form a high proportion of inactive youths (11.8%)
.

Asians had the lowest incidence of youth inactivity (8.5%) followed by Europeans (11%) and Europeans form the single largest proportion of all inactive youths (45.4%).  By activity, the greatest proportion was for European followed by Asian. However, more Asians than Europeans did not specify either their labour market status or study status.

Both Māori and Pacific people are over-represented among inactive youth relative to the proportion of the population that these groups form.  The 1996 Census results show that Europeans formed 61.8% of the population aged 15–19 years, Māori formed 19.7%, and Pacific peoples formed 6.4%.
Table 2.4.2 (a): Youth Inactivity 15–19 Years, By Prioritised Ethnicity

	Ethnicity
	Sex
	Incidence (%)
	Distribution (%)

	
	
	Inactive


	Active


	Not specified
	Inactive


	Active


	Not specified

	European Only
	Male 
	10.2 
	88.1 
	1.7 
	21.6 
	35.4 
	8.1 

	
	Female
	11.8 
	86.2 
	2.0 
	23.9 
	33.2 
	9.2 

	
	Total
	11.0 
	87.2 
	1.8 
	45.4 
	68.6 
	17.3 

	New Zealand Māori 
	Male
	26.2 
	69.5 
	4.2 
	17.2 
	8.6 
	6.3 

	
	Female
	30.4 
	64.6 
	5.0 
	20.1 
	8.1 
	7.5 

	
	Total
	28.3 
	67.1 
	4.6 
	37.3 
	16.8 
	13.9 

	Pacific People
	Male 
	26.8 
	67.0 
	6.2 
	5.7 
	2.7 
	3.0 

	
	Female
	28.1 
	64.1 
	7.7 
	6.1 
	2.6 
	3.8 

	
	Total
	27.5 
	65.5 
	7.0 
	11.8 
	5.3 
	6.8 

	Asian
	Male 
	8.4 
	87.0 
	4.6 
	2.0 
	4.0 
	2.5 

	
	Female
	8.5 
	84.5 
	6.9 
	2.0 
	3.8 
	3.7 

	
	Total
	8.5 
	85.8 
	5.7 
	4.1 
	7.8 
	6.2 

	Other
	Male 
	13.0 
	82.8 
	4.2 
	0.2 
	0.3 
	0.2 

	
	Female
	12.9 
	83.6 
	3.5 
	0.2 
	0.2 
	0.1 

	
	Total
	12.8 
	83.3 
	3.9 
	0.4 
	0.5 
	0.3 

	Not Elsewhere Included (*)
	Male 
	3.0 
	17.7 
	79.3 
	0.5 
	0.6 
	30.1 

	
	Female
	3.0 
	16.2 
	80.8 
	0.4 
	0.4 
	25.5 

	
	Total
	3.1 
	17.0 
	79.9 
	0.9 
	1.0 
	55.6 

	Total
	Male 
	13.9 
	79.7 
	6.5 
	47.3 
	51.5 
	50.1 

	
	Female
	16.0 
	77.4 
	6.6 
	52.7 
	48.5 
	49.9 

	
	Total
	14.9 
	78.5 
	6.6 
	100.0 
	100.0 
	100.0 


Source: Statistics New Zealand, 1996 Census of Population and Dwellings
Table 2.4.2 (b): Youth Inactivity 15–19 Years, By Total Ethnicity

	Ethnicity
	Sex
	Incidence (%)
	Distribution (%)

	
	
	Inactive
	Activity
	Not

specified
	Inactive
	Activity
	Not

specified

	European Only
	Males 
	11.6
	86.5
	1.9
	29.1
	41.2
	10.7

	
	Females
	13.4
	84.3
	2.3
	32.8
	39.1
	12.6

	
	Total 
	12.5
	85.4
	2.1
	61.9
	80.2
	23.3

	New Zealand Māori
	Males 
	26.2
	69.5
	4.2
	17.2
	8.6
	6.3

	
	Females
	30.4
	64.6
	5.0
	20.2
	8.1
	7.5

	
	Total 
	28.3
	67.1
	4.6
	37.3
	16.8
	13.9

	Pacific People
	Males 
	27.2
	66.9
	5.9
	7.0
	3.3
	3.5

	
	Females
	28.6
	64.0
	7.4
	7.4
	3.2
	4.4

	
	Total 
	27.9
	65.4
	6.7
	14.5
	6.4
	7.9

	Asian
	Males 
	9.3
	86.3
	4.5
	2.4
	4.2
	2.6

	
	Females
	9.9
	83.3
	6.8
	2.6
	4.1
	4.0

	
	Total 
	9.6
	84.7
	5.7
	5.0
	8.3
	6.7

	Other
	Males 
	15.0
	81.0
	4.0
	0.3
	0.3
	0.2

	
	Females
	13.9
	82.7
	3.4
	0.3
	0.3
	0.1

	
	Total 
	14.2
	82.1
	3.8
	0.5
	0.6
	0.3

	Not Elsewhere Included (2)
	Males 
	3.1
	17.7
	79.2
	0.5
	0.6
	30.1

	
	Females
	3.0
	16.1
	80.8
	0.4
	0.4
	25.5

	
	Total 
	3.1
	17.0
	80.0
	0.9
	1.0
	55.6

	Total
	Males 
	13.9
	79.7
	6.5
	56.5
	58.2
	53.4

	
	Females
	16.0
	77.4
	6.6
	63.7
	55.2
	54.1

	
	Total 
	14.9
	78.5
	6.6
	120.1
	113.4
	107.6


Source: Statistics New Zealand, 1996 Census of Population and Dwellings
Living with children

Females living with their children have a very high incidence of inactivity (71%) and make up 8.9% of all inactive youths.  Child rearing is the influential factor that accounts for the greater overall proportion of all inactive youths being female (52.7% compared to 47.3% for males). The large majority of inactive youths do not have or live with (their) children (84.1%).

Table 2.4.3: Youth Inactivity 15–19 Years, By Proportion Living with Children 

	Child Status 
	Sex 
	Incidence (%)
	Distribution (%)

	
	
	Inactive
	Active
	Not specified
	Inactive
	Active
	Not specified

	Son, Daughter or Both
	Male 
	34.5 
	61.0 
	4.5 
	0.9 
	0.3 
	0.3 

	
	Female 
	71.0 
	24.3 
	4.7 
	8.9 
	0.6 
	1.3 

	
	Total 
	64.7 
	30.6 
	4.7 
	9.8 
	0.9 
	1.6 

	None of These
	Male 
	14.2 
	83.5 
	2.3 
	42.9 
	48.0 
	15.7 

	
	Female 
	14.2 
	82.9 
	2.9 
	41.2 
	45.7 
	19.0 

	
	Total 
	14.2 
	83.2 
	2.6 
	84.1 
	93.7 
	34.7 

	Not Specified
	Male 
	9.8 
	47.8 
	42.4 
	3.5 
	3.2 
	34.2 

	
	Female 
	9.6 
	42.9 
	47.5 
	2.6 
	2.2 
	29.5 

	
	Total 
	9.7 
	45.7 
	44.6 
	6.1 
	5.4 
	63.7 

	Total
	Male 
	13.9 
	79.7 
	6.5 
	47.3 
	51.5 
	50.1 

	
	Female 
	16.0 
	77.4 
	6.6 
	52.7 
	48.5 
	49.9 

	
	Total 
	14.9 
	78.5 
	6.6 
	100.0 
	100.0 
	100.0 


Source: Statistics New Zealand, 1996 Census of Population and Dwellings
Qualifications

Those with no qualifications have the highest incidence of inactivity (27.2%) and comprise just over half of all inactive youths (55.1%).  Those with qualifications have low incidences of inactivity and comprise 40% of all inactive youths. 

Table 2.4.4: Youth Inactivity 15–19 Years, By Qualifications

	Qualification 
	Sex
	Incidence (%)
	Distribution (%)

	
	
	Inactive
	Active
	Unspecified
	Inactive
	Active
	Unspecified

	No Qualification
	Male 
	24.5 
	73.0 
	2.5 
	27.5 
	15.6 
	6.3 

	
	Female
	30.5 
	65.3 
	4.2 
	27.6 
	11.2 
	8.7 

	
	Total
	27.2 
	69.6 
	3.2 
	55.1 
	26.8 
	15.0 

	School Qualifications
	Male 
	8.4 
	90.4 
	1.1 
	15.3 
	31.1 
	4.7 

	
	Female
	10.0 
	88.2 
	1.7 
	19.1 
	31.9 
	7.4 

	
	Total
	9.3 
	89.3 
	1.4 
	34.4 
	63.0 
	12.1 

	Vocational Qualifications
	Male 
	13.5 
	85.9 
	0.6 
	1.6 
	1.9 
	0.2 

	
	Female
	16.9 
	81.7 
	1.4 
	3.0 
	2.8 
	0.6 

	
	Total
	15.6 
	83.4 
	1.1 
	4.6 
	4.7 
	0.7 

	Bachelor/Higher Degree
	Male 
	12.9 
	83.9 
	3.2 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 

	
	Female
	11.8 
	85.3 
	2.9 
	0.0 
	0.0 
	0.0 

	
	Total
	13.2 
	85.3 
	1.5 
	0.1 
	0.1 
	0.0 

	Not Elsewhere Included (*)
	Male 
	8.2 
	43.3 
	48.5 
	2.9 
	2.9 
	39.0 

	
	Female
	9.7 
	42.8 
	47.5 
	3.0 
	2.5 
	33.2 

	
	Total
	8.9 
	43.1 
	48.0 
	5.9 
	5.4 
	72.2 

	Total
	Male 
	13.9 
	79.7 
	6.5 
	47.3 
	51.5 
	50.1 

	
	Female
	16.0 
	77.4 
	6.6 
	52.7 
	48.5 
	49.9 

	
	Total
	14.9 
	78.5 
	6.6 
	100.0 
	100.0 
	100.0 


*Includes post-school qualifications, not applicable, unidentifiable and not specified.

Source: Statistics New Zealand, 1996 Census of Population and Dwellings
Living with parents 

Youths living with either their mother or father or neither of these, have a higher incidence of inactivity (18.9%, 20.3% and 20.6%, respectively).  Youths living with both parents have a low incidence of inactivity (11.5%) but comprise a large proportion of all inactive youths (38.8%), as do youths living with only their mother (22.4%).

Table 2.4.5: Youth Inactivity 15–19 Years, By Proportion Living with Parents

	 Parents

 
	 Sex

 
	Incidence (%)
	Distribution (%)

	
	
	Inactive


	Active


	Not specified
	Inactive


	Active


	Not specified

	Mother Only
	Male 
	18.7 
	77.3 
	4.0 
	11.2 
	8.8 
	5.5 

	
	Female
	19.1 
	76.4 
	4.6 
	11.2 
	8.5 
	6.1 

	
	Total
	18.9 
	76.9 
	4.3 
	22.4 
	17.3 
	11.6 

	Father Only
	Male 
	19.3 
	77.2 
	3.5 
	3.4 
	2.6 
	1.4 

	
	Female
	21.7 
	73.2 
	5.0 
	2.6 
	1.7 
	1.4 

	
	Total
	20.3 
	75.6 
	4.1 
	6.0 
	4.3 
	2.8 

	Neither of These
	Male 
	17.5 
	80.3 
	2.2 
	12.4 
	10.8 
	3.5 

	
	Female
	23.1 
	73.9 
	2.9 
	19.6 
	11.9 
	5.7 

	
	Total
	20.6 
	76.8 
	2.6 
	32.0 
	22.7 
	9.2 

	Both of These
	Male 
	11.3 
	86.0 
	2.7 
	20.0 
	28.9 
	10.8 

	
	Female
	11.8 
	85.0 
	3.2 
	18.9 
	25.9 
	11.6 

	
	Total
	11.5 
	85.6 
	2.9 
	38.8 
	54.8 
	22.4 

	Not Specified
	Male 
	2.0 
	15.1 
	83.0 
	0.3 
	0.4 
	29.1 

	
	Female
	2.6 
	17.0 
	80.4 
	0.4 
	0.4 
	25.0 

	
	Total
	2.3 
	16.0 
	81.7 
	0.7 
	0.9 
	54.1 

	Total
	Male 
	13.9 
	79.7 
	6.5 
	47.3 
	51.5 
	50.1 

	
	Female
	16.0 
	77.4 
	6.6 
	52.7 
	48.5 
	49.9 

	
	Total
	14.9 
	78.5 
	6.6 
	100.0 
	100.0 
	100.0 


Source: Statistics New Zealand, 1996 Census of Population and Dwellings
Personal income source

Census data on personal income refers to all the sources of income obtained by respondents over the last 12 months.  By personal income source, females who obtained income from the Domestic Purposes Benefit or Sickness Benefit have very high incidences of non participation in education or employment (72.2% and 64.9% respectively).  This is followed by females who obtained income from the Unemployment Benefit (38.9%), and Invalids Benefit (38.6%).  Males with high incidences of non-participation obtained income from the Sickness Benefit (44%), Unemployment Benefit (39.5%) and Invalids Benefit (37.2%).  These figures indicate that other key risk factors for youth inactivity include disabilities and health problems or conditions
.     
The highest proportion of all inactive youth on benefit, obtained income from the Unemployment Benefit (27.5%)
.  Youths with no source of income also have a high incidence of inactivity (25.2%) and form the largest proportion of all inactive youths by personal income source (36.3%).  Youths who had received income from wages or salary in the last 12 months have a low incidence of inactivity (7%) but make up a high proportion of all inactive youths (29.7%). 

Table 2.4.6: Youth Inactivity 15–19 Years, By Personal Income Source, Over 12 Months
	Personal Income
	Sex
	Incidence (%)
	Distribution (%)

	
	
	Inactive
	Active
	Not specified
	Inactive
	Active
	Not specified

	Unemployment Benefit 

 
	Males 
	39.5 
	58.3 
	2.3 
	13.4 
	3.7 
	6.3 

	
	Females 
	38.9 
	58.2 
	2.9 
	14.1 
	3.9 
	8.5 

	
	Total 
	39.2 
	58.2 
	2.6 
	27.5 
	7.6 
	14.7 

	Domestic Purposes Benefit

 
	Males 
	31.3 
	64.6 
	4.0 
	0.3 
	0.1 
	0.3 

	
	Females 
	72.2 
	23.7 
	4.1 
	6.3 
	0.4 
	2.9 

	
	Total 
	68.9 
	27.0 
	4.1 
	6.5 
	0.5 
	3.2 

	Sickness Benefit

 

 
	Males 
	44.0 
	53.9 
	2.1 
	1.5 
	0.3 
	0.6 

	
	Females 
	64.9 
	32.0 
	3.1 
	5.4 
	0.5 
	2.1 

	
	Total 
	58.7 
	38.4 
	2.9 
	6.9 
	0.8 
	2.8 

	Invalid's Benefit

 

 
	Males 
	37.2 
	59.3 
	3.5 
	1.0 
	0.3 
	0.8 

	
	Females 
	38.6 
	58.1 
	3.3 
	0.8 
	0.2 
	0.5 

	
	Total 
	37.6 
	58.8 
	3.6 
	1.8 
	0.5 
	1.4 

	Student Allowance

 

 
	Males 
	12.8 
	85.8 
	1.4 
	3.5 
	4.3 
	3.1 

	
	Females 
	14.3 
	83.4 
	2.3 
	4.2 
	4.6 
	5.6 

	
	Total 
	13.6 
	84.5 
	1.9 
	7.7 
	8.9 
	8.7 

	Other Government Benefits or Income Support Payments 
	Males 
	21.8 
	76.6 
	1.6 
	2.1 
	1.4 
	1.3 

	
	Females 
	25.4 
	71.9 
	2.7 
	3.3 
	1.7 
	2.9 

	
	Total 
	23.8 
	73.9 
	2.3 
	5.4 
	3.1 
	4.2 

	Wages, Salary, Commissions, Bonuses Etc Paid by Employer
	Males 
	6.8 
	92.6 
	0.6 
	14.9 
	37.7 
	10.4 

	
	Females 
	7.2 
	92.0 
	0.8 
	14.8 
	35.0 
	13.2 

	
	Total 
	7.0 
	92.3 
	0.7 
	29.7 
	72.7 
	23.6 

	Self-Employment, or Business You Own and Work In
	Males 
	6.6 
	92.8 
	0.6 
	0.8 
	2.2 
	0.6 

	
	Females 
	7.0 
	92.3 
	0.7 
	0.5 
	1.3 
	0.5 

	
	Total 
	6.7 
	92.6 
	0.7 
	1.4 
	3.5 
	1.1 

	Other 

 

 
	Males 
	7.2 
	92.1 
	0.7 
	3.6 
	8.7 
	3.1 

	
	Females 
	8.0 
	90.9 
	1.1 
	3.3 
	6.9 
	3.6 

	
	Total 
	7.5 
	91.6 
	0.9 
	6.9 
	15.6 
	6.6 

	No Source of Income 

 

 
	Males 
	25.1 
	71.7 
	3.2 
	18.0 
	9.6 
	18.6 

	
	Females 
	25.2 
	69.7 
	5.1 
	18.3 
	9.4 
	30.3 

	
	Total 
	25.2 
	70.7 
	4.1 
	36.3 
	19.0 
	48.8 

	Total People

 

 
	Males 
	14.3 
	84.2 
	1.5 
	59.1 
	68.2 
	44.9 

	
	Females 
	16.5 
	81.2 
	2.3 
	70.8 
	64.0 
	70.1 

	
	Total 
	15.4 
	82.7 
	1.9 
	130.0 
	132.2 
	115.2 


Source: Statistics New Zealand, 1996 Census of Population and Dwellings
Note: Answers show all the ways in which respondents got income over the last 12 months.  Distribution totals do not add to 100% since categories are not mutually exclusive. 

Summary of subgroups
In summary, the 1996 Census data shows that Māori, Pacific peoples, young women living with their children, those with low or no qualifications, and youths not living with both their parents, have a greater rate of non-participation in education, training or employment.  
2.5 Geography of youth inactivity TC "3.5 Geography of youth inactivity" \f C \l "2" 
This section examines the geographical location of inactive youths by applying geographical mapping tools.  Figure 2.5.1 illustrates the 74 Territorial Authorities and colour codes their respective rates of inactivity.  Lower rates of inactivity are colour coded from darker shades of green (lowest) to light green (low).  Rates higher than the population average (14.9%) are colour coded from shades of light orange through to dark red, whereby dark red represents the most problematic locations.  
Figure 2.5.1 shows that the most problematic areas of youth inactivity are located in the North Island, particularly in the Far North, central North Island and East Coast (reaching a high of 34.6% in Kawerau).  Youth inactivity in most locations in the South Island is below or well below the national average of 14.9%, and for a few locations, only slightly above this average (up to two percentage points).  Low incidences are found in the four main cities (Auckland, Wellington, Christchurch and Dunedin), reaching 15% in Dunedin.  
The locations with higher rates of inactivity tend to be areas that are more socially deprived than others, as measured by the NZDep96 index of deprivation. NZDep96 is a summary measure derived from the 1996 Census that provides an index of socioeconomic deprivation in New Zealand communities
.  When compared to Figure 2.5.1, similar problematic locations are found to be deprived including the Far North, central North Island and East Coast, Buller District and Invercargill as well as many other areas on a more detailed district basis (Crampton et al 2000).
The corresponding bar chart (Figure 2.5.2) shows the percentage distribution of all inactive youth by Territorial Local Authority (TLA).    Similar colour-coding to that of the map is used inside the bars of the chart to highlight the rate of incidence.   The bar chart shows that a significant share of all inactivity is concentrated around the Auckland region. Twenty nine percent of all inactive youth are located in the seven Auckland TLAs (Rodney, North Shore, Waitakere, Auckland, Manukau, Papakura, and Franklin Districts).  Other areas with large distributions include Christchurch (7%), Hamilton (5%), Dunedin (4%), Lower Hutt (3%), Wellington (2%), and Rotorua (2%).  Areas with the highest rates of inactivity (Kawerau and Opotiki) form less than 1% of all inactive youth.  Other areas with very high incidences also have small distributions.  

Figure 2.5.3 represents the incidence of youth on benefit by TLA. The 1 July 1996 was the closest date available to the 1996 Census (5 March 1996) for which information on youth on benefit could be categorised for all TLAs.  For comparison purposes, the legend range and colours in Figure 2.5.3 are exactly the same as those used in Figure 2.5.1  

The national population average for youth on benefit (11.3%) is lower than that for youth inactivity (14.9%). The correlation coefficient to youth inactivity is 0.7.  Figure 2.5.3 shows some similarity to Figure 2.5.1 with the highest rates of youth on benefit located in the North Island. In particular, the Far North, East Coast and some areas of the central North Island appear with higher rates (reaching a high of 31.6% in Kawerau).  Low incidences are found in the four main cities (Auckland, Wellington, Christchurch and Dunedin), reaching the national average in Christchurch.  

Comparing benefit data by TLA to Census data by TLA is somewhat problematic.  Currently, the MSD benefit database is programmed in such a way that it picks up the location of each Work and Income Office (rather than of the individual clients) and attributes the clients in this Office to the TLA the Office is located in.  Therefore it is possible for an Office to be located in one TLA with some or many of its clients residential addresses located in another TLA. This may over- or under-represent the rate or youth on benefit and may explain some of the unexpected results (for areas such as Whakatane and Manukau) by comparison with youth inactivity.
The distribution (share) of youth on benefit by TLA is similar to the distribution of youth inactivity with a correlation coefficient of 0.94.  Almost one-quarter (23%) of all youth on benefit were located in the seven Auckland TLAs.  Other areas with large distributions include Christchurch (9%), Hamilton (4%) and Dunedin (3%)
.
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Figure 2.5.2: Distribution of Youth Inactivity by TLA
[image: image7.emf]Distribution of Youth Inactivity by Territorial Local Authority

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Far North District

Whangarei District

Kaipara District

Rodney District

North Shore City

Waitakere City

Auckland City

Manukau City

Papakura District

Franklin District

Thames-Coromandel District

Hauraki District

Waikato District

Matamata-Piako District

Hamilton City

Waipa District

Otorohanga District

South Waikato District

Waitomo District

Taupo District

Western Bay of Plenty District

Tauranga District

Rotorua District

Whakatane District

Kawerau District

Opotiki District

Gisborne District

Wairoa District

Hastings District

Napier City

Central Hawke's Bay District

New Plymouth District

Stratford District

South Taranaki District

Ruapehu District

Wanganui District

Rangitikei District

TLA

Proportion of all inactive youth (%)

Incidence (%)

30 to 34.9

25 to 29.9

20 to 24.9

15 to 19.9

10 to 14.9

5 to 9.9



[image: image8.emf]Distribution of Youth Inactivity by TLA (cont.)

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Manawatu District

Palmerston North City

Tararua District

Horowhenua District

Kapiti Coast District

Porirua City

Upper Hutt City

Lower Hutt City

Wellington City

Masterton District

Carterton District

South Wairarapa District

Tasman District

Nelson City

Marlborough District

Kaikoura District

Buller District

Grey District

Westland District

Hurunui District

Waimakariri District

Christchurch City

Banks Peninsula District

Selwyn District

Ashburton District

Timaru District

Mackenzie District

Waimate District

Chatham Islands District

Waitaki District

Central Otago District

Queenstown-Lakes District

Dunedin City

Clutha District

Southland District

Gore District

Invercargill City

TLA

Proportion of all inactive youth (%)

Incidence (%)

30 to 34.9

25 to 29.9

20 to 24.9

15 to 19.9

10 to 14.9

5 to 9.9


Source: Statistics New Zealand, 1996 Census of Population and Dwellings
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3.0 Youth inactivity dynamics TC "4.0 Youth Inactivity Dynamics" \f C \l "1" 
This section on the dynamics of youth inactivity examines longitudinal data from the Christchurch Health and Development Study (CHDS), Dunedin Health and Development Study (DHDS), and benefit dynamics data from MSD.  

3.1 Christchurch Health and Development Study TC "4.1 Christchurch Health and Development Study" \f C \l "2" 
The Christchurch Health and Development Study (CHDS) is a longitudinal study that follows the progress of over 1,200 children born over a five month period (between April and August) in 1977 in hospitals in the Canterbury region.  The cohort was aged 16 when youth unemployment was at its peak (Section 5.1).
The CHDS collects information on many areas of child and youth development including information on participation in education and employment.  This section examines data from the CHDS on youth inactivity and the nature of the school-to-work transition. In this context, complete inactivity is defined as youth “not working, studying or training in a given period”.  Complete inactivity includes time spent overseas, but brief time spent away from education or work due to holidays or other temporary circumstances is excluded. Partial economic activity is defined as ‘only working, studying or training part-time (less than 30 hours per week)’. Full economic activity is defined as “the effective number of years between the youth’s 16th and 21st birthdays in which he or she was fully engaged in education, training or work.”
A large proportion of youth spend more than six months with no engagement in education or employment.  Table 3.1.1 shows the amount of time spent completely inactive for the 835 youth observed over a five year period between the ages of 16 and 21.  Around half (48%) of the youth observed in the study spent no time completely inactive over the five year period, while 23% spent up to six months inactive and the remaining 29% spent over six months inactive.

Table 3.1.1: Amount of Time Spent in ‘Complete Economic Inactivity’

Between Ages 16 and 21 in the CHDS

	Time Spent Inactive
	Percentage of Cohort

	No time spent inactive 
	48.4

	Between 0 and 6 months 
	23.1

	Between 6 months and 1 year 
	10.8

	Between 1 and 2 years 
	8.1

	Between 2 and 3 years 
	4.6

	Between 3 and 4 years 
	3.2

	Between 4 and 5 years 
	1.8

	Total
	100.0


Source: Christchurch Health and Development Study

Table 3.1.2 uses a broader definition of inactivity by including those partially inactive with those inactive for the 835 youth observed over the five-year period between the ages of 16 and 21.  Around a quarter (27%) of the youth observed in the study spent no time completely or partially inactive over the five year period, while 32% spent up to six months inactive and the remaining 41% spent over six months inactive.   
Table 3.1.2: Amount of Time Spent in “Complete or Partial Economic Inactivity”
Between Ages 16 and 21 in the CHDS

	Time Spent in Complete or Partial Inactivity
	Percentage of Cohort

	No time spent inactive 
	26.5

	Between 0 and 6 months 
	32.1

	Between 6 months and 1 year 
	13.4

	Between 1 and 2 years 
	12.8

	Between 2 and 3 years 
	7.4

	Between 3 and 4 years 
	4.3

	Between 4 and 5 years 
	3.5

	Total
	100.0


Source: Christchurch Health and Development Study

Results from the CHDS show that certain youth are at greater risk of longer durations of complete inactivity.  Table 3.1.3 shows that a slightly greater proportion of males than females are inactive for more than six months.  Approximately 31% of males were completely economically inactive for more than six months between ages 16 and 21, compared to 26% of females.  
By ethnicity, a large proportion of Māori and Pacific People spent at least six months completely inactive (41% and 42% respectively, compared to 27% for other ethnicities)
.  
Approximately half of those with low scores on early indicators of IQ and scholastic ability tests were more likely to be inactive for more than six months (50% and 49%).   By single characteristic, the greatest proportion with complete inactivity of more than six months was among those with no qualifications (almost 80%).   A high proportion of youth with School Certificate as their highest qualification were inactive more than six months (40%). 
Similar characteristics with differential results were found when using the broader definition of inactivity that includes both partial and complete inactivity of more than six months. However, when using the broader definition, a larger proportion of Pacific Peoples (58%) spend more than six months either partially or completely inactive compared to Māori (49%). A significantly greater proportion of other ethnicities (40%) were regarded as inactive when using the broader definition.  
Table 3.1.3: Percentages of Youth Inactive for More than Six Months between Ages 16 and 21 in the CHDS, By Personal and Family Background Characteristics

	Characteristics of Inactive Youth
	Percentage of Cohort

	
	Complete Economic

Inactivity

(Xi>0.5)
	Complete or Partial Economic

Inactivity

(Yi>0.5)

	Sex
	Male (n=408)
	30.9
	42.4

	
	Female (n=427)
	26.2
	40.5

	Ethnicity
	Māori (n=90)
	41.1
	48.9

	
	Pacific People (n=19)
	42.1
	57.9

	
	European or Other (n=726)
	26.6
	40.1

	Parental

Qualifications
	No Qualification (n=213)
	38.5
	50.7

	
	Some Qualification (n=622)
	25.1
	38.3

	Family

Structure
	Always Two Parents (n=583)
	19.4
	33.1

	
	Sometimes Single Parent (n=252)
	49.6
	60.7

	Average

IQ

Ages 8 and 9
	Low (n=201)
	50.2
	58.2

	
	Medium (n=282)
	27.3
	39.4

	
	High (n=213)
	15.5
	34.7

	Scholastic

Abilities

Age 13
	Low (n=212)
	48.6
	59.0

	
	Medium (n=226)
	28.3
	39.8

	
	High (n=219)
	15.1
	33.3

	Highest School

Qualification

Youth
	No Qualification (n=135)
	78.5
	84.4

	
	School Certificate (n=156)
	40.4
	54.5

	
	Higher Qualification (n=544)
	12.7
	27.0

	Total
	 28.5%
	 41.4%


Source: Christchurch Health and Development Study

Recent work by the Treasury (2002) involving bivariate analyses of a number of key variables in the CHDS with youth economic activity, shows similar results
: 
· Characteristics of those more likely to be economically active include, in declining order of size: youth with school qualifications, in families with higher incomes, youth with greater scholastic abilities (as measured by the Revised Wechsler Intelligence Test, Burt Word Reading Test, and teacher ratings of academic ability), in families where either the mother or father has a post-school qualification and those of European ethnicity.  

· Young people more likely to be inactive include, in declining size order, youth with children, in low-income families, in families on benefit, youth exhibiting conduct or behavioural problems, youth with a greater proportion of years spent in a single-adult family, youth truant, suspended or expelled, convicted of a criminal offence and those of Māori or Pacific ethnicity.     

· By sex, a number of results were broadly similar.  There were, however, more pronounced effects for female youth for income measures, family on benefit, and the number of children born.  Males had more pronounced effects (though not as great as those of females) for the proportion truant, suspended or expelled, and for those convicted of criminal offence.

The bivariate analysis above observed a strong negative correlation between family income and economic inactivity.   Other recent data from the CHDS examines the overall link between childhood family income and subsequent detrimental outcomes of youth, including economic inactivity (Maloney 2003b).  In this study the average youth in the sample was not in employment or education for 12.4% of the time over the five years.  In brief, the results show that when including multiple covariates in the regression, family income has similarly-sized effects on economic inactivity, early parenting and leaving education without a formal qualification.  The key finding from this analysis was that family income still matters for youth inactivity even after controlling for a wide range of variables
 and these findings are statistically significant at the 1% level. 

The CHDS also provides data on the nature of the school-to-work transition.  Table 3.1.4 shows the proportion of the year spent in various education or labour market states by single year of age. As the age of youth increases the average proportion of the year spent in education declines, while the proportion of time spent in work and in unemployment increases (Treasury 2002).

Table 3.1.4: Sequential Priorities of Education, Work, Unemployment, and Out of Labour Force for Youth Aged 16 to 21 

	Age
	Mean proportion of year spent:

	
	Education
	Work
	Unemployment
	Out of Labour Force
	Inactive*

	16-17
	0.802
	0.051
	0.019
	0.127
	0.146

	17-18
	0.626
	0.209
	0.053
	0.112
	0.165

	18-19
	0.503
	0.375
	0.082
	0.040
	0.122

	19-20
	0.409
	0.454
	0.084
	0.053
	0.137

	20-21
	0.377
	0.477
	0.074
	0.072
	0.146


Source: Christchurch Health and Development Study

Note: the first four categories are mutually exclusive, sum to one at each age, and are listed in descending order of priority.  Number of observations = 835

* The last column is the sum of previous two columns 

Further work examines education and employment histories of CHDS youth up to their 21st birthdays in more detail (Maloney 2003a).  Key findings on education enrolment histories show:

· Educational enrolment propensities decline with age. 

· The termination of education is not necessarily a once-and-for-all process.  Approximately one-quarter of youth who are not enrolled in school or tertiary study for a full year will re-enrol in education before age 21.

· Early school leavers are more likely to be male, and Māori or Pacific peoples
.  Early school leavers are more likely to come from households with parents who had no post-school qualifications, be raised in single parent families, households receiving social welfare benefits, lower average family income and have mothers displaying higher maternal depression.  Early school leavers were more likely to have lower IQ test scores, lower Grade Point Averages between the ages of seven and 12, display more evidence of conduct problems, and associate with peers displaying more deviant behaviour.   

Key findings on employment histories of CHDS youth show: 

· Educational and work histories overlap for significant periods of a young person’s life.
· At age 16, of those who had permanently severed their attachment to education, less than half (46%) were working.  This is higher than the 38% of youth who were working while still enrolled in education at age 16. 
· Young people not enrolled in education are more likely to work more than 15 hours per week than those enrolled (38% compared to 4%).
· Of those who left education at age 16, only half were working at age 18 and a quarter were unemployed, compared to youth who had delayed the completion of their education to around the time of this interview (85% and 5%, respectively).  Positive relationship between delaying the completion of education and probability of being in full time employment at age 18.
· Early school leavers experience a significant amount of unemployment over the first two years.  Youth who had terminated their education before age 18 spent a larger proportion of months in unemployment over this period than those still completing their education (19% compared to 4%). 
A number of possible definitions of an unsuccessful school-to-work transition are illustrated in Table 3.1.5.  The measures suggest that up to one-fifth of CHDS youth who had completed their education at least one full year before their 21st birthdays, had made unsuccessful labour market transitions.  Of the 417 youth who had completed their education for at least one full year prior to the interview at age 21, a small proportion had always been unemployed (1%) and 6% were never employed.  Approximately 14% were unemployed for more than one-third of the time after the completion of schooling or tertiary study and a similar proportion were minimally employed for less than a third of the time following the completion of education.
Table 3.1.5: Alternative definitions of an ‘Unsuccessful’ Labour Market Transition over All Full-Years after the Completion of Education

	Some Possible Measures


	Proportion of Youth

	Always Unemployed
	0.012

	Never Employed
	0.060

	Never Employed Full-Time
	0.141

	Commonly Unemployed (>33%)
	0.139

	Minimally Employed (<33%)
	0.139

	Minimally Employed Full-Time (<33%)
	0.216



Source: Christchurch Health and Development Study

Note: The frequencies reported in this table are based on the sub-sample of youth (417 of 835 individuals) who had spent at least one full-year after the completion of their education by age 21.
3.2 Dunedin Health and Development Study TC "4.2 Dunedin Health and Development Study" \f C \l "2" 
The Dunedin Health and Development Study (DHDS) is a longitudinal study that follows the progress of approximately 1000 children born between 1 April 1972 and 31 March 1973.  The DHDS cohort was aged between 19 and 20 during the unemployment peak (Section 5.1). Descriptive analysis of youth inactivity has not yet been produced on this study, so this section will mainly focus on available data on youth unemployment. However, it is useful to note that the design of the life history calendar (recording monthly employment data, education data, and other events) shows that a measure of inactivity can be derived from the data collected.  
Approximately 12% of the Dunedin study members left school by age 16 and nearly 30% left school by age 17, though the majority remained in school through to age 18.  By the time of the age 21 interview, 19% of the study members had enrolled in tertiary education. 

At age 21, 954 study members provided complete monthly employment histories using a life history calendar.  Just over half (51%) of the Dunedin study members experienced at least one month of unemployment between the ages of 15 and 21 (Table 3.2.1).  One-fifth were unemployed for between one and six months, while 14% were unemployed for six months to one year, and the remaining 17% were unemployed for one year or more (Caspi et al 1998).

Table 3.2.1: Amount of Time Spent Unemployed between Ages 15-21, DHDS

	Time spent unemployed
	Proportion of cohort 

	Between 0 and  1 month unemployed
	49%

	Between 1 and 6 months unemployed
	20%

	Between 6 months and 1 year unemployed
	14%

	Unemployed for 1 year or longer
	17%

	Total
	100%


Source: Dunedin Health and Development Study

Results from the DHDS suggest that early in the life course, personal and family characteristics can identify who is at risk of unemployment during the transition to adulthood.  These characteristics are grouped around three types of capital: human capital, social capital and personal capital.  Key factors, related to each type of capital, that increase the risk of unemployment include:
· Human capital: lack of high-school qualifications, poor reading skills, low IQ scores, limited parental resources (raised in families with low income)

· Social capital: growing up in a single parent family, family conflict, lack of attachment to school

· Personal capital: children involved in anti-social behaviour.
Key findings include:

· Net of the effect of truncated education, School Certificate, reading achievement, school involvement, and delinquency continued to make statistically significant contributions to predicting unemployment. These variables were statistically significant at the 5% level after all other variables were controlled in the multivariate regression.

· The effects of School Certificate were sizable. Youth with School Certificate, relative to those without School Certificate, had a 17.4% lower probability of becoming unemployed and averaged 2.4 less months of unemployment, when all other variables are controlled for. 

· Youth involved in school activities, relative to those that were not involved in school activities, had a 12.7% lower probability of becoming unemployed and averaged 1.7 less months of unemployment, when all other variables are controlled for.  
· Youth with low reading scores (ie sixth grade level or below), relative to those with high scores (ie twelfth grade level or above), had a 12.1% greater probability of becoming unemployed and averaged 1.7 more months of unemployment, when all other variables are controlled for.   

· Delinquent youth had an 8.9% greater probability of becoming unemployed and averaged 1.2 more months of unemployment, when all other variables are controlled for.  

3.3 Benefit dynamics from MSD administrative data TC "4.3 Benefit dynamics from Ministry of Social Development administrative data" \f C \l "2" 
Table 2.4.6, an analysis of 1996 Census data showed that youth who had received income from benefit at any time over the last 12 months had a greater likelihood of not being in employment or education than those who did not receive income from benefit.  In the benefit dynamics dataset, however, it is difficult to derive estimates of youth on benefit that are not in education or employment.  The dataset does not hold comprehensive data on participation in study or employment by those on benefit, although it does pick up declared income of benefit recipients.  

A Venn diagram (Figure 3.3.1) illustrates this point further
.  Some youth may be on benefit and actively engaged in employment or study and so cannot be considered as inactive (light blue shading to the right of the diagram).  Additionally, there can be youths experiencing inactivity without any contact with the benefit system (dark blue shading to the left of the diagram) especially in the 15-17 year age group where most youths are not eligible for income assistance. Somewhere in the middle there is the overlap of inactive youth on benefit.  Also it should not be assumed that periods spent off benefit are associated with activity. 
Venn diagram 3.3.1: Relationship of youth on benefit to youth transitions




Therefore, it is important to note that youth benefit data will tell a story about youth benefit dynamics rather than youth inactivity.  There is, however, still some value in using the benefit dynamics dataset in relation to youth inactivity. While benefit receipt may not provide a perfect measure of complete inactivity, it may be a more useful proxy for some degree of inactivity whereby recipients may have either no engagement or a small degree of engagement in employment or education.  Additionally, there may be some overlap in the long-term goals of the benefit system and youth transitions project, such as sustainable employment for youth.
In general, use of the Ministry of Social Development benefit dynamics dataset has several advantages.  The dataset covers a long window of time.  The benefit dynamics dataset enables collation of data dating back to 1993.  The entire population of youth who have been paid a benefit at any point over this period can be examined. Additionally, the experiences of narrowly defined sub-groups of youth can be examined.  The frequency of information on changes in benefit receipt enables an accurate calculation of total duration of contact over benefit histories
.

There are several disadvantages of using the benefit dynamics dataset.  Administrative data collects limited information on individual characteristics of youth on benefit. For example, no data is collected on qualifications of those on benefit.  Information on qualifications is collected from registered job-seekers. However, those on benefit may not necessarily be registered job-seekers.   

The methodology for this analysis of youth benefit dynamics is split into two main stages.  Stage one is designed to analyse the dynamics of contact with first-tier
 benefits over 15-20 years of age.  This stage involves analysing individual birth cohorts (from the years 1978, 1979, 1980, 1981, and 1982), of youth who would turn 15 years old in 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997.  Each cohort is examined from 15 years of age until the individuals turn 20 years of age. This enables comparison of the experiences across individual birth cohorts
.  The purpose of stage two is to compare the experiences of youth with no benefit contact before 20 years of age, to youth with prior experience when aged 15–19 years.  
Stage 1: Youth benefit dynamics data results
The results show that contact with the benefit system is common among youth.   Across the 1978 to 1982 birth cohorts, between 50 and 60% of young people had contact with the benefit system by age 20 (Table 3.3.1)
.  

Table 3.3.1: Number of Youth First Entering Benefit by age 20, 

Birth Cohorts 1978-1982

	Birth Cohort
	Count   
	Proportion of  Population in Cohort

	1978
	30,302
	59%

	1979
	30,163
	58%

	1980
	29,372
	55%

	1981
	28,077
	53%

	1982
	25,516
	48%


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, 
Centre for Social Research and Evaluation (CSRE)
The bulk of each birth cohort enters benefit for the first time before age 20. Beyond this age, the numbers, while still increasing, tend to slightly level out (Figure 3.3.2)
. 

Figure 3.3.2 
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Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE
Young people who have contact with the benefit system by age 20 typically first enter benefit at one of two key ages – 16 or 18 (Figure 3.3.3).   These ages coincide with the key benefit eligibility criteria
.  Most young people who have contact with the benefit system by age 20, first enter when aged 18 (the mean and median age at entrance). 
In Figure 3.3.3 the 1982 cohort in particular shows much fewer youth entering at age 16 than other birth cohorts.  This birth cohort started to enter benefit when key eligibility criteria came into effect at the start of 1998.  The qualifying age for both the Sickness Benefit (SB) and Unemployment Benefit Training (UBT) was raised to 18 years and these benefits were no longer available to 16 and 17 year-olds.  
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Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE

Youth that enter benefit at younger ages spend longer in total duration on benefit.  Table 3.3.2 shows that on average, youth from the 1978 cohort that enter benefit at 16 spend the longest total duration over the next four years on benefit (95 weeks), followed by those that enter benefit at 15 (86 weeks) and 17 (67 weeks). 

Table 3.3.2: Mean and Median Total Duration in Weeks, Four Years after Age at Entry, 1978 Birth Cohort Only
	Benefit Contact
	Total Cohort 
Count
	Mean
	Median

	15
	14
	85.8
	88.6

	16
	8,348
	95.2
	82.0

	17
	4,706
	67.2
	58.9

	18
	11,854
	46.7
	43.7

	19
	5,380
	25.5
	21.0

	Total                  
	30,302
	78.6
	61.9


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE

The proportion of youth that first enter on each type of benefit is illustrated in Table 3.3.3.  The majority of youth first enter on categories associated with the Unemployment Benefit (74 to 82% across the birth cohorts). Of this group, the largest proportion of youth first enters on the Unemployment Benefit (ranging from 37% for the 1978 cohort to 56% for the 1982 cohort).  Consistent with the institutional changes over this period, the Unemployment Benefit Training (UBT) shows a significant drop in the proportion of the 1978 to 1982 birth cohorts first entering on this benefit (29% to 4% respectively).  Combined, these two categories of benefit show only a slight decrease in the proportion of the birth cohorts first entering on these benefits (from 66% in 1978 to 60% in 1982). 
Other significant proportions of youth entering benefit are found for the Unemployment Hardship Student (UHS) and Independent Youth Benefit/Job Search Allowance (JSA IYB).   Youth on the UHS, however, are engaged in study activities during the year and for the purposes of this project do not fall into the problematic group of inactive youth.  

Table 3.3.3: Benefit Type at First Entry of Youth Entering Benefit by Age 20,

1978-1982 Birth Cohorts 

	Benefit at First Entry
	1978
	1979
	1980
	1981
	1982

	Domestic Purposes Benefit (DPB) related
	0.9%
	1.0%
	1.1%
	1.3%
	1.8%

	Emergency Benefit (EB)
	1.5%
	1.1%
	0.7%
	0.5%
	0.7%

	Invalids Benefit (IB)
	1.5%
	1.6%
	1.7%
	2.0%
	2.4%

	Job Search Allowance/Independent Youth Benefit (JSA IYB)
	10.5%
	10.2%
	9.4%
	11.0%
	15.0%

	Sickness Benefit (SB) Other
	3.5%
	3.2%
	3.2%
	3.4%
	3.9%

	Sickness Benefit (SB) Pregnancy Related
	1.7%
	1.7%
	1.7%
	2.1%
	2.3%

	Unemployment Benefit (UB) Related
	37.1%
	38.1%
	43.6%
	51.8%
	56.4%

	Unemployment Benefit Training (UBT) related
	28.9%
	29.7%
	26.5%
	14.9%
	3.7%

	Unemployment Hardship Student (UHS)
	14.4%
	13.5%
	12.2%
	13.0%
	13.7%

	Total
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE

Around half of youth who had contact with the benefit system have one spell on benefit (ranging from 47 to 57%) between the ages of 15 and 20, and nearly one-third had two spells.  For the more recent birth cohorts, a larger proportion of youth had only one spell on benefit and fewer had three or more spells.  The mean and median number of spells on benefit is higher for those on the JSA/IYB and UBT related benefits
. 
Table 3.3.4: Number of Spells of Youth with Benefit Contact by Age 20, 

1978-1982 Birth Cohorts 

	Number of Spells*


	1978
	1979
	1980
	1981
	1982

	1
	47.2%
	47.9%
	49.3%
	52.9%
	57.3%

	2
	30.4%
	30.6%
	30.7%
	31.3%
	30.0%

	3
	13.8%
	13.6%
	12.9%
	11.1%
	9.4%

	4+                
	8.6%
	8.0%
	7.1%
	4.7%
	3.3%

	Total             
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


* Counts as new spells periods of receipt separated by at least 14 days

Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE

On average, youth having contact spent around a year in total on benefit between the ages of 15 and 20 (Table 3.3.5)
.  Greater mean and median total durations on benefit were found (in declining size order) for youth that first entered on the following benefits: Invalids Benefit (IB), Domestic Purposes Benefit (DPB), Independent Youth Benefit (IYB), and the Sickness Benefit (SB) Pregnancy Related
.  

Table 3.3.5: Mean/Median of Total Duration (in weeks), Contact by Age 20, 

1978-1982 Birth Cohorts 

	Birth Cohort


	Mean


	Median



	1978
	59.33
	41.86

	1979
	61.68
	46.00

	1980
	59.55
	43.86

	1981
	54.53
	38.71

	1982
	52.52
	36.86


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE

However, in terms of numbers, most youth have a total duration on benefit of less than one year and a significant proportion of this group have a total duration of less than three months. Table 3.3.6 shows that more than half of youth on benefit, over the period in which the youth were 15 to 20 years of age, had a total duration of less than one year on any type of benefit.  Another quarter had a total duration of between one and two years on benefit.  Smaller proportions of the cohorts lasted for between two and three years (ranging from 7 to 13%) and even smaller for between three and four years (between 5 to 7%).

Expressed as a proportion of all young people (including those with no contact), between one-fifth and one-quarter had a total duration of more than one year on benefit between the ages of 15 and 20 (Tables 3.3.1 and 3.3.6).  
Table 3.3.6: Total Duration for Youth with Contact by Age 20, 1978-1982 
Birth Cohorts

	Total Duration
	1978
	1979
	1980
	1981
	1982

	0 - <3 months       
	21.1%
	19.6%
	20.5%
	22.4%
	23.9%

	3 - <6 months       
	17.0%
	16.0%
	16.1%
	17.4%
	17.1%

	6 - <9 months       
	10.1%
	9.9%
	10.4%
	10.5%
	10.5%

	9 - <12 months      
	8.5%
	8.3%
	8.2%
	8.4%
	8.5%

	Total < 1 Year
	56.6%
	53.8%
	55.0%
	58.7%
	60.1%

	1 - <2 years        
	23.6%
	25.4%
	26.4%
	27.2%
	27.9%

	2 - <3 years        
	12.7%
	13.4%
	11.8%
	8.7%
	7.2%

	3 - <4 years        
	7.0%
	7.3%
	6.6%
	5.4%
	4.8%

	4 - <5 years        
	0.1%
	0.1%
	0.1%
	0.1%
	0.1%

	Total             
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE

While more than half of youth with contact spent less than a year on benefit between ages 15 and 20, this group generates less than one-quarter of the total weeks generated on benefit by age 20.  The remaining 40% last for a sizeable period of over one year on benefit and generate at least three-quarters of all weeks on benefit (Table 3.3.7).
Table 3.3.7: Proportion of Total Weeks Generated by Total Duration by Age 20, 1978-1982 Birth Cohorts

	Total Duration


	1978
	1979
	1980
	1981
	1982

	0 - <3 months       
	3%
	2%
	3%
	3%
	3%

	3 - <6 months       
	5%
	5%
	5%
	6%
	6%

	6 - <9 months       
	5%
	5%
	6%
	6%
	6%

	9 - <12 months      
	7%
	6%
	6%
	7%
	7%

	Total < 1 Year
	20%
	19%
	20%
	22%
	23%

	1 - <2 years        
	31%
	32%
	34%
	39%
	42%

	2 - <3 years        
	28%
	28%
	26%
	20%
	17%

	3 - <4 years        
	21%
	21%
	20%
	18%
	17%

	4 - <5 years        
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Total             
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE

Certain youth are at greater risk of longer duration on benefit. As in youth inactivity, groups that are over-represented for longer durations on benefit (of one year or more) include Māori, women with children, and youth with low or no qualifications
. 
Table 3.3.8: Characteristics of Youth, Over 1 Year Duration on Benefit Between 

Ages 15 and 20
	Characteristic at First Entry of Youth with Over 1 Year Duration 
	Birth Cohorts



	
	1978
	1979
	1980
	1981
	1982

	Sex
	Female                           
	53.7
	52.3
	52.0
	52.9
	54.9

	
	Male                             
	46.3
	47.7
	48.0
	47.1
	45.1

	
	Total 
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Status
	Partner of Primary Beneficiary                          
	2.2
	2.1
	2.2
	3.2
	4.2

	
	Primary Beneficiary with Partner Married                  
	0.4
	0.5
	0.5
	0.8
	0.8

	
	Primary Beneficiary – Single                   
	97.4
	97.3
	97.2
	96.0
	95.0

	Ethnicity
	NZ + other Europeans  
	45.0
	46.0
	46.3
	44.5
	44.3

	
	NZ Māori
	42.2
	41.8
	42.2
	43.4
	44.0

	
	Other                            
	2.7
	3.0
	2.9
	3.0
	3.7

	
	Pacific People                   
	8.8
	8.8
	8.2
	8.6
	7.7

	
	Unknown                          
	1.3
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.4

	Number of Children

	None                             
	97.9
	97.8
	97.7
	96.6
	95.3

	
	1
	2.0
	2.2
	2.2
	3.3
	4.6

	
	2
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1

	
	3+
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Declared Income
	Nil                              
	94.3
	93.2
	92.8
	93.7
	94.0

	
	$1-80                            
	4.3
	5.0
	5.1
	4.1
	3.8

	
	$81-180                          
	1.2
	1.5
	1.8
	1.7
	1.9

	
	$181+                            
	0.2
	0.3
	0.3
	0.5
	0.3

	Educational qualifications recorded on SOLO as at January 2001
	3 or more School Certificate passes or Equivalent     
	7.7
	7.6
	7.7
	7.5
	8.1

	
	Degree or Professional Qualifications     
	0.8
	0.6
	0.5
	0.3
	0.3

	
	No formal School Qualifications or <3 years 
	48.1
	48.3
	48.0
	45.7
	39.6

	
	No match with the solo data      
	6.8
	6.2
	7.8
	8.7
	12.0

	
	Other School Qualifications               
	1.4
	1.7
	1.3
	1.7
	2.0

	
	Post Secondary Qualifications              
	3.1
	2.9
	2.7
	2.1
	2.0

	
	Scholarship, Bursary, Higher School Certificate        
	2.7
	3.0
	2.4
	2.0
	1.6

	
	Sixth form Certificate, University Entrance or equivalent     
	8.4
	8.7
	7.6
	7.5
	7.0

	
	Less than 3 School Certificate passes or equivalent   
	21.0
	21.0
	21.9
	24.5
	27.3

	Previous Employment
	No/Missing                       
	87.7
	87.4
	88.0
	87.4
	84.7

	
	Yes                              
	12.3
	12.6
	12.0
	12.6
	15.3


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE

Stage 2: Youth benefit dynamics data results
Stage two now goes on to examine the experiences of each cohort of youth on benefit whilst aged 20 to 21. Youth with prior benefit contact (by age 20) and benefit contact only after age 20 (while aged 20 to 21) are compared.
Across all the cohorts, at least 60% of those who had contact by age 20 also had contact while aged 20 to 21. Youth who have previous benefit contact by age 20, on average spend twice as long on benefit over 20 to 21 years of age than those who had no benefit contact prior to 20 years of age.  Table 3.3.9 shows that on average, youth with prior contact spent over half a year on benefit (around 28 to 33 weeks) over ages 20 to 21.  This compares to an average of 13 to 14 weeks on benefit for those with no prior contact before 20 years of age.  
Table 3.3.9: Mean and Median Total Duration (in weeks) Over 20 to 21 Years of Age

	Cohort
	Benefit Contact
	Count 
(20-21 Yrs)
	Mean
	Median

	1978


	Previous Contact (15–19) 
	19,586
	32.7
	35.9

	
	No Contact              
	2,952
	14.2
	10.9

	
	Total                   
	22,538
	30.3
	30.6

	1979

 
	Previous Contact (15–19)
	19,516
	32.1
	34.0

	
	No Contact              
	2,947
	14.1
	11.0

	
	Total                   
	22,463
	29.7
	29.0

	1980

 
	Previous Contact (15–19)
	18,559
	30.7
	31.2

	
	No Contact              
	2,792
	13.7
	10.6

	
	Total                   
	21,351
	28.5
	26.0

	1981

 
	Previous Contact (15–19)
	17,210
	27.7
	27.4

	
	No Contact              
	2,385
	13.0
	10.0

	
	Total                   
	19,595
	25.9
	24.1


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE
Note: the 1982 cohort has been excluded from this table because the benefit dynamics data currently goes up to June 2002 and in this time period, the 1982 cohort had not finished ageing from 20 to 21.

Youth with previous benefit contact, generate the large majority of total weeks on benefit over the one year period after age 20.  Table 3.3.10 shows that 94% of weeks on benefit for those aged 20 to 21 were generated by youth with prior benefit experience by age 20.

Table 3.3.10: Proportion of Total Weeks Generated Between 20 and 21 Years for Each Birth Cohort by Previous Contact by Age 20
	Cohort


	Benefit Contact
	Proportion of Total weeks (20-21)

	1978

 
	Previous Contact (15–19) 
	93.9

	
	No Contact              
	6.1

	
	Total                   
	100.0

	1979

 
	Previous Contact (15–19)
	93.8

	
	No Contact              
	6.2

	
	Total                   
	100.0

	1980

 
	Previous Contact (15–19)
	93.7

	
	No Contact              
	6.3

	
	Total                   
	100.0

	1981

 
	Previous Contact (15–19)
	93.9

	
	No Contact              
	6.1

	
	Total                   
	100.0



Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE

Similar results are found when examining the youth further out in time
. In Table 3.3.11 the 1978 birth cohort of youth is followed up until age 23. The results show that youth with prior contact by age 20 still spend more than twice as long on benefit as those with no contact.  On average, youth with prior contact spent almost a year and a half on benefit (75 weeks) over the ages 20 to 23.  This compares to an average of half a year on benefit (27 weeks) for those with no prior contact before 20 years of age.
Table 3.3.11: Mean and Median Total Duration in Weeks of 1978 Birth Cohort, 
Aged 20-23 Years

	Benefit Contact
	Count 
(20-23 Yrs)
	Mean
	Median

	Previous Contact (15–19)    
	22,804
	75.0
	64.5

	No Contact                  
	7,339
	27.1
	16.6

	Total                       
	30,143
	63.4
	44.1


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE

Similar results are also found for the proportion of total weeks generated by those with prior contact.  Table 3.3.12 shows that for the 1978 birth cohort, approximately 90% of weeks on benefit over ages 20 to 23 were generated by youth with prior benefit experience by age 20.  More than half of the weeks were generated by youth who spent less than two years duration on benefit by age 20. This compares to around 10% of weeks generated by those with no prior experience.  
Table 3.3.12: Proportion of Total Weeks Generated Between 20 and 23 Years for 1978 Birth Cohort with Previous Contact by Age 20

	Total Duration During 15-20 Yrs
	Proportion of total weeks 

20-23

	0 - <3 months       
	6.3

	3 - <6 months       
	6.9

	6 - <9 months       
	5.8

	9 - <12 months      
	6.0

	Total < 1 Year
	24.9

	1 - <2 years        
	26.9

	2 - <3 years        
	21.3

	3 - <4 years        
	16.3

	4 - <5 years        
	0.2

	Total with Prior Contact            
	89.6

	No Duration 15-20 years
	10.4

	Total 
	100.0


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE

4.0 Projected youth population TC "5.0 Projected Youth Population" \f C \l "1" 
The “baby blip” means that the coming years will see a large cohort of youths moving through and leaving school, at risk of inactivity. Population projections indicate that the numbers of 15 to 19 year-olds will rise significantly in the next six years, before slowly declining in subsequent years.  This trend is also shown in the proportion of the total population, 15 to 19 year-olds comprise (see Figure 4.1). Adding to this issue, groups with a high prevalence of inactivity, particularly Māori and Pacific peoples, will form an increasing proportion of young people.

Figure 4.1 

[image: image12.emf]Projected Population Estimates, 15-19 Years, 2001 Base, Series 4
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Source: Statistics New Zealand, Projected New Zealand Resident Total Population at 30 June 2002, 2001 Base, Series 4
Figure 4.2

[image: image13.emf]Maori Youth Population Projections, 15-19 Years, 2001 Base, Series 6
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Source: Statistics New Zealand, Projected New Zealand Māori Population at 30 June 2002, 2001 Base, Series 6
5.0 Related indicators of youth wellbeing TC "6.0 Related Indicators of Youth Wellbeing" \f C \l "1" 
This section examines related indicators of youth wellbeing, including youth fertility, youth employment and unemployment, and education.

5.1 Youth unemployment TC "6.1 Youth unemployment" \f C \l "2" 
The youth unemployment rate measures the proportion of youth that are not employed but actively seeking work, some of which may be studying
. In 2002, the youth unemployment rate for those aged 15–19 years averaged 15%.  This remains higher than the 1986 rate of 11% but was lower than the peak of 22% in 1992.  By sex, the youth unemployment rate in 2002 averaged 16% for males and 15% for females, aged 15–19 years.  The 15–19 year group comprised nearly a quarter (23%) of all unemployed in 2002.
Figure 5.1.1  
[image: image14.emf]Youth Unemployment Rate, 15-19 Years, 1986-2002
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Source: Statistics New Zealand, Household Labour Force Survey, Annual Averages

Figure 5.1.2 illustrates a better story for long-term unemployed youth.  Long-term unemployed are those people who have been unemployed for 27 weeks or longer.  In 2002, the proportion of long-term unemployed youth as a percentage of total unemployed youth aged 15–19 years was 14%.  This was significantly lower than the peak of 37% in 1993, and better than the 1987 level of 17%.

Figure 5.1.2 
[image: image15.emf]Long-term Unemployed as Percentage of Total Unemployed, 
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Source: Statistics New Zealand, Household Labour Force Survey, Average for year ended March

The remainder of this section examines youth unemployment compared to other age cohorts and countries by using OECD age categories (youth category of 15–24 rather than 15–19 used for most of the analysis in this paper).

Unemployment rates among different age groups have followed similar trends, but the level among those aged 15–24 has been consistently more than twice the rate for older groups.  The unemployment rate for young people averaged 11.4% in 2002 and this group comprised 39% of all unemployed (MSD 2003). 

Table 5.1.1: Unemployment rates, by age, 1986, 1991, 1996, 2001, and 2002
	Age
	1986 (%)
	1991 (%)
	1996 (%)
	2001 (%)
	2002 (%)

	15 – 24
	7.9
	18.8
	11.8
	11.8
	11.4

	25 – 44
	3.1
	8.8
	5.2
	4.4
	4.4

	45 – 64
	1.7
	5.8
	4.0
	3.3
	3.1


Source: Statistics New Zealand, Household Labour Force Survey

The age profile of the unemployed is much older than it was in the mid-1980s.  In 1986, youth made up 51% of the unemployed; by 1992, this proportion had dropped to 39% and was still 39% in 2001.  Older unemployed people aged 55–64 years have increased as a percentage of the total unemployed from 2.5% in 1986 to 7.4% in 2001, while unemployed people aged 25–54 have increased from 45 to 53% of all the unemployed since 1986. 
By age group, for both youth (aged 15–24 years) and older persons in the labour force (aged 55–64 years), the OECD unemployment rate ranking has worsened. In 1986, New Zealand ranked fourth out of 20 OECD countries for youth unemployment and declined to 13th place by 1992 and 14th place by 2000.  In 1986, New Zealand ranked third out of 20 OECD countries for older persons (55–64 years) unemployment and declined to 11th place by 1992 and 13th place by 2000.  By comparison, New Zealand’s prime age (25–54) unemployment rate ranked fourth out of 20 OECD countries in 1986, declining to 13th place in 1992 and then improving to 10th place by 2000 (see Figures 5.1.3, 5.1.4, and 5.1.5).

In 1999, New Zealand ranked 16th out of 29 OECD countries with a youth unemployment rate of 13.7% compared to an OECD average of 11.8% (OECD 2001b: 39).  

Long-term unemployment increases with age.  In 2001, 46% of unemployed 45–54 year-olds had been unemployed for more than 26 weeks, compared to 24% of 20–24 year-olds.  Three-quarters of the long-term unemployed were aged over 25 years and 58% over 35 years
. 
Figure 5.1.3
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	Figure 5.1.4
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	Figure 5.1.5
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	Sources: Statistics New Zealand, Household Labour Force Survey and OECD 2001c
	


5.2 Youth employment TC "6.2 Youth employment" \f C \l "2"  

In 2002, the youth employment rate
 for those aged 15–19 years averaged 46%.  This was lower than the 1986 rate of 56% but remains higher than the low of 39% in 1993.  In 2001, the youth employment rate was 47% for males and 46% for females, aged 15–19 years.

Figure 5.2.1 
[image: image19.emf]Youth Employment Rate, 15-19 Years, 1986-2002

0.0

10.0

20.0

30.0

40.0

50.0

60.0

70.0

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Year

Employment Rate (annual average percent)

Males

Females

Total


Source: Statistics New Zealand, Household Labour Force Survey, Annual Averages

The remainder of this section examines youth employment compared to other age cohorts and countries by using OECD age categories (youth category of 15–24 rather than 15–19 used for most of the analysis in this paper).

The employment rate decline between 1987 and 1992 affected all age groups, but was most pronounced for young people. Youth employment rates have remained relatively low during the period of employment growth since 1992, possibly due to a growth in participation in tertiary education and training.  Conversely, employment rates for people aged 45–64 have grown strongly since 1992, driven mostly by the phasing in of the higher age of eligibility for New Zealand Superannuation (MSD 2003).
Table 5.2.1: Employment rates, by age, 1986, 1991, 1996, 2001, and 2002
	Age
	1986
	1991
	1996
	2001
	2002

	15–24
	67.1
	54.3
	59.4
	56.0
	56.8

	25–44
	79.4
	74.0
	77.3
	77.9
	78.3

	45–64
	65.1
	61.7
	70.2
	73.6
	74.7


Source: Statistics New Zealand, Household Labour Force Survey

New Zealand’s relative employment position for all working-age groups declined between 1986 and 1992, however while the prime age and older employment rates have recovered since then, the youth employment rate remained in the same ranking in 2000.  In 1986, New Zealand’s relative position in terms of youth employment was third out of 20 OECD countries and this declined to eighth place by 1992, where it remained in 2000.  Between 1986 and 1992, New Zealand’s prime age (25–54) employment rate declined from a relative position of seventh place to 12th out of 20 OECD countries before slightly recovering to 11th place by 2000.  The older (55–64) employment rate declined from a relative position of sixth place in 1986 to 10th place in 1992 before recovering back to sixth place by 2000 (see Figures 5.2.2, 5.2.3 and 5.2.4).

In 1999, New Zealand ranked higher for those employed aged 55–64 (eighth out of 29 countries), compared to those aged 15–24 (10th out of 29), and 25–54 years (16th out of 29).  New Zealand was higher than the OECD average for all age groups (OECD 2001b).
Figure 5.2.2
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	Figure 5.2.3
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	Figure 5.2.4
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	Sources: Statistics New Zealand, Household Labour Force Survey; 

OECD 2001c.  Employment rates are derived.


5.3 Youth fertility TC "6.3 Youth fertility" \f C \l "2" 
The following section examines both births to females under 18 as used in The Social Report 2001, and births to females under 20. 

Births to young adolescents

Childbearing among young adolescents has been associated with a number of negative outcomes for both mother and child including low child birth weight, increased risk of infant mortality, reduced maternal educational attainment, reduced participation in paid work, and increased risk of long-term reliance on income support (MSD 2002).

In 2001, there were 1,169 births to females under-18, representing a rate of 8.6 births per 1,000 females aged 13-17.  The under-18 birth rate rose in the late 1980s, fluctuated between 10-12 per 1,000 in the early 1990s and has declined since 1995 to below the level in the mid-1980s. 

Births to females under 18 accounted for 2% of all births in 2001.  The vast majority of these (98%) were to 15-17 year-olds (MSD 2002). 
Figure 5.3.1 
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 Source: Statistics New Zealand.  Birth data by single year of age; population estimates. 

Māori have a significantly higher rate of under-18 births than non-Māori, although these differences are reducing.  In 2001, there were 21.9 births per 1,000 to Māori females (a total of 669 births) compared to 4.7 for non-Māori (500 births). Since 1996 there has been a sharp decline in the Māori under-18 birth rate from 29.1 to 21.9 per 1,000 in 2001.  In 1996, the birth rate for Pacific females aged 13-17 was 17.0 per 1,000.  The birth rate among young adolescents varies by region.  During 1995-97, Gisborne (20.2), the Bay of Plenty (17.0) and Northland (15.6) had the highest rates of births to women under 18 women (MSD 2002). 
Table 5.3.1 Young adolescent birth rate and number of births to Māori and non- Māori females under 18, 1996-2001

	Year
	Rate per 1,000
	Number

	
	Māori
	Non- Māori
	Total
	Māori
	Non- Māori
	Total

	1996
	29.1
	6.0
	10.9
	811
	620
	1,431

	1997
	30.9
	5.3
	10.8
	869
	546
	1,415

	1998
	26.2
	4.9
	9.5
	744
	501
	1,245

	1999
	24.7
	4.9
	9.3
	714
	510
	1,224

	2000
	22.7
	4.9
	8.8
	670
	505
	1,175

	2001
	21.9
	4.7
	8.6
	669
	500
	1,169


Source: Statistics New Zealand

Data on birth rates for young women under 18 is not readily available for many countries. The under 20 birth rate is used for comparison instead.

For young women under 20, New Zealand has relatively high birth rates compared to other developed nations and for most of the past decade was second only to the United States on this measure.  With a rate of 28.8 births per 1,000 women aged 15–19 in 2000, New Zealand was in third place, behind the United States (49.6 in 1999), England and Wales (30.8 in 1999) and Scotland (30.0 in 1999) (Statistics New Zealand 2001: Table 2.10). Countries with low teenage birth rates of less than 7 per 1,000 include Korea, Japan, Switzerland, the Netherlands and Sweden.  Over the 1990s, teenage childbearing rates declined in many developed countries, including New Zealand and the United States.  In 2000, New Zealand has the second highest fertility rate for those aged 20–24 (78.2 births per 1,000 women) (Statistics New Zealand 2001).

In New Zealand, the percentage of 20-year-old women who have already given birth was 14% in 1998.  This was the second highest after the United States (22%) and was twice the OECD average (7%).

Pregnancy and abortion rates

In 1996, New Zealand had the second highest teen birth rate for ages 15–19 (33.4 per 1,000) and fourth highest abortion rate (22.5 per 1,000) (UNICEF 2001:20) The abortion rate among New Zealand teenagers doubled since the 1980s, from 12 per 1,000 15–19 year-olds in 1980 to 24.6 in 2001.  Over the same period the fertility rate declined from 38.5 in 1980 to 30.4 in 1986 before increasing slightly in the early 1990s and then falling to 28.1 in 2001.  The combined pregnancy rate (fertility and abortion) followed a similar pattern to the fertility rate till the early 1990s then increased from 49.4 in 1993 to 52.7 in 2001
.  The gap between the fertility rate and abortion rate for those aged 15–19 years closed significantly over the past two decades. However, for those aged under 18 years the number of abortions overtook the number of live births in 1999. 

Figure 5.3.2 
[image: image24.wmf]Under 20 birth and abortion rates
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Source: Derived from age-specific fertility rate tables and abortions by age tables published on SNZ website and in SNZ (2001) by MSD. Note: the combined rate is an approximate pregnancy rate only as it does not take account of miscarriages.
For most rich countries (with the exception of New Zealand), the teen birth rates of ethnic minority groups has no significant effect on national standings in the teen birth leagues.  However in New Zealand, the teenage birth rate is significantly increased by the much higher rate among the Māori community that constitute over 20% of the total teenage population.  Using the 1998 figures, the teenage birth rate for the non- Māori community would lift New Zealand from 26th out of 28 countries to 18th in the league table of teen births (UNICEF 2001:14).  
5.4 Qualifications of school leavers TC "6.4 Qualifications of school leavers" \f C \l "2" 
Secondary education provides a foundation for higher (post-secondary) learning and training opportunities as well as preparation for direct entry into the labour market.  As seen earlier, youth with no qualifications are at greater risk of inactivity, unemployment and benefit receipt. 

School leavers with no qualifications 
In 2001, 17% of school leavers (or 9079) left school with no qualifications.  This proportion has changed little over past decade, fluctuating between 16 and 19%.  By sex, males are more likely than females to leave school with no qualifications (19% compared to 15% in 2001).  Since 1991, the proportion of school leavers with no qualifications has deteriorated at a faster rate for males than females, who have remained fairly steady.
Figure 5.4.1 Proportion of school leavers with no qualifications, by sex, 1991 -2001
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Source: Ministry of Education

In 2001, 33% of Māori school leavers and 25% of Pacific school leavers had no qualifications.  This compares to 17% of all school leavers.  While the proportion of Māori leaving school with no qualifications has been declining faster than the overall average, Māori still lag considerably behind other groups in the qualifications they attain at school.

Table 5.4.1: School Leavers with No Qualifications, by Ethnicity, 1991, 1996, 2001

	Year
	European
	Māori
	Pacific
	Asian
	Other
	Total

	1991
	na
	36.9
	24.9
	na
	na
	16.1

	1996
	13.6
	39.0
	26.6
	9.7
	25.6
	19.1

	2001
	12.4
	33.4
	24.8
	8.0
	23.6
	17.0


Source: Ministry of Education

Youth leaving school with Sixth Form Certificate or higher 

In 2001, 64% of school leavers (or 34,000) left school with at least Sixth Form Certificate. This proportion has increased considerably from 47% in 1986. However, most of the increase occurred in the late 1980s. Since 1991, the proportion has fluctuated between 63% and 66%. This may have been due to the increasing range of post-school training opportunities available through polytechnics and private training establishments.  The upward trend in the late 1980s is also likely to have been caused partly by the declining number of job opportunities during that period (MSD 2003).

The proportion of school leavers attaining an A or B Bursary or Scholarship also increased during the period 1986 to 1991 and remained around 18–22% over the past decade. In 2001, 18% of school leavers (9,850) had attained an A or B bursary.
Figure 5.4.1 
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Source: Ministry of Education.  Note: Bursary or higher includes A or B Bursary, Scholarship (to 1989) and National Certificate Level 3 or above (from 1996).

In 2001, 68% of female school leavers had Sixth Form Certificate or higher qualifications compared to 59% of males.  Since 1986, the proportion of school leavers with at least Sixth Form Certificate has improved at a faster rate for females than for males.

Table 6.4.1 Proportion of school leavers with higher qualifications, by sex, selected years, 1986-2001
	Year
	6th Form Cert. or higher
	Bursary or higher

	
	Male
	Female
	Male
	Female

	1986
	45.2
	48.1
	11.6
	10.0

	1991
	63.5
	69.2
	21.1
	23.4

	1996
	59.0
	66.5
	17.8
	22.0

	2001
	59.4
	68.1
	15.8
	21.2

	Source: Ministry of Education

Note: Bursary or higher includes A or B Bursary, Scholarship (to 1989) and National Certificate Level 3 or above (from 1996).


In 2001, 41% of Māori school leavers and 55% of Pacific school leavers attained Sixth Form Certificate or a higher qualification. This compares to 69% for European students and a significantly higher rate of 85% for Asian students. While the proportion of Māori leaving school with higher qualifications has been increasing faster than the average, Māori still lag considerably behind other groups in the qualifications they attain at school.  

There is also a substantial difference between ethnic groups in the proportions leaving school with Bursary or similar higher qualifications.  In 2001, 4.0% of Māori and 4.7% of Pacific school leavers gained an A or B Bursary or National Certificate at Level 3 or above, compared with 18.4% of all school leavers. There has been little change in these proportions over the last decade.
Table 5.4.2: Proportion of school leavers with higher qualifications, by ethnic group, 1991, 1996, 2001
	Year
	European
	Māori
	Pacific
	Asian
	Other
	Total

	6th Form Certificate or higher

	1991
	na
	37.4
	52.2
	na
	na
	66.3

	1996
	68.9
	37.4
	53.7
	81.5
	60.0
	62.7

	2001
	68.5
	40.6
	54.7
	84.7
	63.7
	63.6

	Bursary or higher

	1991
	na
	5.1
	7.4
	na
	na
	22.3

	1996
	23.7
	4.1
	5.8
	41.7
	18.8
	19.9

	2001
	21.2
	4.0
	4.7
	42.2
	20.5
	18.4

	Source: Ministry of Education.  

Note: Bursary or higher includes A or B Bursary, Scholarship (to 1989) and National Certificate Level 3 or above (from 1996).

1996 and 1999 figures for Europeans, Bursary or higher, have been revised.
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This profile provides descriptive statistics on one measure of transition difficulties –youth inactivity.  Leaving secondary school is the start of a key transition period in a person’s life-cycle.  Over this period, some degree of inactivity may be expected as part of the transition process, involving decision-making, experimentation and learning.  At any point in time, around one in every seven young New Zealanders aged 15 to 19 is not participating in education, training or employment. 
This profile shows that a significant proportion of inactive youth are persistently inactive for a long period of time.  These youth tend to be: of Māori or Pacific ethnicity, youth with disabilities, and youth living in one-parent families or without their parents.  Other at risk groups include youth living in socially deprived areas, growing up in low income families, with low scholastic ability, low or no qualifications, behavioural problems and engagement in criminal activity.
Work on this profile has highlighted many gaps in our current knowledge of youth transitions. Key areas for further research or discussion include:

· Quality of activity. What is the quality of employment or the educational experience? Who has made unsuccessful transition/s?  How do youth fare in the low-paid labour market which they are over-represented in? What is the effect of immigration on the position of youth in the low-paid labour market? 

· Quantity of activity or inactivity. Is employment or study of only several hours a week a desirable outcome?  If so, for whom? 

· Relationship between inactivity and benefit receipt. What proportion of youth are not in employment or education and not receiving a benefit? Not in employment or education and in receipt of a benefit? Participating in employment and/or education and receiving a benefit?

· Training. What do we know about the extent of participation in training among youth and compared to other age groups?  The extent to which data on training overlaps with education and employment data?

· Detailed characteristics of subgroups of youth. What are the experiences of migrant youth?  What do we know about youth with disabilities/handicaps (mental illness, depression, physical impairments) and health problems (sickness or injury)? 

· Local drivers of youth inactivity. More work needs to be undertaken on the drivers of youth inactivity. What is driving youth inactivity in key locations around New Zealand? Is it labour market issues, rural issues, school failure, teenage parenthood, etc?

· Youth in the black economy. What proportion of the black economy
 do youth make up? Among what black economy activities are youth over-represented?  

· Social participation of youth. What do we know about the social participation of youth as well as economic participation? How much engagement do youth have in unpaid and voluntary work, cultural, artistic, sporting, and other activities? To what extent are youth that are not engaged in education or employment socially connected? What activities other than employment or education contribute to long-term wellbeing? 

Work on this profile has also identified the limitations of available data sources for examining youth transitions. Work is currently underway to improve the collection of data on educational participation in the HLFS, by asking all respondents about educational participation over the last week.  This is expected to be included in the HLFS March 2004 quarter.   
Suggestions for improvement to the Census include improving the quality of study data and improving data on youth with disabilities.  The first would involve collecting information on participation in study alone over the last seven days (1996 Census) rather than collecting this information simultaneously with unpaid activities over the last four weeks (2001 Census) (Section 2.1). The latter involves collecting information on youth with disabilities, who are a key social policy group of concern in relation to participation in education and employment.  In particular, it would be useful to monitor the disabled youth population at a national level and compare disability as a risk factor to other key population characteristics (Section 2.4) 
. Both issues are being pursued through submissions for the 2006 Census.

Further development of social statistics in New Zealand can improve our collection of data on youth participating (or not) in employment, education and training.  Emerging sources of data that may be used to examine youth inactivity includes the Statistics New Zealand Longitudinal Survey of Income, Employment and Family Dynamics (SoFIE), and Student Loan Data Integration Project. There is also the proposed Ministry of Social Development longitudinal study of New Zealand children and youth; however, this will not produce results over the time span of the youth transitions goal (2007). The Ministry of Education has also proposed a longitudinal study of pathways from school, to survey young people from age 14 onwards. 
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Table A.1: Youth inactivity statistics: key strengths and limitations of main data sources TC "9.1 Youth inactivity statistics: Key strengths and limitations of main data sources" \f C \l "2" 
	Data Source
	Key Strengths
	Key Limitations



	Census


	· Covers entire New Zealand population

· Capable of detailed disaggregation – ie can pick up specific characteristics of active/inactive youths such as: single year of age, sex, ethnicity, geographic location, parental status, educational attainment, benefit access, employment, hours of work, unemployment, household income, study, living with parents, unpaid work, smokers (1996 Census)
	· One point in year Census collects data (first week in March) may not include all those studying, students may still be having a post-school summer holiday, etc 

· Frequency of data is on five-yearly basis

· Cannot determine activity/inactivity status of youths under 15 years

· No time series trend – inconsistent definition of study activity, not comparable

· Disability question is not a directly useable data source.

	Disability Survey 


	· Collects detailed information on the nature and extent of youth with disabilities and the impact of the condition on education and employment

· Question on educational participation relates to enrolment in formal education or training over last week.
	· Measured on five-yearly basis

· Sample size particularly small for youth, and cannot be disaggregated at a detailed level or compared to other subgroups of youth


	Education and Training Supplement to the HLFS
	· Can get a sense of duration of activity over one year period – looks at participation in education and training in the previous 12 months.
	· Youth activity/inactivity at an aggregate level due to sample size

· One-off survey

	Household Economic Survey 

(HES)
	· Question on current enrolment in education asked of all respondents regardless of labour force status and question on main activity of some respondents (more robust than HLFS)

· Time series trend – yearly to 1998 then 3-yearly (2001 onwards)
	· Relatively small sample size (approximately 500 youth), sampling error at this level of disaggregation
· Information on enrolment provides upper bound estimate of study rate since respondents may enrol but not attend 

	Household Labour Force Survey (HLFS)


	· Consistent time series trend, collects data at multiple points in year 

· Pooled data can pick up detailed characteristics of inactive youth (but sampling error at this level of disaggregation)


	· Likely to overestimate youth inactivity since study/educational attendance questions are only asked of those that are not in the labour force. Some respondents could be studying and unemployed and some respondents could be studying and looking after children, especially in the 20–24 year age group, and it is up to them to decide which is “main”.   

· Not internationally comparable – Labour Force Surveys of most OECD countries ask question on study attendance of all respondents

· Cannot determine activity/inactivity status of youths under 15 years

	Longitudinal studies:

· Christchurch Health and Development Study

· Dunedin Health and Development Study 


	· Follows individual trajectories of children from birth to youth (and onwards), wide array of information on family income, personal and family background characteristics, education and work histories of youth  

· Christchurch – has currently followed youth until age 21 

· Dunedin – has currently followed youth till age 26
	· Limited sample size of youth, less than 1000 observations  

· Māori and Pacific youth under-represented

	Ministry of Education administrative data
	· Collects data on groups of students in schools eg school leaver statistics, 

· Collects data on individual students enrolled in tertiary education, 

· Details groups studying and types of study  

· Study rate can be derived
	· Does not pick up labour market status of those studying

	Ministry of Social Development administrative data


	· Covers a long window of time

· Covers entire populations of youth included in benefits over period of study, can examine experiences of narrowly defined sub-groups of youth


	· Youth may experience inactivity with out any contact with the benefit system, especially in the 15-17 year age group where most youths are not eligible for income assistance. May be inactive with parents on benefit or reliant on parent/s income.  May be on benefit and actively engaged in employment or study.

· Does not pick up unemployed youth under 18 years of age (due to the Unemployment Benefit entitlement age).  Youths under 18 eligible for few benefits (Independent Youth Benefit, Emergency Maintenance Allowance (DPB), Sickness Benefit (if married) and Invalids Benefit)

· Those aged 16 and 17 who are not eligible for a benefit are unlikely to register with MSD even if they are unemployed.  

· Does not pick up educational enrolment

· Only picks up qualifications of registered job seekers


	New Zealand Health Survey 1996-97


	· May link physical and mental health to inactivity

· Picks up factors such as: diabetes, asthma, frequency of visits to doctor in last 12 months, (social worker, psychologist, or counsellor), injuries, tobacco consumption, physical activity, educational attainment, income support, employment, unemployment, household income 
	· Youth activity/inactivity at an aggregate level due to sample size 

· Only picks up those enrolled as full-time students, does not pick up part-time students. 

	Statistics New Zealand Survey of Family Dynamics, Income and Employment (SoFIE)
	
	· Limited sample size of youth cohort

· Emergent – data not yet available

	Time Use Survey 1998-99


	· Can be used to calculate average hours spent per day in education and training, employment and care giving, to work out levels of activity, particularly low levels
	· Youth activity/inactivity at an aggregate level due to sample size

· One-off survey


	Note: Other potentially useful studies include: The Massey University Study of Māori Profiles: Te Hoe Nuku Roa, the New Zealand Council for Educational Research’s study of Innovative Pathways from School and of Competent Learners. 
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Data from the Household Labour Force Survey

To examine the characteristics of youth not participating in education or employment, data has been pooled from the Household Labour Force Survey (HLFS) over 21 quarters from the beginning of March 1997 to March 2002.  Table A.2 shows youth inactivity by characteristics such as year of age, sex, ethnicity, if they have dependent children, by educational qualifications and by Territorial Local Authority (where information was possible).  

Table A.2: Characteristics of Inactive Youth Aged 15–19 years, March 1997 to March 2002, Household Labour Force Survey

	Youth Inactivity 15–19 years by subgroup
	Incidence 

(%)
	Distribution (%)

	Year of age
	15
	12.9
	16.8

	
	16
	14.9
	19.8

	
	17
	16.0
	19.9

	
	18
	19.8
	22.0

	
	19
	19.1
	21.8

	Sex
	Male
	15.4
	48.4

	
	Female
	17.4
	51.6

	Ethnicity
	European
	13.6
	55.7

	
	NZ Māori
	28.2
	27.6

	
	Pacific People
	20.6
	8.9

	
	Other
	6.5
	3.8

	Parental Status
	Parent of dependent child
	48.1
	12.4

	
	Non-parent
	15.0
	87.6

	Qualifications
	No qualifications
	20.8
	47.1

	
	School qualification
	12.3
	41.0

	
	Post school but no school qualification
	37.1
	4.9

	
	Post school and school qualification
	17.8
	6.7

	Regional location
	Auckland City
	15.4
	7.8

	
	Manukau City
	17.2
	8.3

	
	Western Bay of Plenty and Tauranga Districts
	12.9
	2.5

	
	New Plymouth Stratford South Taranaki District
	10.2
	1.6

	
	Christchurch City
	16.5
	9.5

	
	Dunedin City
	9.0
	2.4

	Total
	
	16.4
	100.0


Note: Data has been pooled from the Household Labour Force Survey (HLFS) over 21 quarters from the beginning of March 1997 to March 2002.
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Table A.3: Geographical Location of Youth Inactivity (5 March 1996, Census) and Youth on Benefit (1 July 1996) by Territorial Local Authority
	Territorial Authority
	Rate of Youth on Benefit
	Rate of Inactivity

	Ashburton District
	9.4
	9.8

	Auckland City
	8.6
	12.8

	Banks Peninsula District
	10.3
	11.0

	Buller District
	19.2
	17.0

	Carterton District
	8.1
	14.3

	Central Hawke's Bay District
	12.5
	16.6

	Central Otago District
	12.3
	10.5

	Christchurch City
	11.3
	11.8

	Clutha District
	6.8
	13.2

	Dunedin City
	8.2
	15.2

	Far North District
	19.6
	21.5

	Franklin District
	9.1
	15.4

	Gisborne District
	19.3
	20.1

	Gore District
	13.5
	12.2

	Grey District
	16.5
	16.2

	Hamilton City
	12.7
	19.1

	Hastings District
	17.4
	16.5

	Hauraki District
	12.1
	16.8

	Horowhenua District
	16.6
	20.3

	Hurunui District
	3.8
	11.4

	Invercargill City
	19.1
	16.4

	Kaikoura District
	17.3
	10.8

	Kaipara District
	11.5
	17.6

	Kapiti Coast District
	10.6
	14.4

	Kawerau District
	31.6
	34.6

	Lower Hutt City
	11.8
	16.6

	Mackenzie District
	7.0
	11.5

	Manawatu District
	8.3
	13.5

	Manukau City
	9.2
	18.8

	Marlborough District
	11.7
	11.8

	Masterton District
	16.4
	18.7

	Matamata -Piako District
	1.4
	14.2

	Napier City
	20.7
	16.6

	Nelson City
	15.0
	11.7

	New Plymouth District
	18.1
	15.1

	North Shore City
	3.7
	8.2

	Opotiki District
	21.3
	31.1

	Otorohanga District
	4.6
	15.5

	Palmerston North City
	9.3
	9.2

	Papakura District
	15.5
	18.9

	Porirua City
	18.1
	20.1

	Queenstown-Lakes District
	8.2
	5.4

	Rangitikei District
	14.3
	20.2

	Rodney District
	4.5
	12.6

	Rotorua District
	16.1
	19.7

	Ruapehu District
	13.6
	19.8

	Selwyn District
	3.1
	7.0

	South Taranaki District
	8.4
	16.1

	South Waikato District
	19.6
	24.9

	South Wairarapa District
	13.9
	18.3

	Southland District
	6.1
	11.4

	Stratford District
	17.4
	17.2

	Tararua District
	9.3
	16.1

	Tasman District
	4.0
	9.7

	Taupo District
	15.0
	20.1

	Tauranga District
	14.7
	16.3

	Thames-Coromandel District
	12.9
	18.3

	Timaru District
	12.6
	12.4

	Upper Hutt City
	9.6
	14.4

	Waikato District
	12.7
	18.6

	Waimakariri District
	6.5
	9.6

	Waimate District
	6.8
	10.0

	Waipa District
	8.2
	13.9

	Wairoa District
	26.2
	28.2

	Waitakere City
	12.1
	15.4

	Waitaki District
	10.5
	13.3

	Waitomo District
	16.4
	18.1

	Wanganui District
	20.0
	18.5

	Wellington City
	7.3
	8.9

	Western Bay Of Plenty District
	15.0
	15.8

	Westland District
	8.2
	10.6

	Whakatane District
	12.0
	26.2

	Whangarei District
	18.1
	18.6

	Grand Total 
	11.3
	14.9


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE, and Census of Population and Dwellings 1996, Statistics New Zealand

Figure A.1: Distribution of Youth on Benefit (1 July 1996) by TLA
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Figure A.2 Distribution of Youth on Benefit (1 July 1996) by TLA (cont.)
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Source: Statistics New Zealand, 1996 Census of Population and Dwellings
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Table A.4: Mean Total Duration (in weeks) Between Ages 15 and 20 of Birth Cohorts by Benefit at Entry

	Benefit at Entry
	Mean Total Duration (in Weeks) of Birth Cohorts 

	
	1978
	1979
	1980
	1981
	1982

	DPB Related  
	107.3
	113.5
	110.2
	112.7
	103.9

	EB           
	39.0
	52.1
	46.0
	59.2
	59.8

	IB           
	166.5
	162.6
	162.9
	162.0
	161.1

	JSA IYB      
	98.1
	100.3
	100.8
	102.1
	102.2

	SB Other          
	55.33
	53.73
	55.6
	46.62
	40.74

	SB Pregnancy-Related    
	99.3
	97.98
	98.98
	93.35
	92.75

	UB Related   
	36.5
	38.8
	39.0
	39.5
	40.5

	UBT Related  
	88.1
	89.6
	88.2
	81.8
	57.6

	UHS          
	16.4
	18.1
	16.6
	16.1
	16.4

	Total        
	59.3
	61.7
	59.6
	54.5
	52.5


Note: Includes duration as partner
Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE
Table A.5: Median Total Duration (in weeks) Between Ages 15 and 20 of Birth Cohorts by Benefit at Entry

	Benefit at Entry
	Median Total Duration (in weeks) of Birth Cohorts

	
	1978
	1979
	1980
	1981
	1982

	DPB Related  
	102.7
	104.1
	103.4
	104.4
	103.3

	EB           
	30.9
	48.9
	38.1
	58.1
	47.4

	IB           
	199.9
	192.7
	192.4
	196.0
	190.3

	JSA IYB      
	97.6
	103.4
	102.1
	104.7
	103.9

	SB Other          
	39.86
	37.86
	40
	31
	28.43

	SB Pregnancy-Related    
	103.36
	100.43
	98.71
	92
	96.93

	UB Related   
	28.4
	31.0
	31.6
	31.3
	32.3

	UBT Related  
	86.9
	89.0
	86.1
	77.5
	56.1

	UHS          
	12.6
	13.0
	12.9
	13.0
	12.9

	Total        
	41.9
	46.0
	43.9
	38.7
	36.9


Note: Includes duration as partner 

	15
	Male 
	16.8

	
	Female
	17.8

	
	Total
	17.3

	16
	Male 
	12.6

	
	Female
	12.4

	
	Total
	12.5

	17
	Male 
	11.1

	
	Female
	12.3

	
	Total
	11.7

	18
	Male 
	14.5

	
	Female
	18.2

	
	Total
	16.3

	19
	Male 
	14.3

	
	Female
	19.1

	
	Total
	16.7

	Total 15–19
	Male 
	13.9

	
	Female
	16.0

	
	Total
	14.9


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE
Table A.6: Mean Number of Spells on Benefit (in weeks) Between Ages 15 and 20 by Benefit Type

	Benefit at Entry
	Mean Number of Spells on Benefit of Birth Cohorts

	
	1978
	1979
	1980
	1981
	1982

	DPB Related  
	1.3
	1.3
	1.3
	1.3
	1.3

	EB           
	1.4
	1.5
	1.5
	1.5
	1.5

	IB           
	1.1
	1.1
	1.1
	1.1
	1.1

	JSA IYB      
	2.4
	2.3
	2.3
	2.2
	2.2

	SB Other          
	1.7
	1.6
	1.6
	1.5
	1.4

	SB Pregnancy Related     
	1.4
	1.4
	1.4
	1.4
	1.3

	UB Related   
	1.5
	1.5
	1.5
	1.5
	1.5

	UBT Related  
	2.5
	2.4
	2.4
	2.3
	1.6

	UHS          
	1.5
	1.6
	1.6
	1.6
	1.6

	Total        
	1.9
	1.9
	1.8
	1.7
	1.6


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE
Table A.7: Median Number of Spells on Benefit Between Ages 15 and 20 by 
Benefit Type

	Benefit at Entry
	 Median Number of Spells on Benefit

	
	1978
	1979
	1980
	1981
	1982

	DPB Related  
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0

	EB           
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0

	IB           
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0

	JSA IYB      
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	SB Other          
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0

	SB Pregnancy Related     
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0

	UB Related   
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0

	UBT Related  
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	1.0

	UHS          
	1.0
	1.0
	1.0
	2.0
	1.0

	Total        
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0
	1.0
	1.0


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE
Table A.8: Characteristics of 15–19 year-olds at Entrance to Benefit

	Characteristic at First Entry
	Birth Cohorts

	
	1978
	1979
	1980
	1981
	1982

	Sex
	Female                           
	51.5
	51.4
	50.6
	50.9
	51.9

	
	Male                             
	48.5
	48.6
	49.4
	49.1
	48.1

	
	Total 
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Status
	Partner of Primary Beneficiary                         
	2.2
	2.2
	2.4
	2.8
	3.4

	
	Primary Beneficiary Married                  
	0.7
	0.8
	0.8
	1.0
	1.0

	
	Primary Beneficiary – Single                    
	97.1
	97
	96.8
	96.2
	95.6

	Ethnicity
	NZ + Other European                   
	56.3
	56
	55.4
	53.5
	52.4

	
	NZ Māori                  
	29
	29.6
	29.8
	30.9
	31

	
	Other                            
	4.6
	5.1
	5.5
	5.5
	6.3

	
	Pacific People                   
	8.1
	8.2
	8.0
	8.4
	8.0

	
	Unknown                          
	1.9
	1.0
	1.4
	1.7
	2.2

	Number of Children
	None                             
	98.6
	98.5
	98.4
	98
	97.4

	
	1
	1.3
	1.5
	1.5
	1.9
	2.5

	
	2
	0
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1

	
	3+
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Declared Income 

(per week)
	Nil                              
	87.5
	87.1
	87.1
	88.3
	88.6

	
	$1-80                            
	8.0
	8.2
	8.0
	6.6
	6.3

	
	$81-180                          
	0.8
	0.8
	0.9
	1.0
	1.0

	
	$181+                            
	3.6
	3.9
	4.0
	4.0
	4.2

	Educational qualifications recorded on SOLO as at January 2001
	3 or more School Certificate passes or Equivalent     
	8.4
	8.2
	8.7
	9.4
	8.6

	
	Degree or Professional Qualifications     
	4.8
	3.6
	2.3
	1.4
	0.6

	
	No formal School qualifications or <3 years 
	29.1
	30.1
	29.4
	27.8
	23.1

	
	No match with the solo data      
	13.7
	15.1
	18.9
	18.8
	30.2

	
	Other School Qualifications               
	1.7
	1.8
	1.4
	1.8
	1.6

	
	Post Secondary Qualifications              
	4.6
	4.3
	3.8
	3.5
	2.5

	
	Scholarship, Bursary, Higher School Certificate        
	8.4
	7.5
	5.8
	5.5
	4.0

	
	Sixth form Certificate, University Entrance or Equivalent     
	13.5
	13.2
	12.2
	12.5
	9.7

	
	Less than 3 School Certificate passes or Equivalent   
	15.8
	16.1
	17.4
	19.3
	19.7

	Previous Employment
	No/Missing                       
	80.6
	81.4
	81.6
	79.8
	76.2

	
	Yes                              
	19.4
	18.6
	18.4
	20.2
	23.8


Source: Benefit Dynamics Data, Ministry of Social Development, CSRE
Youth inactivity by international comparison TC "9.5 Youth inactivity by international comparison" \f C \l "2" 
Table D.6: International Comparison for Related Youth Inactivity Indicators

	Indicators
	New Zealand
	OECD average
	Position

	Employment ratio
	46.8 for males and 47.0 for females aged 15–19
74.3 for males and 64.3 for females aged 20–24 (1997)
	29.1 for males and 24.1 for females aged 15–19
63.8 for males and 53.2 for females aged 20–24 (1997)
	Above average for both age groups

	Unemployment rate
	16.3 for males and 15.8 for females aged 15–19
11.0 for males and 10.7 for females aged 20–24 (1997)
	18.5 for males and 23.0 for females aged 15–19
13.4 for males and 15.4 for females aged 20–24 (1997)
	Below average for both age groups

	Labour force participation rate
	55.9 for males and 55.7 for females aged 15–19
83.5 for males and 72.0 for females aged 20–24 (1997)
	34.8 for males and 29.7 for females aged 15–19
73.3 for males and 62.1 for females aged 20–24 (1997)
	Above average for both age groups

	Low paid employment
	41.3% of workers aged under 25 years

41% of all low paid workers are youths (1994/95)
	38.3% of workers aged under 25 years

34.5% of all low paid workers are youths (1993-1995)
	Above average incidence

	Study rate by enrolments*
	89% of 16 year-olds enrolled in secondary education

71% of 17 year-olds enrolled in secondary and 3% in tertiary

28% of 18 year-olds enrolled in secondary and 23% in tertiary (1999)
	Same for 16 year-olds

79% of 17 year-olds in secondary and 1% for tertiary

49% of 18 year-olds enrolled in secondary 16% in tertiary

(1999)
	Average for age 16 in secondary education

Below average for age 17 in secondary education



	Fertility**
	
	
	Fourth highest for teenage birth rate and second highest for 20–24 years

	Youth inactivity***
	
	
	Fifth highest youth inactivity for women and third highest for men aged 15–19 years 


Sources:

* OECD (2001a). Note that graduation age at upper secondary is 18 years for New Zealand and 19 years for some other countries.

** SNZ (2001) 
*** OECD (2001a)
Not in employment or education








Figure 2.5.1: Incidence of Youth Inactivity 15-19, By Territorial Local Authority (TLA), Census, 5 March 1996 
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Correlation coefficient (to youth inactivity) = 0.7











Figure 2.5.3: Incidence of Youth on Benefit 15-19, By Territorial Local Authority (TLA), MSD Benefit Data, 1 July 1996























Youth on benefit





On benefit and in some employment or education





On benefit 


and not in employment or education











� The other reports in the series are McLaren (2003) and Higgins (2003).   


�  See Appendix Table A.1 on the strengths and limitations of various data sources.


�  Other potential longitudinal studies that were not used for the purposes of this report include: the Massey University study of Māori profiles – Te Hoe Nuku Roa, and the New Zealand Council for Educational Research’s (NZCER) study of Innovative Pathways from School and of Competent Learners.


�  The first wave of SoFIE results is likely to be available at the end of 2003 with an initial snapshot picking up youth not in employment or education, but information tracking these youth forward of this point will be available at the end of 2004.  


�  The Student Loan Data Integration Project merges the Ministry of Education’s tertiary education enrolment data with data on loan borrowings from the Ministry of Social Development and income and loan repayment data from the Inland Revenue Department.


�  Proportion based on HLFS working age population estimates.


�  Proportion based on 1996 Census usually resident population figures for each age group.


�  Snapshot taken on 2 March 1996, proportion based on Census usually resident population figures.


� Only contact with first tier (main benefits) is examined.  The figure excludes benefits that are paid to the primary caregiver rather than youths, such as the Orphans Benefit (OB) and Unsupported Child’s Benefit (UCB).  The figure also excludes the Student Allowance (SA) and Independent Circumstances Allowance (ICA).





� See Appendix Table A.2 for similar characteristics from pooled data from the Household Labour Force Survey


� Ethnic groups have been prioritised to level one in the following order: Māori, Pacific Peoples, Asian, Other, European and Not Elsewhere Included eg if a person is both Pacific Peoples and Asian, then they are counted in the Pacific Peoples category. Within these broad level groups there are sub-groups which also have a prioritisation order. Ethnicity prioritisation is based on "Revised Priority Recording System for Ethnicity (1995)", but please note the prioritisation of ethnic groups in Table 2.4.2 (a) is not a recommended standard used by Statistics New Zealand, see total ethnicity Table 2.4.2 (b).





� The Invalid’s Benefit (IB) is for people who are not able to work because they are permanently and severely restricted in their capacity for work and the Sickness Benefit (SB) is provided to individuals who have limited capacity to seek, undertake or be available for full-time employment because of sickness, injury or disability.  The SB is designed for medical conditions that limit capacity to work on a temporary basis or for an indefinite period.


� Note: Categories of personal income source are not mutually exclusive. Proportions of all inactive youth by each personal income source do not total to 100%, since double counting can occur.


� Nine deprivation variables were used to create the index reflecting eight types of deprivation including: communication (with no access to a telephone), income (aged 18-59 years receiving a means-tested benefit), income (living in households with equivalised income below an income threshold, employment (aged 18-59 years unemployed), transport (with no access to a car), support (aged less than 60 years living in a single parent family), qualifications (aged 18-59 years without any qualifications), owned home (not living in own home), and living space (living in households above equivalised bedroom occupancy threshold).


� See Appendix Figure A.1 showing the percentage distribution of all youth on benefit by TLA.


� Notes: These figures come from the 835 respondents and their families who were interviewed at ages 18 and 21, and provided valid data from these and earlier surveys for this descriptive analysis.  Complete economic inactivity is defined as the amount of time between ages 16 and 21 that the individual was not engaged in some education, training or market work (either full-time or part-time).  This inactivity could include time spent overseas, but excludes brief time spent away from education or work due to holidays or other temporary circumstances.


� Complete or partial economic inactivity is defined as the amount of time between ages 16 and 21 that the individual was not engaged in full-time education, training or market work.  Full-time is defined as 30 or more hours per week in at least one of these activities.  This inactivity could include time spent overseas, but excludes brief time spent away from education or work due to holidays or other temporary circumstances.  This is a broader definition of economic inactivity than the one used in Table 1.1.


� Note the sample number of Māori is 90 and Pacific Peoples is 19. 


� “Always Two Parents” indicates that the youth lived with two custodial adults from ages 1 through 14.  The IQ score comes from Revised Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children administered to the children in the CHDS resident in the Canterbury region at ages 8 and 9.  This means that 139 of the 835 children did not take at least one of these tests and were excluded from these rows.  The Scholastic Ability score comes from the Test of Scholastic Abilities (TOSCA) administered to the children in the CHDS resident in the Canterbury region at age 13.  This means that 178 of the 835 children did not take this test and were excluded from these rows.  These test results were standardised to have a mean of zero and standard deviation of one.  “Low scores” are more than one-half of a standard deviation below the sample mean. “Medium scores” are within one-half of a standard deviation either below or above this mean. “High scores” are more than one-half of a standard deviation above the mean.


� Results abridged based on strength and significance of variables.


� These include base level control variables that may independently influence outcomes such as inactivity, and mediating variables, which may be influenced by family income. The base level control variables included: sex and ethnicity of the youth, the educational qualifications of parents, socio-economic status of the family measured at birth of the subject, mother’s age at the birth of the child, proportion of years youth spent living in a single parent family, and number of siblings in the family by the subject’s age of 15.  Two mediating variables included mean scores on the Revised Wechsler Intelligence Test and conduct problems assessment.


� Early school leavers are defined as youth who had completed their education by their 17th birthdays, and these 113 youth represent 13.5% of the 835 youth in the sample.  


� Table 9, p. 44, as cited in Maloney (2003a).


� The proportions for each part of the Venn diagram are identified as an area for further research (Section 6).


� For a more detailed discussion on benefit dynamics see Ball and Wilson (2002). 


� First-tier refers to main benefits delivered by MSD such as the Unemployment Benefit, Sickness Benefit, Invalids Benefit, Domestic Purposes Benefit, Independent Youth Benefit, Emergency Benefit, etc.


� Only contact with first tier (main benefits) is examined. This does not include student allowances or loans.  Partners receiving first tier benefits are included in this analysis.  Contact with second tier (supplementary assistance) and third tier (hardship assistance) is excluded from this analysis.   


� Note: the proportions are dependent on the youth population size. These figures provide upper bound estimates by using 1996 Census estimates of the population size that do not include youth immigrants over this period.


� Note again: the proportions are dependent on the youth population size. These figures provide upper bound estimates by using 1996 Census estimates of the population size that do not include youth immigrants over this period.


� For example, benefits available to 16 and 17 year-olds in special circumstances include the Independent Youth Benefit (IYB), Invalids Benefit (IB), Emergency Benefit (EB), Student Allowance (SA) and Independent Circumstances Allowance (ICA). Up until 1998, 16 and 17 year-olds were eligible for the Sickness Benefit (SB), Training Benefit (TB), and Job Search Allowance (JSA). After this point the qualifying age was raised to 18 years for SB and TB and these benefits were grand-parented, while JSA was abolished.  Benefits available to 18 year-olds that are typically not available to 16 and 17 year-olds include the Unemployment Benefit (UB), Domestic Purposes Benefit (DPB), Sickness Benefit (SB), and the Widows Benefit (WB). However, 16 and 17 year-olds who are financially independent, legally married or in a de facto relationship with a dependent child are treated as applicants aged 18 years or over for these benefits.


� See Appendix Tables A.6 and A.7 on mean and median number of spells of youth on benefit, by benefit type.


� The mean represents the average for youth across the birth cohort and the median (middle-point), unlike the mean, is unaffected by extreme scores.


� See Appendix Tables A.4 and A.5 on mean and median durations (in weeks) of birth cohorts by benefit at entry. 


� See Appendix Table A.8 on characteristics of youth at entrance to benefit to compare to characteristics of youth lasting over one year on benefit.


� Number of children refers to the number of children the youth had at first entrance to benefit and does not pick up additional children youth may have had after first entry.


� Twenty-three is the furthest age at which 15 year-olds can be examined up to since the benefit dynamics dataset starts in 1993 and currently runs up until mid 2002.


� The youth unemployment rate is defined as the number of people aged 15–19 who are not employed and are actively seeking and available for paid work, expressed as a percentage of the labour force (the labour force is defined as those aged 15–19 who are employed, plus those who meet the definition of unemployed.)


� These figures are for the year to March.  


� The employment rate is defined as the proportion of people aged 15–19 years who are in paid employment for at least one hour per week.


� Derived from age specific fertility rate tables and abortions by age tables published on SNZ website and in SNZ (2001) by MSD.


� The black economy includes under-the-table work, drug dealing and other illegal activities.   


� Currently the disability question in the Census is not a directly useable data source, it is used to screen people for the post-census Disability Survey (see Appendix Table A.1).
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