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1. Summary and conclusions 
 
 
1.1  About the samples 
 

This survey covers 162 employers that employ 306,191 New Zealanders.  We 
asked employers what they are doing about superannuation for their employees, 
whether they are happy with both what they do and what the government does 
and whether they might be changing what they are doing.  If the government 
wants to influence the development of Tier 2 (employment-related 
superannuation), it must know what is happening.  This survey attempts to 
provide a snapshot of what employers are doing and what employees think of 
that. 

 
We decided to focus mainly on the largest employers partly because, as a group, 
the number of people they employ potentially make them key strategic allies.  
Employers who support Tier 2 superannuation may also be developed into   
opinion leaders among their peers.  However, we included others as well: 

 
 The survey’s employers 
 

 Number of employers Total employees 
   

“Top 100” 78 288,542 
Middle group 53 17,096 
Smallest 31 553 
Totals 162 306,191 
   

Note: the smallest “Top 100” employer had about 1,000 New Zealand-based employees; the 
largest had 18,500 employees.  The “smallest” employers had fewer than 50 employees. 

 
We also asked a total of 1,071 employees what they thought of what they, their 
employers and governments are doing about retirement provision.  Their 
comments provide qualitative input from a cross section of employees that 
appear to reflect views expressed over time in similar quantitative analysis. 
 
Appendices I and II give extracts of the data both for the whole group of 
employers (Appendix I) and employees (Appendix II) and for a number of cross 
sections by categories that we thought might be significant. 

 
 
1.2  Employers -pay and benefits’ policies  
 

About 40% of all our employers pay their employees under a “total 
remuneration” approach.  About 80% of the employers (by employee numbers) 
have a superannuation plan that is open to at least some employees.  That is 
probably more than would be the case for all New Zealand employers. 
 
About half of all employers have a payroll deduction facility that lets employees 
authorise contributions to be taken out of pay on an unsubsidised basis.  Only 
one third of employers allow “salary sacrifice” to take advantage of the tax break 
available to 39% taxpayers.  A tiny proportion (0.4%) of all employees actually 
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use it.  Given the ongoing debate about both compliance costs and possible 
incentives for retirement saving, this incidence of uptake is both significant and 
warrants further exploration especially as the top income earners are the ones we 
would expect to be in a position to take advantage of the tax break.  
 
Based on the responses to a number of questions about policy reviews, the Tier 2 
superannuation environment is fluid, with employers reviewing programmes.  
This provides both risks and opportunities for policy makers, depending on the 
environment created. 

 
Most employers with an open plan (69%) said that, given the opportunity, they 
would start the plan again.  That indicates they are reasonably happy with what 
they have. 

 
 
1.3 Interpreting attitudes 
 

When we asked respondents how they felt about issues, we asked them to answer 
on a 1-5 scale, where 1 was “not important”, “not significant”, “not satisfied” etc.  
Under this scale: 
 

•  scores of 3 are “neutral” - neither satisfied nor dissatisfied; 
 

•  scores below 2 are very strongly negative; 
 

•  scores above 4 are very strongly positive 
 

in relation to “importance”, “significance” or “satisfaction”. 
 
 
1.4  Employers - attitudes to change 
 

About one third of our employers (by employee numbers) offer no help at all to 
employees and, when asked if they would pay for help, most said “no” (scored an 
average of only 1.93 across all employers). 
 
By employee numbers, most (58%) said that employees should not be forced to 
save for retirement and a resounding 87% of employers rejected the approach 
similar to that used in Australia where compulsory contributions would be added 
to current pay. 
 
About two-thirds of employers also thought they should not be obliged to 
administer unsubsidised, voluntary savings or provide a low cost plan that the 
employer chose. 
 
In other words, employers are fairly content with the current way of doing things 
– overall, they scored this at 3.54 on the 1-5 scale that we have used for opinions 
in this report. 
 
Employers don’t much like governments’ policies, though.  They scored that 2.34 
on the same 1-5 scale.  Although we did not ask which particular aspects of 
government policy they were commenting on, they did say that: 
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-  they don’t want to be forced to contribute; 
 

-  they don’t want to be forced to administer a deduction and 
 

-  they are reasonably content with their own policies. 
 
Almost by default, employers are probably referring to their dissatisfaction with 
public policy issues with, perhaps, reference to compliance issues as well. 

 
By all employers, the main prompts that might change employers’ current policies 
include tax incentives (scored 3.90), reduced compliance costs (3.24) and also 
both “if their competitors for labour offered superannuation” and employees’ 
pressure for change (3.13). 
 
 

1.5  Does the employer think it has a role? 
 

Employers generally thought that they had a role to help employees (scored 3.47) 
and the most popular specific option was to provide employees with 
“information and education” (scored 3.71).  Interestingly, employees do not 
currently see their employers as a source of advice on retirement issues (only 8% 
recognised employers in this way in a prompted question).  Employers became 
progressively less enthusiastic at their potential involvement as the cost of their 
potential role increased with subsidies to saving and insurance benefits. 
 
 

1.6  How employees save 
 

Across all our employees, the following ranks the importance to our employees 
of the various ways of saving for retirement: 
 

      Score 
 

-  paying off debt    4.25 
 

-  saving through superannuation  3.85 
 

-  buying/paying off other assets  2.87 
 

-  trading down the family home  2.22 
 

-  part-time work in retirement  2.56 
 

Based on received wisdom, our employees are very rational in their preferences. 
 
The most popular prompt that might cause our employees to review their saving 
decisions would, as for employers, be the introduction of tax incentives (scored 
4.5).  An increase in pay came next (3.94) followed by buying (and paying off) 
other assets (3.69) and then more information from the government (3.02).  
Based on our employees’ knowledge of New Zealand Superannuation (see the 
next paragraph), there is a case to suggest that employees need that information. 
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1.7  About our employees’ retirement 
 
There was a more than five year difference between when our employees said 
they would prefer to retire (age 57.0) and when they expect to retire - age 62.4 – 
which is still three years before their expectations of when the state pension age 
will occur when they reach retirement (average age chosen 65.6). 
 
They thought they had reasonable knowledge of what their employers offer on 
retirement saving (scored 3.39) and were moderately happy as to whether they 
would have a “comfortable” retirement (scored 3.21). 
 
However, when we tested employees on their actual knowledge of the present 
basis for New Zealand Superannuation (accepted by most commentators as the 
foundation of any “sensible” retirement saving decisions), our employees were 
resoundingly ignorant.  They knew when the pension started but basically had no 
idea how much the single person’s pension is and even less idea how much a 
married couple is entitled to receive, despite being offered multiple choice 
options.  Two thirds of all employees thought the benefit is presently income-
tested and about half thought that the pension is presently reduced by the level of 
their assets. 

 
If savers are to make “sensible” decisions about their retirement income needs, 
there seems a need to improve New Zealanders’ knowledge on this basic 
provision. 

 
 
1.8  The potential for reform – New Zealand Superannuation 
 

There is a general recognition that, by the time our employees reach retirement, 
New Zealand Superannuation will have changed.  We did not ask employees 
specifically about current political promises but the results of this survey echo 
those from earlier surveys.  Our employees generally don’t expect an increase in 
the state pension age but 73% expect a reduction in the pension and more than 
three quarters expect an income test so that they will receive a smaller pension 
from the state if they have other income. 
 
It seems that, based on these and earlier surveys, New Zealand might be ready to 
start a discussion on these issues.  Again, if our employees are to make what 
would be regarded as “sensible” decisions about saving for their retirement, it will 
help them if they had sufficient time to adjust to any changes. 

 
 
1.9  Drawing the threads together 
 

Section 9 draws some of the survey’s findings together.  We suggest that any tax 
incentive that might change behaviour would need to have strong support and 
understanding among employers and employees, and be more generous than is 
currently available under “salary sacrifice”. 
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The survey also suggests that New Zealand could expect : 
 

•  growth in “total remuneration” based compensation strategies; 
 

•  more current superannuation plans to close but some also to open or 
to widen membership; 

 

•  a greater involvement by employers in education initiatives;  
 

•  more variety in the ways that employees retire. 
 

Our employers and employees both seemed to be reasonably comfortable with 
their current superannuation strategies.  However, employers expressed concerns 
about current compliance costs and about the possibility of those increasing. 

 



 

“Tier 2 retirement saving” 7

ESR Consortium 
- in the national interest 

2.  Background to this paper 
 

- PRG’s brief 
 

- About the ESRC  
 

- Picking the survey’s targets 
 

- The forms, method and responses 
 

- Comments on earlier surveys 
 
 
2.1 The Periodic Report Group’s brief 
 

In appointing the 2003 Periodic Report Group (“PRG”), the Government asked 
it, in part, to investigate: 

 
“Suggestions for the adjustment of any of the Government’s retirement 
income and savings policies in order to enhance the provision of private 
retirement income including those relating to: 

 
•  Mechanisms for Government, employers and the savings industry to 

work collaboratively together to promote employer based 
superannuation; 

 

•  The impact of the tax system on the private provision of retirement.” 
 

The Employment Superannuation Research Consortium (“ESR Consortium”) 
was formed for the specific task of providing data that might illuminate this part 
of the PRG’s brief. 

 
 
2.2 About the ESR Consortium 
 

The ESR Consortium is a group of three experienced employee benefit advisers 
who have been intimately involved in advising employers on superannuation and 
retirement policy issues.  They agreed to co-operate on this project “in the 
national interest”.  The ESR Consortium suggested to the PRG that it needed to 
know what employers are doing and thinking about in the following groups: 

 
(a) Large employers:  

We wanted to get as many as possible of the top 100 employers (by 
numbers of employees) to participate in a survey.  Based on our experience, 
we would expect the largest employers to have the resources necessary to 
establish what their policies on superannuation should be and to 
implement those. 

 
(b)  Small employers:  

Most New Zealand employees work for “enterprises” with fewer than 50 
employees.1  It is therefore important to capture the views of small 

                                                 
1  55% in this category according to New Zealand Business Demographics, Statistics New Zealand, February 

2002.  38% work for enterprises with 100 employees or more. 
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employers.  We enlisted the help of: 
 

-  the major financial institutions; 
 

-  advisers. 
 

(c)  “Special” employers:  
We thought it would be interesting to choose two employers in the same 
industry but with different parent companies.  The companies have very 
different superannuation policies so each employer would be analysed in 
detail and compared.  Employees of those two employers were also asked 
for their views. 

 
With each group of employers, we wanted to find out: 

 
-  what their current policy on superannuation or other assistance with 

retirement planning issues is. 
 

-  whether that has changed recently and why. 
 

-  whether they are happy with their current policy and so whether 
there is likely to be any change in current policy in the next 5-10 
years and what that might be. 

 

-  about employers that have moved from a stand-alone plan to a 
master trust; employers that have withdrawn entirely from the 
provision of superannuation and employers that have recently 
introduced new plans. 

 

-  what impediments all these employers face in implementing their 
policy (whatever that is). 

 

-  whether improvements in the regulatory framework might improve 
access to employment-based superannuation arrangements. 

 
 
2.3 Picking the targets 
 

(a)  The largest employers: 
Our first challenge was to identify the largest employers in New Zealand by 
numbers of employees.  There is no national database that allowed us to do 
that easily and so we had to construct the target group from a variety of 
sources. 
 
The largest employer in the final group had 18,500 New Zealand-based 
employees and the smallest of the 100 had about 1,000 local employees, 
based on published information. 
 
When we collected the data, we discovered that some of those employers 
should not have been chosen because they actually had fewer than 1,000 
employees.  On the other hand, we discovered some that should have been 
on the list from the outset. 
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We have probably missed some employers that should have been on the 
list and not all that we identified agreed to participate in the Survey but the 
78 final participants (listed in Appendix III of this report) employ more 
than 288,000 employees (about 15% of all employees in New Zealand) and 
cover a wide range of industries and employment relationships. 

 
Each employer was asked to complete the employer return and, if it had a 
superannuation plan that was open to new members, a brief questionnaire 
about the plan (Attachment A to this report). 

 
(b)  The smallest employers: 

We approached the providers of master trust superannuation services for 
help in getting the views of small employers.  We had varying levels of help 
in this (acknowledgments are given in Section 9).  Master trust participants 
completed a modified version of the employer forms used with the largest 
100 employers. 
 
We also chose an Auckland street in an industrial area and approached all 
employers to participate.  A further group of employers was approached 
directly by us to round out the sample. 
 
The sample of small employers is not as large as we would have liked (31 
employers supplied data for the analysis of this group). 
 
However, as the responses from both the largest and smallest employers 
are relatively consistent, we do not think the sample size counts against the 
validity of the results.   

 
(c)  A middle group 

From our own business contacts, we also directly approached a group of 
middle-sized employers.  Because many were clients, we expected that this 
group would have a higher incidence of superannuation provision and, 
perhaps, a greater commitment to involvement in offering employees a 
chance to save for retirement. 
 
There were 53 employers in this group covering a further 17,000 employees 
(an average of 322 employees each).  They also completed the employer 
and superannuation plan questionnaires, if relevant. 

 
(d)  Employees 

There is some information already available about individual attitudes to 
superannuation issues.  Looking at the issues from just our employers’ 
perspectives would give a one-sided view of the issues.  We needed to 
provide a view from the “bottom”. 

 
We therefore: 

 
-  distributed a survey form to some participating employers; 
 

-  encouraged the employers to arrange for their completion by 
selected employees. 
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The purposes of this part of the study were: 
 

(a)  to find out what employees know or think about retirement 
saving issues; 

 

(b)  to see how the employees’ attitudes are affected by their 
employer’s policies; 

 

(c)  to identify any perceived impediments to changing their 
behaviour. 

 
Each of the largest 100 employers was invited to pick a representative 
group of employees to complete the employee survey form (Attachment 
B).  It was up to the employer to decide how that group was picked.  
Smaller employers that participated in master trusts also asked their 
employees to complete forms. 
 
In all, 32 large employers submitted employee forms (including one 
employer that did not complete the employer form) and also 18 of the 
master trust employer participants.  A total of 1,071 employee forms were 
submitted for analysis.  This provided a snapshot of employee knowledge 
and attitudes that was consistent, in many areas, with other research 
findings over recent years.  However, we recognise that the findings from 
this part of the survey should be seen as qualitative rather than quantitative 
in essence. 

 
 
2.4  Interpreting the data 
 

We have adopted the principle of showing the data used as the basis for 
measuring responses.  Many survey participants did not answer all questions and 
we have made clear the number that supplied answers in each case.  Because of 
the survey’s size, the sample that answered was generally large enough to give a 
meaningful result. 

 
 
2.5  About page numbers 
 

Appendices I and II contain an enormous amount of information spread over 
230 pages.  We reproduce there, in full, each cross section of the data for both 
employers and employees. 
 
For logistical reasons, we have consecutively numbered each Appendix starting 
from page number 1 in each case.  Throughout the report, the page references to 
the Appendices start with the Appendix number followed by the page number in 
that Appendix.  So, page I.56 is the 56th page of Appendix I. 
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3.  About the participants – employers 
 

- Overall statistics 
 

- The Top 100 
 

- A middle group 
 

- Small employers 
 
 
3.1 Overall statistics – all employers 
 

Pages I.1 to I.12 in Appendix I summarise the broad statistics about the identity, 
policies and opinions of all the employers that participated in the survey.  We 
comment on aspects of that overall information. 
 
By any measure, this is a large sample of New Zealand’s employees.  The 
numbers on “our” employers are large: 
 

(a)  total employers:  
162 including 78 of the largest 100 employers in New Zealand; 

 
(b) total employees:  

306,191; 
 
(c) total payroll:  

For the 142 employers that reported their payroll, the total paid was 
$10,273 million, including 26 employers with payrolls exceeding $100 
million. 

 
By employee numbers, 67% of all employees worked in the private sector and 
33% in the public sector, including state-owned enterprises, local councils, 
hospital boards and the like. 
 
Again by all employees, 27% worked in Auckland, 8% each in Wellington and 
Christchurch with 18% in other parts of New Zealand.  Employers did not 
identify workplaces for 39% of employees, usually because they were spread 
throughout the country. 
 
71% of all employees worked for New Zealand employers (including those in the 
“public” sector) and 29% for foreign-owned employers. 

 
There were approximately equal splits of wage and salary employees (51%/49% 
respectively); males/females (53%/47%2) but a relatively high 30% of all 
employees were part-time.  This compares with the national statistic of 22.6% 
part-time employees3. 

 

                                                 
2  Compared with the national statistic of 55% male/45% female. 
3  Household Labour Force Survey, June 2003. 
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3.2 The three groups - a picture of each 
 

As explained in paragraph 2.3, we broke the participating employers into three 
groups – the largest 100 (of which we have responses from 78); a middle group 
and the smallest employers (fewer than 50 employees). 
 
The list of the participants from the Top 100 and the middle group are given in 
Appendix III. 
 
The table summarises the profiles of each of the three groups – full details from 
each group are in Appendix I: 

 
 A profile of the employers 
 

 Top 100 Middle group Smallest 
    

Number of employers 78 53 31 
Private/public ownership: 

- by employers 
- by employees 

 
68%/32% 
66%/34% 

 
87%/13% 
84%/16% 

 
100% private 
100% private 

    
    

New Zealand “owned”: 
- by employers 
- by employees 

 
75% NZ 
72% NZ 

 
62% NZ 
64% NZ 

 
70% NZ 
47% NZ 

    
    

Salary/waged: 
- by employers 
- by employees 

 
49% salaried 
49% salaried 

 
55% salaried 
59% salaried 

 
63% salaried 
68% salaried 

    
    

Male/female: 
- by employers 
- by employees 

 
56% male/44% female 
52% mals/48% female 

 
65% male/35% female 
67% male/33% female 

 
62% male 
62% male 

    
    

Fulltime/part-time: 
- by employers 
- by employees 

 
74% fulltime 
69% fulltime 

 
89% fulltime 
90% fulltime 

 
84% fulltime 
88% fulltime 

    
    

Total payroll (no. of 
responses) 

$9,423 m (72) $821 m (47) $29 m (23) 

    

 
 Generally, the smaller our employer: 

 
-  the more “private” they are; 
 

-  the more likely it is that employees work for a foreign-owned 
employer; 

 

-  the higher the proportion of salaried employees; 
 

-  the smaller the proportion of part-time employees. 
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3.3  Cross section analyses 
 

We broke the employers down into a number of different groups and the same 
statistics used in this section 3 are available for each of the following in 
Appendix I: 

 
(a)  All employers    pages I.1 to 12; 
 
(b)  Top 100     pages I.13 to 24; 
 
(c)  Middle group    pages I.25 to 36; 
 
(d)  Smallest employers   pages I.37 to 48; 
 
(e)  Employers with an open plan  pages I.49 to 60; 
 
(f)  Those with no open plan  pages I.61 to 72; 
 
(g)  Overseas-owned employers  pages I.73 to 84; 
 
(h)  New Zealand employers  pages I.85 to 96; 
 
(i)  “Public” employers   pages I.97 to 108; 
 
(j) Private employers   pages I.109 to 120; 

 
We have not, in this section, broken out any of the overall characteristics of our 
employers as these are all available in Appendix I. 
 
Section 5 analyses our employers’ policies, practices and opinions on a range of 
issues associated with saving for retirement.  We use the different categories in 
that section to analyse responses. 
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4.  About the participants – employees 
 

- How chosen – overall statistics 
 

- Demographic profile 
 

- Home ownership 
 

- Access to Tier 2 superannuation 
 
 
4.1  Groups of employees 
 

As already stated, (paragraph 2.3(d)), of the 78 Top 100 employers that 
participated in the survey as a whole, 32 (41%) agreed to ask a selected group of 
employees for their views.  A further 18 small employers also agreed to seek their 
employees’ views.  In each case, we left it to the employer to choose the sample 
group. 
 
The data for a total of 1,071 individual employees form the basis for this section 
of the report and the subsequent commentary in section 7. 
 
We emphasise that this is not intended to be a random selection of all New 
Zealand employees.  However, with their connection to the employers in the 
survey and with those employers’ help, these employees’ views should help to 
illuminate the PRG’s task. 
 
It is not just what employers think and do that should matter when we discuss 
issues of public policy – it’s how employees react to employers’ policies (and 
public policy) that should be of interest in the debate about Tier 2 provision. 

 
 
4.2  Who responded? 
 

Appendix II (at pages II.1 to 8) gives a complete picture of our 1,071 employees.  
What follows comments on those numbers. 
 
As a general introduction, we would expect the respondents to a survey of this 
nature to be higher paid than the average and so it turned out.  We might also 
expect this group to know more than average about the issues and to have things 
more under control in preparing for their retirement.  We do not know whether 
that turned out to be the case. 
 
(a)  age  

The average age of respondents was 41 – this is probably comparable with 
national statistics4. 

 
(b)  sex  

58% of employee respondents were male and 42% female – that relates 
quite closely to national statistics5 that show 45% of all employees are 

                                                 
4  The 1996 Census showed the median age of the work force was 37.  It is probably higher now. 
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female and 55% male.  Our own survey results (page I.2) reported by the 
employers themselves show that all our employers’ own employees were 
split 53% male and 47% female. 

 
(d) income  

We banded the options where employees indicated their incomes and so 
can’t give an average but the largest number (37%) were in the $40,000 - 
$60,000 band (including income from all sources) with a further 35% 
receiving less and 28% more.  That makes our employees more highly paid 
than the national average ordinary time wage (from employment only) of 
$37,5636. 

 
(e) partners  

69% of our employees had a partner who earned an income.  26% of these 
received less than $20,000 a year from all sources – the most common 
band cited.  About 54% of partners earned less than the national average 
wage. 

 
(f) family incomes  

50% of employees who reported family incomes received a total income 
from all sources of $60,000 to $100,000 a year.  42% received more than 
$100,000. 

 
This compares with the national average family income of $60,892 a year7 

 
(g) job types   

The most common job our employees did was “manager/administrator” 
(30%) followed by “office worker” (21%) and “professional” (also 21%).  
Only 13% were trade workers, machine operators and the like. 

 
(h) service  

Our employees had completed an average of 9.1 years’ service but 41% had 
completed less than five years’ service. 
 

(i) home ownership  
78% of our employees owned their own home, higher than the national 
average.  Nationally, the proportion of all homes owned by the occupier is 
68%8. 

 
27% of our home owners who answered the question about mortgages said 
they did not have one.  Nationally, the proportion is 32.3% of all homes9 

but, as we cover employed people and not the retired, we should expect a 
lower proportion to have a debt-free home. 
 
Of those who had a mortgage (and provided details), the average amount 
owed was $134,897.  The average for low earners was $103,692 (page 

                                                                                                                                            
5  Household Labour Force Survey, June 2003. 
6  National average ordinary time earnings, May 2003. 
7  New Zealand Income Survey, June 2003. 
8  Census 2001. 
9  Census 1996 
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II.34); for high earners was $161,990 (page II.26) and for employees over 
age 50 was $97,923 (page II.66). 

 
Of all employees, 45% owed less than $100,000 on their mortgage. 

 
(j) dependants  

33% of our employees reported having at least one adult financial 
dependant and 44% reported at least one child dependant.  The average 
number of dependants reported by those employees who had them was: 
 
-  1.2 adult dependants; 

 

-  2.0 child dependants. 
 
(j)  other debt  

The incidence of other debt (credit cards, overdrafts, finance company etc.) 
was quite high.  Table II.1h on page II.3 summarises the position for those 
reporting this type of (generally more expensive) debt. 

 
56% of all employees reported at least one type of “other debt” and the 
average amount owed by those employees for all “other debt” was $15,877.  
The average “other debt” owed by home owners was 9% higher than for 
the whole sample at $17,350. 
 
This seems to be a potentially fruitful target for educating people on the 
true cost of different types of debt.  For home owners, the total reported 
“other debt” was equivalent to 10% of their total mortgage debt.  Home 
owners can reduce costs by migrating higher cost “other debt” to 
mortgages on their homes. 

 
(k) residence  

72% of our employees lived in the North Island.  68% lived in cities, 20% 
in towns10 and 12% in rural areas. 

 
The profile of our employees and their families was shaped, in part, by the nature 
of the survey.  The samples were chosen by participating employers – the 
employees closest to the “centre” and who would be more likely to complete the 
forms would tend to be older, more highly paid and with higher than average 
incomes.  In theory, that should also mean that they knew more about the issues.  
If current policies and their implications have not captured the attention of our 
group then there is much more work to do with regard to the working population 
as a whole. 
 
Of the employers that arranged for employees to provide information, 84% of 
them had an open superannuation plan of some kind.  This is a slightly higher 
incidence of open plans than applied to the Top 100 sample as a whole (78%). 
 
We look into this in section 7. 

                                                 
10  According to the 2001 Census, 86% of New Zealanders live in urban areas. 
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4.3  The role of employer superannuation 
 

National statistics show that 684,000 New Zealanders belong to a registered 
superannuation plan11.  About 39% of these (264,000) are members of employer-
sponsored plans with 29,000 of these being pensioners. 
 
That leaves about 235,000 plan members as current employees.  So, only 12% of 
all employees12 belong to those plans (16% of full-time employees).  Our 
employer survey covers plans with 83,465 members which represents a high 36% 
of all employed plan members. 
 
The 684,000 plan members represent 25% of the adult population (over age 18)13. 

 
By contrast, 52% of our 1,071 employees stated that they belong to their 
employer’s superannuation plan.  Of the balance, some have chosen not to join 
their employer’s plan while others work for an employer that does not have a 
plan.  They could, however, belong to a superannuation plan that is unrelated to 
their employment. 
 
The reasons for this higher proportion (52%) probably reflect the following: 

 
-  all our Top 100 participants were invited to ask employees for their 

views – the ones that agreed to complete the survey are more likely 
to have an interest in superannuation issues than the workforce as a 
whole; 

 

-  all the master trust participants, by definition, have access to an 
employer-sponsored plan. 

 
Both samples of members and non-members are, however, large enough to be 
analysed as separate groups. 
 
 

4.4 Cross sections of employee groups 
 

All of the above numbers apply to the whole group of our 1,071 employee 
respondents and are drawn from data in Appendix II. 
 
We broke the employees down into a number of different groups and the same 
statistics used in this section 4 are available for each of the following in 
Appendix II: 

 
(a)  all employees    pages II.1 to 8; 
 
(b)  males     pages II.9 to 16; 
 
(c)  females    pages II.17 to 24; 

                                                 
11 Government Actuary’s Newsletter Number 56, July 2003 
12  Household Labour Force Survey, June 2003 has 1,911,000 New Zealanders at work. 
13  Census data, 2001 
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(d)  “top earners”    pages II.25 to 32; 
      (earning more than $60,000 a year) 
 
(e)  “bottom earners”   pages II.33 to 40; 
       (earning less than $40,000 a year) 
 
(f)  home owners    pages II.41 to 48; 
 
(g)  non-home owners   pages II.49 to 56; 
 
(h)  under age 35    pages II.57 to 64; 
 
(i)  over age 50    pages II.65 to 72; 
 
(j)  superannuation plan members pages II.73 to 80; 
 
(k)  non-super plan members  pages II.81 to 88; 
 
(l)  with dependants   pages II.89 to 96; 
 
(m)  without dependants   pages II.97 to 104. 
 
(n) no employer plan available  pages II.105 to II.112. 
 
We have not, in this section, broken out any of the overall characteristics of our 
employee members.  Those numbers are available in Appendix II.  We use the 
cross-sectional analysis in section 7 where we look at employees’ retirement 
planning and attitudes to change.   
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5. Employers - compensation policies 
 

- Overall compensation policy 
 

- Superannuation policy 
 

- Effects of employer’s policies 
 

- plans that are open 
 

- subsidies, eligibility and membership 
 

- would the employer do it again? 
 

- attitude to the superannuation environment 
 

- “Salary sacrifice” – availability and use 
 
 
5.1  Overall policies - compensation 
 

Since the major taxation and structural changes in the 1980s,  the compensation 
policies of New Zealand’s employers have been undergoing change.  There were 
several different triggers for this change: 
 

-  A continued change in the way business (both State and private) is 
done and organised; 

 

-  A focus on equity and reducing paternalism in employer behaviours; 
 

-  The flattening of the tax structure and removal of incentives; 
 

-  Changes in the way the State Sector operated; 
 

-  Changes to the make up of the employer profile in New Zealand and 
in particular the structure of international firms; 

 

-  Changes to the remuneration practices internationally. 
 

 
Each affected employment practice.  For example, changes in the State Sector 
had a direct impact on Tier 2 provision with the closure of the GSF and NPF in 
1991-92. 
 
Also, the income tax structure previously encouraged the development of 
“efficient” ways of paying employees (company car, share schemes, 
superannuation, insurance benefits) because the after-tax value received by the 
employee was more than if paid directly as taxable pay.  Now it does not matter, 
broadly, whether employers pay a dollar of salary or a dollar’s worth of benefits.  
There are minor imperfections in this picture but that is the general principle. 
 
Employers are now  deciding on their compensation policies for the best reason 
of all – that it makes business sense rather than tax sense to do what they do.  
Non-cash benefits can achieve a business objective that the employer identifies 
will help it to survive or succeed.  On the other hand, leaving benefit decisions 
entirely to employees may suit an employer’s objectives. 
 
The largest employers started to look at this issue in the early 1990s – to see 
whether they wanted to stay with the traditional “pay + benefits” (with subsidised 
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employee benefit plans) or move to a “total remuneration” approach that 
focussed on fixing the total cost of employment including, where relevant, the 
full price of any non-cash benefits. 
 
Public sector employers were driven by different considerations (the closure of 
the GSF and NPF) but travelled along the same path. 
 
The next table summarises the present position for our employers: 

 
 Compensation policy of the employers – percentage reporting 
 

 All employers Top 100 Middle group Smallest 

     

“Total remuneration” 44% 41% 40% 58% 
“Pay + benefits” 51% 54% 60% 27% 
No overall policy 5% 5% - 15% 
Number of employer responses 156 78 52 26 
     

Note: some employers reported more than one current policy.  For example, 18% of the 51% of all employers that reported 
“pay + benefits” had executive staff on “total remuneration”.  We have chosen the response that applies to most employees to 
report in this table. 

 
As might be expected, a higher proportion of employers with no open 
superannuation plan (63%) reported a “total remuneration” approach.  The 
proportion was also a little higher for New Zealand employers (50%).  However, 
only one third of overseas-owned employers reported a “total remuneration” 
policy. 
 
Amongst “public” employers14, 40% have the “total remuneration” approach, 
50% “pay + benefits” and 10% reported no overall policy – not markedly 
different from the sample as a whole. 

 
 
5.2  Public policy implications 
 

In a “pay + benefits” environment, the policy-maker’s primary target market for 
Tier 2 provision is the employer.  In a “total remuneration” environment, the 
policy focus shifts to employees.   
 
In each case, the “focus” is where the saving decision is made.  However, even in 
a “total remuneration” environment, employers can still be engaged in the 
process by way of information and education.  The analysis later in this section 
shows that this will be potentially fertile ground for New Zealand’s employers.  
However the public policy “message” will need a different slant - to recognise 
where the ultimate saving decision is made. 

 
 

                                                 
14  Government departments, local authorities and District Health Boards. 
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5.3  Current superannuation arrangements – plan open? 
 

Of the 160 employers that answered the question, a surprisingly high 71% 
reported that they had some form of superannuation plan that was open to at 
least some of their employees (we look later to see what kinds of plans are open).  
However, only 72 employers said what proportion of their workforce were 
eligible to join.  The table summarises the overall position: 

 
 Superannuation plan open to new entrants? 
 

 By employers only: 
 

All 
employers 

By all 
employees Top 100

Middle 
group 

Smallest 

      

Those with an open plan 71% 81% 78% 65% 60% 
No plan open 29% 19% 22% 35% 40% 
Number of employer responses 160 160 78 52 30 
      
      

Proportion employees eligible 
to join 

79% 79% 79% 74% 100% 

Number of employer responses 72 72 46 21 5 
      
      

Note:  only 72 (75%) of 113 open plans in respect of all employers supplied information on eligibility.  There would 
probably be a tendency for the proportion of eligible employees to be overstated as those with 100% eligibility would 
say so.  Those with restricted eligibility probably find it more difficult to extract the information requested. 

 
The position for “public” employers is that 69% have an open plan for at least 
some employees with an average of 71% of all employees eligible to join. 
 
The present position of the District Health Boards requires specific mention in 
this context.  We had a total of seven DHBs in our Top 100 with a total of 
29,165 employees.  In each case, the “open” plan was the result of relatively 
recent national negotiations with junior and senior doctors.  As a proportion of 
the total DHB employees, the number eligible to join these arrangements was 
quite small - 5% or fewer.  Given the number of employees involved (9.5% of all 
employees and 10.1% of the Top 100’s employees), the numbers in the above 
table would be affected. 

 
Overseas-owned employers were more likely to have an open plan, probably 
because employment conditions are affected by the parent company.  82% of 
these employers have an open plan. 

 
 
5.4  Current superannuation arrangements – plan closed? 
 

The national statistics on plan memberships usually count the number of 
members but don’t say whether the plans are open to new members.  43% of our 
employers (answering the question) reported a “closed plan”.  Of those, 77% also 
had a plan of some kind that was open to new entrants.  The other 23% had no 
current plan (open or closed) for their employees. 
 
The table on the next page summarises the key statistics. 
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 Superannuation plan closed to new entrants? - those reporting 
 

By employers only:  All 
employers 

By all 
employees Top 100

Middle 
group 

Smallest 

      

Those with a closed plan 43% 52% 53% 41% 6% 
Total number of employer 
responses 

132 132 75 39 18 

      

 
The most common reason for closure affected “public” employers as the 
Government Superannuation Fund (“GSF”) and its parallel National Provident 
Fund (“NPF”) closed to new entrants in the 1991-92 period.  47% of 
respondents that reported a closed plan gave that as the reason.  A further 24% 
cited a move out of defined benefit superannuation provision as the reason for 
closing the plan.  This means that 84% of “public” employers reported a closed 
plan (74% by affected employees in the “public” sector). 
 
A total of 16 plans became closed to new entrants in the last five years (34% of 
those answering this question) – based on the trends of the last few years, we 
must expect more current plan closures and consolidation. 

 
 
5.5  Current superannuation arrangements – payroll deduction 

facility? 
 

51% of all employers (that answered) reported that they had a payroll deduction 
facility for unsubsidised superannuation savings – in other words, they simply 
collected and remitted the deductions that employees authorised.  This was more 
prevalent amongst the largest employers, presumably because they can spread the 
administration costs. 
 
Again, we summarise the results – we note that only a small proportion of 
employers answered the “percentage eligible” question: 
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 Payroll deduction facility? 
 

By employers only:  By all 
employers 

By all 
employees Top 100

Middle 
group 

Smallest

      

Available 51% 50% 59% 45% 39% 
Number of employer responses 160 160 78 51 31 
      
      

Proportion employees eligible to 
join: 

- 0-25% 
- 100% 

 
 

15% 
77% 

n.a.  
 

17% 
78% 

 
 

20% 
60% 

 
 

0% 
100% 

Number of employer responses 39 n.a. 23 10 6 
      

 
Commentators usually say that having “at source” deductions, even if 
unsubsidised, encourages more people to save than if they were left to arrange 
that with their own banks.  The table shows that employers are, broadly, willing 
to offer “at source” deductions.  We look later at whether they might be happy to 
be forced to offer that facility. 

 
Employers with an open superannuation plan were slightly more likely to have a 
payroll deduction facility – 54% offered that and “public” employers even more 
likely (62% of them).  Only 41% of employers with a closed plan offered a 
deduction facility.   

 
 
5.6  “Salary sacrifice” – incidence and use 
 

When the government raised the top marginal tax rate from 33% to 39% in 2000, 
it created a tax-subsidised superannuation saving route for top earners (those 
earning more than $60,000 a year).  Diverting otherwise taxable pay (“salary 
sacrifice”) into an employer contribution of the same amount, saves 6% of the 
amount contributed in tax.  For employees who are saving, shifting pay in this 
way is an easy way to improve after-tax returns. 
 
When it realised the tax-planning opportunity, the government moved to reduce 
the flexibility of salary sacrifice by introducing “Fund Withdrawal Tax” (FWT).  
This taxes some types of benefit withdrawal (in-service; short membership; large 
increase in contribution) but FWT is essentially a voluntary tax. 
 
Until now, there have been no statistics on the incidence of salary sacrifice 
facilities or the number of employees using it. 
 
In fact, 70% of our employers do not offer a facility for 39% taxpayers to save in 
this way.  The table on the next page summarises the position. 
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 Salary sacrifice facility? 
 

By employers only:  By all 
employers 

By all 
employees Top 100

Middle 
group 

Smallest 

      

Available 30% 35% 31% 30% 27% 
      

Number of employer 
responses 

160 160 77 53 30 

      
      

Total number of employees 
using salary sacrifice (% all 
employees) 

1,080 
(0.4%) 

n.a. 831 
(0.3%) 

230 
(1.3%) 

19 
(3.4%) 

      

Number of employer responses 
(% of employers that have facility) 

37  
(77%) 

n.a. 20 
(83%) 

53 
(75%) 

5 
(63%) 

      

Average number of employees 
using (per reporting employer) 

29.2 n.a. 41.6 19.2 3.8 

      

 
Only 39% of employers with an open superannuation plan offered a salary 
sacrifice facility.  Given that they already have the internal facilities to administer 
deductions, it seems strange that more don’t offer it.  A mere 9% of employers 
with no open plan offered the facility , as did only 32% of public sector 
employers. 
 
We recognise that the FWT regime was intended to prevent tax “leakage” by 
39% taxpayers trying to avoid the higher rate but, given the compliance costs to 
the financial services industry, the low prevalence of use makes it difficult to 
justify the effort expended by the government to control the use of salary 
sacrifice.  It also raises an issue as to whether the effort and regulatory cost that 
would be involved in extending a similar facility to all the tax bands (as has been 
suggested by some) would be an effective use of regulatory resources. 
 
We did not ask employers to say why they do not offer salary sacrifice.  There are 
compliance costs and, for the superannuation provider (both in-house and 
external), there are also tax risks.  We are, however, surprised that more 
employers do not offer the facility and that more employees do not take 
advantage of the facility.  Only an average, overall, of 29 employees actually use 
salary sacrifice for each employer that offers the facility (only an average of 8 
employees of “public” employers that offer the facility). 

 
 
5.7  Superannuation policy – incidence and review 
 

We next asked employers about their current superannuation policies – whether 
they had any; when they were last reviewed and whether there were issues they 
might be addressing in the next five years. 
 
On reflection, it was clear from some answers that a few employers did not 
understand this question.  Not to have a superannuation plan for employees can 
still be a “formal policy” (to leave saving decisions to employees).  Some 
seemingly thought that this required a “no formal policy” answer. 
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Despite this reservation, a large proportion of our employers (48%) said they had 
no formal superannuation policy.  On an issue of such potential importance, it is 
difficult to understand why that should be so.   
 
The table summarises the responses: 

 
 Formal superannuation policy? 
 

By employers only:  By all 
employers 

By all 
employees Top 100 

Middle 
group 

Smallest 

      

Yes 52% 59% 59% 46% 45% 
No policy 48% 41% 41% 54% 55% 
Number of employer 
responses 

158 158 75 52 31 

      
      

When last reviewed: 
- 1-2 years ago 
- 3-4 years 
- 5-10 years 
- 11 years plus 

 
53% 
30% 
12% 
5% 

 
n.a 

 
50% 
26% 
14% 
10% 

 
66% 
26% 
8% 
- 

 
36% 
50% 
14% 

- 
      

Number of employer 
responses (proportion of 
those with policy) 

80 
(98%) 

n.a. 42 
(95%) 

24 
(100%) 

14 
(100%) 

      
      

Policy change at review? 
- yes 
- no 

 
37% 
63% 

 
50% 
50% 

 
48% 
52% 

 
36% 
64% 

 
9% 
91% 

Number of employer 
responses 

109 109 54 33 22 

      
      

Note: for some reason, 82 of the “all employers” sample stated that they had reviewed their policy but 109 
employers explained the results of the review.  We assume that the 27 extra employers feature in the “no 
change” answer at the bottom of the above table. 

 
The position for “public” employers indicated that less thought, perhaps, has 
been given to superannuation issues by the employers themselves.  60% of them 
reported no formal superannuation policy.  About half said they had reviewed 
their policies in the last two years but “no change” was reported by 56% of 
employers. 
 
Only 15% of employers with no current superannuation plan reported that they 
had reviewed their policy in the last 14 years.  91% of them now claim that they 
have “no formal superannuation policy”. 
 
Among employers in the above table that explained why their policy changed 
following a review (39 did that), the most common reasons for a change include 
(across the “all employers” sample): 
 

-  a change in benefit philosophy  49% 
 

- a shift away from defined benefit  21% 
 

- introducing investment choice  13% 
 

Note: “Investment choice” means that members are able to choose where their superannuation savings are invested. 
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54% of all employers (representing 72% of affected employees)15 said that they 
intended to address superannuation-related issues in the next five years.  Here are 
the things they say are will be looking at, across the main types of employers: 
 
Superannuation issues to address in next five years – by affected 
employers/employees 
 

By employers only:  By all 
employers 

By all 
employees Top 100

Middle 
group 

Smallest

      

Scheme design 33% 26% 32% 41% - 
Wider membership 19% 18% 15% 30% - 
“Salary sacrifice” 10% 11% 12% 7% - 
Possible closure 7% 9% 7% 4% 25% 
Cost 4% 6% 7% - - 
Move to master trust 6% 6% 5% - 50% 
Investment performance 7% 4% 5% 7% 25% 
Other issues 14% 20% 17% 11% - 
Number of employer responses 72 72 41 27 4 
      

 
The proportion of “public” employers saying that they will be addressing issues 
in the next five years is higher at 70% (85% by affected employees).  A 
common theme expressed by “public” employers was that they were dependent 
on extra money coming from the government before they were in a position to 
widen subsidised membership.  Introducing superannuation in that context 
implies an increase in employees’ total remuneration. 
 
Some of the issues that employers mentioned specifically under the “other 
issues” category included: 
 

“Raise profile of new scheme.” 
 
“Member representation.” 
 
“Participate in any State Sector retirement savings initiative.” 
 
“See how it goes, if it helps retain employees.” 

 
A high 60% of employers with an open superannuation plan also said that they 
would be addressing change in the next five years.  The list of issues to address 
here looked rather like the “By employees” list in the above table. 
 
On the other hand two-thirds of employers with no open plan do not see any 
issues that will need addressing in the next five years. 
 
We can conclude from the analysis in this paragraph that, overall, superannuation 
policies are still relatively fluid at present and that employers are still working 
through the process of deciding on their long-term strategy. 
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If public policy decided to focus on engaging employers to improve Tier 2 
participation, our employers seem to present opportunities for some degree of 
cooperation on these issues.  That requires a relatively stable public policy 
environment because the tables demonstrate how long it takes employers to 
respond to the changes that have happened in the last 15 years or so. 
 
 

5.8  A look at the open plans 
 

When an employer said that it had a plan that was open to new entrants, we 
asked it to provide us with brief details of the plan.  This paragraph analyses the 
results from a total of 123 open plans with 83,465 members. 
 
Details for all employers are on pages I.11 and I.12.  For the other groups of 
employers, details are on pages I.23 and I.24 (Top 100), I.35 and I.36 (the middle 
group) and I.47 and I.48 (the smallest employers). 
 
The table summarises some key statistics: 

 
 Superannuation plans that are open – overall statistics 
 

 By all 
employers 

Top 100 Middle group Smallest 

     

Total plans 123 70 35 18 
Total membership 83,465 75,764 7,502 199 
% all employees in group 27% 26% 44% 36% 
Average members per plan 679 1,082 214 11 
     
     
     

Whether plan subsidised: 
- yes 
- no 

 
89% 
11% 

 
90% 
10% 

 
91% 
9% 

 
78% 
22% 

Level of subsidy (see note): 
- fees 
- life/disability insurance 
- retirement saving 

 
50% 
40% 
75% 

 
43% 
30% 
77% 

 
63% 
71% 
77% 

 
56% 
17% 
61% 

     
     
     

Who can join (% eligible 
employees who have joined)? 

- executives 
- salaried 
- waged 
- part time 

 
 

84% (68%) 
88% (63%) 
67% (55%) 
43% (42%) 

 
 
79% (55%) 
80% (61%) 
66% (51%) 
43% (41%) 

 
 

86% (86%) 
100% (68%) 
71% (64%) 
37% (37%) 

 
 
100% (88%) 
94% (56%) 
61% (50%) 
56% (55%) 

     
 

Note: plans can have more than one type of subsidy – for example, the employer could pay for both administration fees and 
life/disability insurance costs 

 
To explain the last statistics on eligibility – across all employers with an open 
superannuation plan, 84% of executives are entitled to join the subsidised plan 
but, on average, only 68% of those eligible have actually joined; 43% of part-time 
employees are eligible to join but only 42% of them have chosen to. 
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By weight of all 83,465 plan members, most (74%) belong to a stand-alone plan 
that is run by or for the employer.  Though there were more open “master trust 
plans” reported (47% of all open plans), they covered only 10% of members.  
That reflects the advantages of sharing administration, compliance and reporting 
costs that master trusts can offer the smaller employer. 
 
The table summarises this aspect across the different employer groups: 
 

 Superannuation vehicle – plans that are open to new members 
 

All plans By plan members:  
By plan 
numbers 

By member 
numbers 

Top 100
Middle 
group 

Smallest 

      

Stand alone plan 41% 74% 44% 41% 11% 
Master trust 47% 10% 37% 59% 89% 
Industry scheme 12% 15% 19% - - 
Number of plans 108 108 70 29 9 
      

 
Overseas-owned employers were more likely than others to have their own 
stand-alone plan.  58% of them reported that.  The other 42% used a master 
trust. 
 
We wanted to gauge the employers’ level of satisfaction with their current open 
plans so we asked whether, if they did not have the present plan, they would start 
it now. 
 
Of the “all employers” sample respondents that answered this question in respect 
of 105 open plans (85% of all open plans), 69% said they would re-establish the 
plan – 31%, on the other hand, said they would not.  That same sort of split also 
applied to the large employers’ and the middle employers’ groups.  However, 
only 59% of overseas-owned employers thought they would re-establish their 
present plan. 
 
The reasons for these responses across all employers that gave a reason include: 

 
For those that would re-establish: 
 

-  employer’s philosophy dictates policy (half of the 57 employers that 
answered “yes” and said why); 

 

-  part of union negotiations (25% for all employers – 67% for “public” 
employers); 

 

-  they wanted to be an “employer of choice” (14%) 
 
For those that would not re-establish the plan: 
 

-  cost too high (58% of the 26 employers that answered “no”); 
 

-  “not the employer’s responsibility” (23%); 
 

-  constant legislative change (12%). 
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One major employer that would re-establish its plan said that it “regard[s its] plan 
very positively – it is a deliberate part of HR strategy.”  Another smaller, overseas 
owned employer explained its “no” answer as follows: 
 

“Would not establish an identical plan but would introduce a [defined contribution] plan 
with member investment choice.  We see compulsory membership of a super plan for all 
new employees as giving us a competitive edge in the recruitment stakes as a preferred 
employer.” 

 
We saw employers’ responses on the whole as supporting the current regulatory 
regime that allows, rather than requires, an employer like our respondent the 
freedom to have such a seemingly divergent policy from what now seems to be 
common practice in New Zealand. 
 
Finally in this section, we asked those with open plans what their concerns (if 
any) were with the current superannuation regime.  We categorised those under 
the following general headings: 
 

-  compliance costs (34% of the 64 employers that expressed concerns); 
 

-  lack of incentives to save (31%); 
 

-  funding issues (11%); 
 

-  lack of appropriate information (13%); 
 

-  poor investment returns (3% - an interestingly low result, given 
recent disastrous investment returns); 

 

-  other stated concerns (8%). 
 

Some specific concerns expressed by employers under the “other” category 
included: 
 

“Cullen plan neither one thing nor the other; do not believe that successive governments 
going forward will not tamper with it.” 
 
“Greatest hurdle to overcome re convincing people to save of their own accord.” 
 
“Diminishing members.” 
 
“Large numbers believe that government super will be enough.” 
 
“No individual requirement.” 
 
“Not enough people are saving or taking the opportunity to join when invited – lower 
income staff argue that they cannot afford the 2%, 3%, 4% contribution.” 
 
“Politicised agenda not focussed on outcome.” 
 
“Todd Task Force?” 

 



 

“Tier 2 retirement saving” 30

ESR Consortium 
- in the national interest 

Also, several “public” employers thought that it was not appropriate for them to 
comment on the government’s policy.  One, though, was more forthcoming.  It 
stated its concerns as follows: 
 

“Lost opportunity for employers to take the initiative and provide [superannuation] as a 
tangible example of [a] ‘good employer’s’ policy in action.  [There is] no 
direction/support from [the] government’. 

 
Compliance costs were, as stated above, a recurring theme.  One large “public” 
employer with an open plan identified its concern with this as being: 
 

“The cost of compliance and process for employer-based schemes, especially the prospectus 
regime and costs and issues.” 

 
The next section 6 looks at employers’ attitudes to change. 
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6. Employers – attitudes to change 
 

- Help with information or education on saving issues  
 

- Overall satisfaction levels 
 

- Compulsory private provision 
 

- Other forced involvement 
 

- What might influence employers to change? 
 

- Employers’ views on their role 
 
 
6.1  Introduction 
 

We wanted to find out how employers felt about superannuation policies 
generally (government and their own) and how they might react to a number of 
possible initiatives that the government might discuss if it wanted to develop 
policy options for Tier 2 provision. 
 
This section analyses our employers’ responses to a number of policy ideas. 
 
 

6.2  Help with information and education 
 

Employers can involve themselves in their employees’ saving decisions in a 
number of ways.  If the employer has a plan that is open to new members then, 
by law, it must offer members a written explanation of the plan’s benefits16 and 
also an Investment Statement17.  It should, but does not need to, have 
presentations to employees and may even offer “one to one” assistance with 
specific issues. 
 
However, even an employer that does not have an open plan can offer help. 
 
The table on the next page gives a snapshot of what our employers offer: 

 
  

                                                 
16  Superannuation Schemes Act 1989. 
17 Securities Act 1978. 
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 Help offered to employees on retirement saving decisions 
 

By employers only:  By all 
employers

By all 
employees With open 

plan 
No open 

plan 
Top 100 

Middle 
group 

Smallest

        

No help offered 37% 32% 25% 66% 32% 31% 58% 
        

“No help” 
responses 

59 59 28 31 25 16 18 

        

       
 If help offered, type of help: 
 

        

Access to external 
providers 

60% 76% 54% 94% 69% 56% 38% 

        

Written material 
on issues 

58% 66% 61% 44% 58% 50% 85% 

        

Employee 
presentations 

51% 72% 54% 31% 65% 42% 15% 

        

‘One to one’ help 47% 51% 49% 38% 40% 50% 69% 
        

Number giving at 
least one answer 

101 101 85 16 52 36 13 

        
        

Note: employers that offer help can offer more than one type. 
 

The table shows that the smaller the employer, the less likely it is that employees 
can get help with their retirement saving decisions.  The economies of scale 
enjoyed by larger employers probably explain part of this difference but not all. 
 
One real curiosity in the table is the number of employers with open plans that 
say they offer no help (25% of those employers).  That seems difficult to square 
with their legal responsibilities on the provision of written material on the plan to 
meet the minimum statutory requirements.  Perhaps these employers were 
thinking more of individual financial planning assistance rather then the plan’s 
own formal documents. 
 
We then asked employers that offered no help whether they would be willing to 
pay for help.  They rated that willingness on the 1-5 scale that we have used 
elsewhere to measure attitudes. 

 
If no help offered would employer pay for help? (graded 1-5 where 1 is “not 
interested”) 

 
 By all 

employers
By employers 

with open plan 
No open 

plan 
Top 100

Middle 
group 

Smallest

       

Average score 1.93 1.89 1.97 2.08 1.88 1.73 
No. of responses 56 27 29 25 16 15 
       

 
Overall, our employers that offer no help can be said to be content with their 
current strategy.  They were distinctly cool to the idea that they might pay for 
help and their willingness declined with size. 
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6.3  Compulsory private provision 
 

Employers were then asked whether they thought: 
 

- employees should be obliged to save for their retirement.  This implies a 
basis similar to that proposed with the Compulsory Retirement Saving 
Scheme and that voters rejected in the 1997 referendum. 

 

- employers should be obliged to pay compulsory savings on top of pay in 
much the same way as happens in Australia. 

 
The responses from our employers that agreed with either of these propositions 
are summarised in the next table: 

 
Compulsory private provision – proportion of employers in favour of forced 
saving …… 

 
By employers only: 

 
By all 

employers
By 

employees With open 
plan 

No open 
plan 

Top 100 
Middle 
group 

Smallest

        

… by employees 
from their pay (no. 
responses) 

51% 
(150) 

42% 
(150) 

51% 
(106) 

52% 
(44) 

44% 
(72) 

37% 
(49) 

48% 
(29) 

        
        

… by employers 
on top of pay (no. 
responses) 

13% 
(155) 

13% 
(155) 

15% 
(110) 

9% 
(45) 

9% 
(75) 

20% 
(50) 

10% 
(30) 

        

 
About half of our employers thought that the government should force 
employees to save but any suggestion that employers might have to pay that on 
top of current pay met a predictably cool response.  80% or more of respondents 
across the various categories shown in the table were opposed to the idea18.  The 
New Zealand “owned” employers reported a similar response on these questions 
to the Top 100 – 44% of employers thought that employees should be forced to 
save but only 8% thought that the cost should be added on to current pay. 
 
Overseas-owned employers seemed to have a different view – 62% of them 
agreed with the idea of forcing their employees to save but, weighted by 
employees of those employees, only 33% agreed.  Support was also a bit higher 
for having the cost added to pay.  However, it was still only 22% that agreed with 
this idea. 
 
One “public” employer noted that: 
 

“Total remuneration makes [the possible requirement by employers to pay] irrelevant” 
 

This implies that the employer would reduce take-home pay by the amount of the 
required contribution.  That is correct in theory (in a “total remuneration” 
environment) and it would be interesting to see if it were also correct in practice.  
 

                                                 
18  One employer described this option as “just a tax.” 
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6.4 Voluntary private provision 
 

Employers were next asked what they thought of two propositions in relation to 
voluntary private provision: 

 
1.  Administering deductions:  

That employers should be obliged to administer deductions to a plan of 
each employee’s choice.  A number of employers do this on a voluntary 
basis (see paragraph 5.5 above) – the question is whether that should be 
forced on employers by legislation.  This would leave employees to choose 
their plan and to present that as the destination for their chosen savings. 

 
Employees could, of course, make an equivalent arrangement with their 
own banks.  The implication of this policy option is that making the 
deductions at source somehow focuses the employee’s attention on the 
retirement saving issue in the work environment. 

 
2.  “Low cost” plan chosen by employer:  

That employers should be forced to make a low cost plan available for 
employees to use.  This contemplates the UK “stakeholder pension” model 
that was introduced in recent years.  It implies some form of obligation on 
the employer to research the market and to choose a plan (or plans) that it 
thinks is suited to its employees’ needs. 

 
The implication of this option is that employers could use their bargaining 
power to arrange a better deal for employees than the employees could 
arrange for themselves privately. 
 

The responses from our employers that supported these options are summarised 
in the next table: 

 
Voluntary private provision – proportion of employers in favour  
of …… 

 
By employers only:  By all 

employers
By 

employees With  
open plan

No open 
plan 

Top 100 
Middle 
group 

Smallest

        

Obligation to 
administer saving 
deductions (no. 
responses) 

39% 
(157) 

30% 
(150) 

36% 
(113) 

45% 
(44) 

37% 
(76) 

37% 
(52) 

48% 
(29) 

        
        

Obliged to provide 
low cost plan (no. 
responses) 

31% 
(154) 

33% 
(154) 

30% 
(109) 

31% 
(45) 

36% 
(73) 

20% 
(51) 

37% 
(30) 

        

 
Generally, our employers thought that they did not have a role in either the 
administration or the selection of an “approved” plan.  Only employers with “no 
open plan” (interestingly) and the smallest employers had slightly less than 50% 
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support in favour of the government’s imposing an obligation to administer 
saving deductions.   

 
In answering this question, one large employer with an open plan commented 
that: 

 
“The banking system now allows greater individual capacity to manage individual needs.  
Employers are not bankers.” 
 

There was a uniformly low level of support for any suggestion of an imposed 
obligation on employers to provide access to a low cost plan for employees to 
use.  The support was even lower amongst privately owned employers.  For that 
group, 27% by employers answering (23% by affected employees) thought that 
this was a good idea. 
 
Again, overseas-owned employers took a slightly different position.  51% of them 
thought employers should be obliged to administer deductions but only 28% of 
them thought that employers should be obliged to offer a low cost plan. 

 
 
6.5  Employers’ attitudes to current policies 
 

Based on the results of the questions on compulsory and voluntary private 
provision, we might expect employers to be reasonably satisfied with their own 
superannuation policies.  That is roughly how it turned out: 

 
 Employers’ attitude to own superannuation policies 
 

 By all 
employers

By employers 
with open plan

No open 
plan 

Top 100
Middle 
group 

Smallest

       

Average score 3.54 3.69 3.08 3.58 3.38 3.71 
No. of responses 149 111 38 73 48 28 
       

 
More than half of all our employers (56%) scored their own superannuation 
policies with a 4 or a 5 out of the 1-5 scale.  The only real comment on the table 
is that employers without an open superannuation plan were slightly less satisfied 
with their own position than were other types of employer. 
 
There was a somewhat lower rating given by our employers to the 
superannuation policies and strategies of various governments: 

 
 Employers’ attitude to governments’ superannuation policies 
 

 
By all 

employers
By employers 

with open plan
No open 

plan 
Top 100

Middle 
group 

Smallest 

       

Average score 2.34 2.30 2.43 2.64 2.04 2.10 
No. of responses 149 107 44 72 50 29 
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56% of all our respondents gave governments a 1 or a 2 rating on this issue.  On 
the other hand, several “public” employers thought that it was not appropriate to 
comment on the government’s policies. 
 
We wonder, however, whether our employers have thought through this issue.  
On the face of it, the answers to the question about employers’ own policies are 
at odds with the answers on governments’ policies.  There are few present rules 
about what employers can and can’t do in relation to superannuation provision.  
Employers are free to decide whether they have a plan and, if they do, there are 
relatively few regulatory requirements that apply to the plan when we compare 
New Zealand with most overseas jurisdictions. 
 
Employers have generally rejected any change to the present position (see the 
analysis on compulsory/voluntary policy options above).  They have therefore 
implicitly endorsed the present position that allows them to decide what they 
want to do, including doing nothing. 

 
We should probably expect the employers’ initial response on attitudes to 
governments’ treatment of the superannuation issue to be negative.  However, 
from an employment policy perspective, we might also have expected employers 
to be very happy with the relatively small involvement that New Zealand 
governments now have in relation to employment-related superannuation issues.  
One needs only to look across the Tasman to see what an alternative public 
policy strategy might involve. 
 
On the other hand employers’ low rating of governments’ policies is probably 
influenced by the uncertain environment created by constant change.  New 
Zealand has had more of those changes in the last 20 years than any other 
developed country. 
 

 
6.6 What might influence employers to change? 
 

If a government were concerned about the relatively low incidence of Tier 2 
provision, we wondered what might prompt our employers to change what they 
were doing.  We offered five specific policy choices and asked employers to 
nominate another reason if they wished. 
 



 

“Tier 2 retirement saving” 37

ESR Consortium 
- in the national interest 

The table summarises the results: 
 
 What might influence employers to change current plan or introduce one? 
 

 By all 
employers 

By employers 
with open plan 

No open 
plan 

Top 100 
Middle 
group 

Smallest

       

Tax incentives 
(no. of responses) 

3.90 
(154) 

3.89 
(110) 

3.93 
(44) 

3.81 
(72) 

3.98 
(51) 

4.00 
(31) 

       
       

Reduced 
compliance costs 
(no. of responses) 

3.24 
(152) 

3.23 
(109) 

3.28 
(43) 

3.30 
(71) 

3.22 
(50) 

3.16 
(31) 

       
       

Competitors for 
labour offer super 
(no. of responses) 

3.13 
(152) 

3.08 
(110) 

3.26 
(42) 

3.07 
(72) 

3.34 
(50) 

2.93 
(30) 

       
       

Employees’ 
pressure 
(no. of responses) 

3.13 
(154) 

3.13 
(110) 

3.14 
(44) 

3.11 
(72) 

3.18 
(51) 

3.10 
(31) 

       
       

Instead of a pay 
rise (no. of responses) 

2.66 
(149) 

2.63 
(107) 

2.76 
(42) 

2.69 
(71) 

2.78 
(50) 

2.39 
(28) 

       
       

Other (specified 
by employer) 
(no. of responses) 

3.16 
(25) 

3.35 
(17) 

2.75 
(8) 

3.57 
(14) 

3.14 
(7) 

1.75 
(4) 

       
 

 
The stand-out choice is that tax incentives would prompt most employers to 
change the scope of a current plan or introduce one.  76% of all respondents 
gave that a 4 or a 5 score.  And support for the tax incentive option tended to be 
higher with smaller employers. 
 
Even though we did not ask employers whether they would be happy for a tax 
increase (for example, in GST or Company tax) to help pay for a new incentive, 
the high score on this option is rational whether or not the employers actually 
agreed with the idea of an incentive.  If taxpayers helped to pay employees to 
save (through the incentive) but that help was contingent on employees’ using an 
approved plan then employers would be short-sighted if they did not offer a 
complying plan. 
 
Across all employers, the next choice was reduced compliance costs – it will be 
interesting to see in this regard whether the proposal to remove the prospectus 
requirement from employment-related superannuation has any effect. 
 
If competitors for labour offered superannuation or if employees pressured for 
change as possible prompts for changes in policy scored at the middle and at 
about the same level.  These are two sides of the same “getting and keeping” 
staff.19 
 

                                                 
19  One small employer made its views clear when answering this question: “Employees do not stay in the 

same job forever as in the past.  The administrative and related costs would not be worth it.” 
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Although “other” also scored at about the middle, only 16% of all our 
respondents to this question mentioned something else.  A number of “public” 
employers mentioned government policy as a key influence.  Others referred to 
the requirements of their parent company’s employment practices, “social 
pressure” and an “increase in public awareness” as potential influences. 
 

 
6.7 Does the employer think it has a role? 
 

Regardless of what our employers do now about their employees’ retirement 
saving, we next asked employers whether, generally, they thought they had a role 
in helping their employees save for retirement. 
 
Having established that general point, we then stepped the employer through 
increasingly expensive options to see how deep their interest was.  Each of the 
options would probably involve employers in some cost – the options were 
(from least to most expensive): 
 

-  offering information and education only. 
 

-  giving employees access to an employer-endorsed (but not 
subsidised) plan. 

 

-  subsidising the administration fees of employees who choose to join 
a plan. 

 

-  offering subsidised, low-level benefits that might encourage 
employees to join the plan but without subsidising the retirement 
savings themselves.  Some employers, for example, will pay for death 
cover to encourage membership but leave employees to decide 
whether to save for retirement. 

 

-  subsidising employees’ retirement savings. 
 

The table on the next page summarises employers’ attitudes on all these 
possibilities. 
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Does the employer think it has a role to help employees? 
 

 By all 
employers 

By employers 
with open plan 

No open 
plan 

Top 100 
Middle 
group 

Smallest

       

Generally 
(no. responses) 

3.47 
(151) 

3.67 
(107) 

2.98 
(44) 

3.63 
(71) 

3.46 
(50) 

3.10 
(30) 

       

 
Specifically, should the employer offer: 
 

    

Information & 
education?  
(no. responses) 

3.71 
(152) 

3.76 
(109) 

3.58 
(43) 

3.93 
(72) 

3.62 
(50) 

3.33 
(30) 

       
       

Employer-endorsed 
plan? 
(no. responses) 

3.23 
(147) 

3.31 
(106) 

3.02 
(41) 

3.23 
(69) 

3.20 
(49) 

3.28 
(29) 

       
       

Subsidised admin 
fees? (no. responses) 

2.77 
(149) 

2.92 
(105) 

2.40 
(42) 

2.89 
(70) 

2.84 
(49) 

2.40 
(30) 

       
       

Subsidised low level 
benefits? 
(no. responses) 

2.49 
(146) 

2.59 
(105) 

2.20 
(40) 

2.47 
(68) 

2.63 
(48) 

2.33 
(30) 

       
       

Subsidised 
retirement saving?  
(no. responses) 

2.72 
(149) 

2.91 
(109) 

2.24 
(40) 

2.84 
(70) 

2.80 
(49) 

2.30 
(30) 

       

 
Across all employers, there was a positive response to the question about being 
involved generally.  56% of all employers answering this question gave that a 
score of either 4 or a 5. 
 
There was an even better response to the possibility that employers might offer 
information and education.  This was significantly the top scoring option and 
61% of all employers answering this gave that a score of 4 or 5. 
 
As the specific involvement increased in cost, the employers were generally less 
enthusiastic about things and this tied in with their responses to earlier questions 
on voluntary private provision (see paragraph 6.4 above). 
 
As might be expected, employers with an open superannuation plan were more 
enthusiastic about all the options than were the other employer groups sampled.  
However, the enthusiasm reduced in a similar way as the cost of the intervention 
increased.  But the presence of subsidies in open plans explains both the shift 
upwards at the bottom of the table in support for subsidised retirement saving 
and the continuing fall in support for the smallest employers (where open plans 
are less prevalent).   
 
Again, predictably, employers with no open plan scored at the bottom of the 
employer groups shown in the table but even they were relatively enthusiastic 
about supplying information (scored at 3.76). 
 
Our employers appear to offer some possible opportunities for policy initiatives 
that focus on the idea of help and on the provision of information that would 
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help employees with their decisions.  While it may be easy to agree with a 
proposition that information programmes are “a good thing” (as long as we do 
not have to pay for them), common sense should suggest that it is in employers’ 
interests that their employees are more aware of these issues.  The test for public 
policy initiatives would seem to be in resolving this apparent conflict. 
 
Other policy options would apparently take significant promotion and 
explanation before even this more supportive group of employers viewed them 
positively. 
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7.  Employees – preparation for retirement 
 

- Expected retirement age 
 

- Overall knowledge of issues – sources for help 
 

- Most important current preparation 
 

- Access to employer’s plan 
 

- What might change behaviour? 
 

- Knowledge of New Zealand Superannuation 
 
 
7.1 Importance of individual information 
 

The survey’s primary focus was on employers and on their superannuation-
related policies.  However, that view alone would produce a one-sided view of 
the issues in relation to Tier 2 provision.  We therefore wanted to find out what 
employees of participating employers thought about the things their employers 
did and what they did for themselves about retirement-related issues. 
 
The employers are, in fact, agents in the main task – how individuals prepare for 
retirement and what they think and do about Tier 2 are at the heart of the PRG’s 
work. 

 
In this section, we draw on the data from the summary tables in Appendix II. 

 
 
7.2  How employees save 
 

Section 4 of this report has already given a picture of our sample group – who 
they are; what they do; how much they and their families earn; whether they own 
their homes and how much debt they have. 
 
Much of the concern that many commentators express about the state of Tier 2 
provision relates to the seemingly reduced role of traditional superannuation 
arrangements – there are now only x superannuation plans when there used to be 
y.  Only n employees now belong to employment-related plans when, formerly, 
there were z. 
 
While suppliers to the traditional superannuation industry continue to be 
concerned about their seemingly reducing market20, we wanted to find out 
whether policymakers should be concerned. 
 
We first discovered how important various ways of saving for retirement were for 
our employees.  Our rankings, as before, assume that “5” is very important and 
“1” is not important.  Here are the highlights of the survey’s findings: 
 

                                                 
20   One industry representative said recently that the current Tier 2 regime “is not working and must be 

replaced.” 
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7.2.1  Importance of different ways to save:  
Table II.2 (page II.4) shows that paying off debt is significantly the most 
important way that our employees are saving at the moment for their 
retirement.  It ranked as 4.25 out of the “maximum” score of 5. 
 
All our employees then ranked regular saving to a superannuation plan (not 
necessarily the employer’s) as next most important (with an average score 
of 3.85).   
 
The other stated ways of saving for retirement, all ranked below the 
medium preference of 3 as follows: 

 
                           Average 
                           score 
 

-  buying and paying off other assets   2.87 
 

-  trading down the family home at retirement 2.22 
 

-  part-time work in retirement   2.56 
 

Whether our employees are acting on their expressed preferences was 
beyond the scope of this survey.  However, across all employees, it seems 
that their expressed preferences are rational and that the suppliers of 
traditional superannuation services should find a ready market for their 
services, at least amongst our group. 
 
Trading down the family home has a low expected priority in our 
employees’ plans.  Some commentators have expressed concerns about the 
ability of future retirees to do that because of the expected reduced 
demand for housing.  Based on our employees’ responses, that seems not 
to be a concern. 

 
7.2.2 Cross-section analyses:  

We found that the scores for all our employees were fairly consistent across 
a number of groups as the table on the next page shows. 
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Top, second and third scoring preferred methods of saving 
 

 Top scoring Second scoring Third scoring 
    

All employees Reducing debt Superannuation Other assets 
    
    

Males Reducing debt Superannuation Other assets 
Females Reducing debt Superannuation Other assets 
    
    

Top earners Superannuation = Reducing debt Other assets 
Bottom earners Reducing debt Superannuation Part-time work 
    
    

Home owners Reducing debt Superannuation Other assets 
Non-home owners Reducing debt Superannuation Other assets 
    
    

Under 35s Reducing debt Superannuation Other assets 
Over 50s Superannuation Reducing debt Other assets 
    
    

Superannuation members Superannuation Reducing debt Other assets 
Non-members (both types) Reducing debt Superannuation Other assets 
    
    

With dependants Superannuation Reducing debt Other assets 
No dependants Reducing debt Superannuation Other assets 
    

 

 
So, reducing debt and saving through a superannuation plan ranked in the 
top three preferred methods amongst all the different groups, even 
amongst the employees who did not belong to their employer’s 
superannuation plan. 
 
 

The shift comes as employees get older, earn more, join a superannuation 
plan or have dependants.  For these, superannuation replaces reducing debt 
as the preferred method. 
 
Though “other methods” ranked as the third choice by importance in 
several groups, based on the scores given, the incidence was relatively low 
across all the groups – only 11% of all employees specified another method 
of saving.  They included building their own business for sale, bank 
investments, “paying for healthcare coverage”, “selling stock/animals”, 
gaining extra qualifications and saving for a deposit on their first home. 

 
 

7.3  The preferred retirement age 
 

Most of our employees said they wanted to retire before the current state pension 
age of 65.  The most common target age group was 60-64 (35%) but the average 
was at age 57.0. 
 
Again the results were consistent across a number of different groups as the table 
on the next page shows. 
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Employees’ preferred retirement age 
 

 Commonest target Average age 
   

All employees 60-64 (35%) 57.0 
   
   

Males 60-64 (37%) 57.8 
Females 60-64 (33%) 55.8 
   
   

Top earners 60-64 (37%) 57.9 
Bottom earners 60-64 (34%) 56.1 
   
   

Home owners 60-64 (37%) 57.4 
Non-home owners 60-64 (28%) 55.3 
   
   

Under 35s 50-54 (22%) 53.1 
Over 50s 60-64 (46%) 61.5 
   
   

Superannuation members 60-64 (38%) 57.0 
Non-members 60-64 (34%) 57.4 
Non-members (no plan)21 60-64 (34%) 56.5 
   
   

With dependants 60-64 (38%) 57.5 
No dependants 60-64 (32%) 56.4 
   

 
The average age is consistent across the groups except that the young and non-
home owners seem to have unrealistic preferences.  With age, reality seems to 
take hold. 
 
 

7.4  The expected retirement age 
 

But when asked when they actually expected to retire, most of our employees 
(56%) said that was likely to be after the current state pension age of 65.  This is, 
in fact, at odds with later data.  Generally, our employees did not expect the state 
pension age to increase and they said that they expected to work until the state 
pension age – see paragraph 7.8 below in that regard. 
 
The most commonly cited expected target retirement age group across all 
employees was 65-69 and the average was 62.4 (some 5.4 years more than the 
preferred age – see paragraph 7.2 above in that regard). 
 
Again the results were consistent across a number of different groups as the next 
table shows. 
 

                                                 
21  “Non-members (no plan)” means that the employer does not have a plan that employee can join.  

“Non-members” means that there is an open plan but the employee had chosen not to join. 
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Employees’ expected retirement age 
 

 Commonest target Average 
   

All employees 65-69 (49%) 62.4 
   
   

Males 65-69 (50%) 62.9 
Females 65-69 (47%) 61.7 
   
   

Top earners 65-69 (42%) 62.0 
Bottom earners 65-69 (51%) 62.6 
   
   

Home owners 65-69 (49%) 62.5 
Non-home owners 65-69 (48%) 62.1 
   
   

Under 35s 65-69 (41%) 60.6 
Over 50s 65-69 (59%) 64.0 
   
   

Superannuation members 65-69 (48%) 62.0 
Non-members 65-69 (49%) 63.3 
Non-members (no plan) 65-69 (49%) 63.3 
   
   

With dependants 65-69 (47%) 62.5 
No dependants 65-69 (51%) 62.4 
   

 
The older employees again have the oldest expected retirement age. 

 
 
7.5  Where do they go for help? 
 

Of the 1,071 employees, 91% said where they would go for help on saving issues 
– we asked them to specify their preferred option(s) though did prompt 
employees with some possible answers. 
 
The most popular sources of help across all our employees and for all sources of 
help cited were: 
 

- advisor  44% 
 

-  bank  25% 
 

-  family  10% 
 

- employer    8% 
 
Only 0.6% would look to the government for help on the issues. 
 
The advisor/bank relationship as preferred sources of information held across all 
the different groups we looked at.  Banks were relatively less popular with “top 
earners”, superannuation plan members and males.  “Advisors” ranked top 
amongst all the groups. 
 
The diminished role of employers was reflected in their perceived potential as a 
source of help – they ranked 4th or 5th across all employees and were similarly 
ranked across other groups.  If Tier 2 is to form an important part of New 
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Zealand’s future retirement income strategy, this seems to be a policy area that 
needs addressing. 
 
The fact that so many of our employees belonged to their employer’s 
superannuation plan (52% - see paragraph 4.5) stood in contrast to employees’ 
views on the potential help that their employers might offer them when deciding 
what to do about retirement saving, and, on the face, may seem to be a barrier to 
policy development around the role of employers in information provision.   
 
However, based on our own experience in this area, we think that this is too easy 
a conclusion to reach.  Employees may not think of approaching their employer 
about general financial planning issues and may not think of questions that relate 
to the superannuation plan itself as falling into the category of “savings advice”. 

 
 
7.6  Reviewing saving decisions 
 

We asked employees to choose from a list what might prompt them to review 
their current decisions on saving for retirement.  In other words, if there were 
public policy choices, what would employees think might make the most 
difference to their present behaviour. 
 
Across all employees, the stand-out choice was tax incentives – on the five point 
scale, tax incentives ranked highest with a preference rating of 4.50.  We did not 
ask who might pay for those incentives. 
 
The full list and rankings over the different samples were: 
 

1st  Tax incentives 
 

2nd  Pay increase 
 

3rd  Other (specified) 
 

4th or 5th   More information from the government or the employer. 
 

The most common “other” trigger that might prompt a review was paying off the 
mortgage (44% of all employees who specified “other”).  Other stated prompts 
included “when the children leave home” or on reaching a particular age. 

 
 
7.7  Knowledge of issues 
 

Although our employees did not rank highly the need for more information from 
either the government or their employers, the next section tested first how much 
employees thought they knew about superannuation issues.  In paragraph 7.8 
below, we comment on what they actually know. 
 
Question 7 in the employee survey asked respondents to rank their knowledge of 
retirement saving issues.  The table on the next page summarises the results 
across the different groups that we looked at: 
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Employees’ knowledge of retirement saving issues – ranked 1 to 5 
 

 
What their employer 

offers 

Whether they will 
have a “comfortable” 

retirement 
   

All employees 3.39 3.2122 
   
   

Males 3.62 3.42 
Females 3.07 2.93 
   
   

Top earners 3.86 3.59 
Bottom earners 2.92 2.84 
   
   

Home owners 3.51 3.34 
Non-home owners 2.97 2.75 
   
   

Under 35s 3.08 2.91 
Over 50s 3.68 3.54 
   
   

Superannuation members 4.13 3.46 
Non-members 2.65 2.94 
Non-members (no plan) 2.36 2.93 
   
   

With dependants 3.51 3.26 
No dependants 3.25 3.16 
   

 
The groups that know less than average about what their employer offers include 
females, “bottom earners”, non-home owners and those who do not belong to 
an employer superannuation plan.  The more confident include top earners, 
home owners and, unsurprisingly, those who belong to the employer’s 
superannuation plan. 
 
On knowledge about whether employees will have a “comfortable retirement” (as 
respondents perceive that), the same pattern emerges except that we have a new 
group of the young added to those who are less confident than average on this 
issue.  The most confident are the “top earners” but even they aren’t particularly 
confident about their retirement. 

 
The overall score of 3.21 means that employees are generally comfortable with 
financial aspects of their retirement arrangements.  This result is consistent with 
other surveys23. 
 
Interestingly, the “bottom earners” do not, apparently, have much confidence in 
the level of comfort that New Zealand Superannuation might deliver when they 
reach retirement.  If we accepted current political assurances about the 
sustainability of New Zealand Superannuation, this group of any should feel the 
most confident about whether they will have a comfortable retirement.  In fact, 
they and non-home owners were least confident about their retirement futures. 

                                                 
22  This result is similar to the results of a survey carried out for the Super 2000 Taskforce in 1999 - “New 

Zealand Retirement Income – a Quantitative Study” UMR Insight July 1999.  In our survey, 39% rated 
this a 4 or a 5.  On an equivalent grading scale, 44% of the 1999 respondents gave a similar question a 
score of 4 or a 5. 

 
23  Such as the “Retirement Wealth of New Zealanders” John K Gibson and Grant M Scobie, 2003 
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7.8  Knowledge and expectations about New Zealand 
Superannuation 

 
We next looked at how much respondents know about what New Zealand 
Superannuation provides and what they think might happen to the state pension 
before they themselves retire. 
 
Nearly everyone knew when the pension starts now – about 91% correctly stated 
age 65.  They were not given choices – they had to specify the state pension age. 
 
However, when it came to choose (from six options) how much was paid each 
year before tax to single and married pensioners, the results were impressively 
bad as the table demonstrates: 
 
Employees’ knowledge of NZ Superannuation – annual pension now paid 

 
Proportion choosing correct 

amount….. 
-for the single 

person 
- for a married 

couple 
   

All employees 29% 15% 
   
   

Males 31% 15% 
Females 27% 15% 
   
   

Top earners 32% 16% 
Bottom earners 29% 15% 
   
   

Home owners 30% 13% 
Non-home owners 29% 23% 
   
   

Under 35s 31% 16% 
Over 50s 27% 13% 
   
   

Superannuation members 30% 11% 
Non-members 28% 20% 
Non-members (no plan) 28% 18% 
   
   

With dependants 28% 15% 
No dependants 31% 16% 
   

 
So, more than two-thirds of respondents did not know how much the before-tax 
single person’s pension is now ($15,417 p.a.) and more than 80% did not know 
how much the married couple’s pension is ($23,375 p.a.). 
 
This is a significant issue because, before individuals make decisions about 
retirement saving levels, they should take account of the income to be delivered 
to them by the state (Tier 1).  If they don’t know how much that is, they can’t be 
expected to make appropriate decisions about how much to save.  The only 
comfort in our findings is that employees tended to under-estimate the amount 
payable.  If they then used that information to make saving decisions, there 
would be a tendency to over-save rather than under-save. 
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The lack of basic knowledge was emphasised when we questioned employees 
about income and asset testing.  The next table summarises the cross sectional 
analysis. 
 
Employees’ knowledge of NZ Superannuation – income/asset tests? 

 
Proportion choosing the 

correct answer to …. 
-is there an income 

test? 
- is there an asset-

test? 
   

All employees 36% 53% 
   
   

Males 38% 58% 
Females 32% 47% 
   
   

Top earners 39% 65% 
Bottom earners 30% 41% 
   
   

Home owners 37% 57% 
Non-home owners 28% 37% 
   
   

Under 35s 26% 37% 
Over 50s 50% 73% 
   
   

Superannuation members 35% 56% 
Non-members 35% 48% 
Non-members (no plan) 37% 51% 
   
   

With dependants 36% 54% 
No dependants 36% 51% 
   

 
More than half of all respondents (as many as 74% in the case of the under- 35s) 
thought that there was an income test for New Zealand Superannuation at 
present. 
 
The “over 50s” scored best in this test of knowledge but even there, half thought 
that there is an income test at present.  As the closest in age to collecting the 
pension, the government should perhaps be concerned about the relatively low 
level of knowledge of this group.24 

 
Respondents were more accurate in their knowledge about asset-testing with the 
top earners and over 50s scoring the highest number of correct answers.  Non-
home owners (37% correct) and the “bottom earners” (41% correct) did worst. 
 
In fact, New Zealand Superannuation was income-tested for a period through the 
“surcharge” but that lasted only 13 years and stopped more than five years ago 
(from 1 April 1998).  There has never been an asset test on New Zealand 
Superannuation or on its predecessors. 
 
Again, if employees don’t understand what the state offers, they might not make 
“sensible” decisions about their retirement saving needs at Tiers 2 and 3. 

                                                 
24  We looked at a subset of this group (the ‘60s and over’) to test this issue further.  An even smaller 

proportion of this group correctly answered the questions about the current level of New Zealand 
Superannuation (15% for the single person’s and 13% for the married couple’s rate).  About the same 
proportion knew that there was no income test but still, more than half (51%) thought there was one. 



 

“Tier 2 retirement saving” 50

ESR Consortium 
- in the national interest 

7.9  The state pension – expectation of change 
 

As a country, we may need to adjust our future expectations as to what taxpayers 
might deliver to an aging population.  What today’s earners think about possible 
future changes should be of considerable significance to future, or even present 
policy makers if we want to achieve consensus on the key issues over the coming 
decades. 
 
The last part of our employees’ survey asked them what they thought New 
Zealand Superannuation might look like when they themselves reached state 
pension age. 
 
First, we asked them when they expected the pension to start (currently that is at 
age 65): 
 
Employees’ expected state pension age when they retire 

 
 Commonest age chosen 

(% choosing that) 
Average age chosen 

   

All employees 65 (59%) 65.6 
   
   

Males 65 (61%) 65.8 
Females 65 (57%) 65.3 
   
   

Top earners 65 (61%) 65.9 
Bottom earners 65 (56%) 65.0 
   
   

Home owners 65 (62%) 65.6 
Non-home owners 65 (50%) 65.6 
   
   

Under 35s 65 (50%) 65.7 
Over 50s 65 (74%) 65.4 
   
   

Superannuation members 65 (62%) 65.6 
Non-members 65 (59%) 65.8 
Non-members (no plan) 65 (53%) 65.4 
   
   

With dependants 65 (58%) 65.5 
No dependants 65 (61%) 65.7 
   

 
Half or more of all groups expect the state pension age to stay at the present age 
of 65 though 31% of the under 35s thought that the age would be higher than 
now.  As this group is most likely to be affected by a change of that kind, there is 
seemingly a group of the most affected that is already thinking about these issues. 
 
There is am impressive similarity on the average ages the various samples’ choices 
– it varied from 65.0 for the “bottom earners” to 65.9 for “top earners”. 
 
We next asked three questions about the basis on which respondents thought 
New Zealand Superannuation would be payable when they reach state pension 
age. 
The table summarises the cross sectional analysis. 
 



 

“Tier 2 retirement saving” 51

ESR Consortium 
- in the national interest 

Employees’ expectation of NZ Superannuation entitlements when they 
retire 

 
The proportion answering 

“yes” to …. 
-will the annual 
amount be less? 

- will there be an 
income test? 

- will they work 
until the pension 

starts? 
    

All employees 76% 80% 67% 
    
    

Males 70% 74% 64% 
Females 76% 80% 67% 
    
    

Top earners 71% 76% 50% 
Bottom earners 76% 79% 75% 
    
    

Home owners 72% 76% 64% 
Non-home owners 77% 80% 70% 
    
    

Under 35s 79% 82% 62% 
Over 50s 61% 60% 68% 
    
    

Superannuation members 72% 77% 62% 
Non-members 75% 76% 73% 
Non-members (no plan) 72% 75% 65% 
    
    

With dependants 76% 78% 66% 
No dependants 69% 75% 65% 
    

 
With the exception of the over 50s, more than 70% of employees think that New 
Zealand Superannuation will be less and, over 50s aside again, more than three 
quarters, across all groups think that there will be an income test. 
 
The pattern of responses on the likelihood of working until the pension starts is 
also predictable.  “Bottom earners”, non-members and non-home owners were 
most likely to have answered “yes” to this proposition. 
 
If we could rely on these results as the framework for a discussion on future 
changes to New Zealand Superannuation, then we should expect the following 
key features: 

 
-  state pension age:  age 65 
 

-   payable   less than now (presently a net 65%  
    of the net average wage for a married  
    couple) 

 

-  income test?  yes. 
 

These results tie in with the already cited survey done for the Super 2000 
Taskforce25 where 83% of respondents agreed that changes needed to be made to 
New Zealand Superannuation over the then next 30 years.  In that same survey, 
47% of New Zealanders strongly agreed (and a further 37% “somewhat agreed”) 
that changes were needed so that New Zealand Superannuation remained 
“affordable to the taxpayer”. 

                                                 
25  “New Zealand Retirement Income – a Quantitative Study” UMR Insight July 1999. 
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If the state then gets really serious about reducing costs then it can count on 
employees’ working until the state pension starts.  About two thirds of 
respondents (top earners aside) said that’s what they intend doing.  That’s good 
for the country from two perspectives: 
 

-  working older New Zealanders will contribute to economic output 
and growth; 

 

-  the state pension age is the most likely potential driver of cost as the 
health of older New Zealanders improves. 

 
A large proportion of our 1,071 employees expect New Zealand Superannuation 
to become less generous than the current pension. 
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8.  A special case – two differently minded 
employers 

 
 
8.1  Comparing two cases 
 

We thought that it might be interesting to compare employees’ reactions to the 
survey across two different employers.  Each employer is involved in a similar 
business and so the employees might be fairly similar. 
 
The key difference between the two groups concerns the employers’ 
superannuation philosophies.  Both employers have formal policies.  One 
employer (Employer A) takes a proactive, “pay plus benefits” approach and has a 
stand-alone superannuation plan.  In the other case, the employer (Employer B) 
operates a “total remuneration” compensation strategy and has a very “hands 
off” approach to the retirement saving business.  We wanted to see what 
employees thought about the issues that we covered in section 7. 
 
Because of the small samples in each case, we do not think that too much can be 
drawn from the comparison but some elements did stand out. 

 
 
8.2  The two samples 
 

The employees were chosen by the direct employer in each case and, as with all 
the employee groups used in the survey, the numbers are relatively small and, 
once again, based on the responses given.  The table summarises the key data: 
 
A brief look at the two samples 

 
 Employer A Employer B 
   

Number of employees 30 22 
Average age 39.8 years 38.8 years 
Sex 80% male/20% female 59% male/41% female 
Pay range – most frequent (% of all) $30-40,000 (36%) $40-60,000 (36%) 
Family income – most frequent (% of all) $60-$100,000 (53%) $100,000+ (63%) 
Average years of service 11.1 years 8.1 years 
Home owner 80% yes 91% yes 
Mortgage? 30% no 29% no 
Average mortgage debt $131,929 $131,286 
Adult/child dependants - average 1.27/1.81 1.11/2.45 
Average “other debt” $5,997 $7,175 
Belong to employer’s plan? 87% yes 5% yes 
   
   

Note: the pay difference relates principally to the different jobs the employees do.  There were more manager/administrator 
responses from Employer B but the  numbers were too small to analyse in detail. 
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In summary, the two groups are: 
 

-  about the same age; 
 

-  there are more males at Employer A; 
 

-  Employer B pays the sample employees more.  Some differences in 
direct pay should be expected given Employer A’s “pay plus 
benefits” approach to remuneration. 

 

-  the average length of service is longer at Employer A; 
 

-  Employer B’s employees have slightly more dependants; 
 

-  a higher proportion of Employer B’s employees own their own 
home. 

 
 
8.3  The different views – preferred saving methods 
 

The two groups show some interesting differences on their views of different 
ways of saving for retirement.  The table looks at the main options. 
 
Preferred ways of saving for retirement - – ranked 1 to 5 where 1 is “not 
important” 

 
 Employer A Employer B 
   

Paying off debt 4.33 (1st) 5.00 (1st) 
Regular saving to superannuation plan 4.10 (2nd) 3.62 (3rd) 
Buying and paying off other assets 3.08 (3rd) 3.67 (2nd) 
Trade down the family home at retirement 2.35 (5th) 2.10 (5th) 
Part time work in retirement 2.18 (6th) 2.62 (4th) 
Other 2.80 (4th) - 
   

 
The stand-out difference is that Employer B’s employees (with no subsidised 
superannuation) all ranked paying off debt as the top priority, scoring that with 
the maximum of 5 when that method was chosen.  Next was buying and paying 
off other assets.  On the other hand, Employer A’s employees thought that 
paying off debt was the most important but not much more important than 
regular superannuation saving. 

 
 
8.4  The different views – retirement ages 
 

The two groups also showed some interesting differences on the question of 
their retirement ages. 
 
Both thought that they would like to retire at about 57.  The average preferences 
were 57.0 for Employer A (“Pro superannuation”) and 57.4 for Employer B (the 
“hands-off” employer).  This was about the same as the preferred age for all 
employees in the survey (57.0). 
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The expected retirement age was, however, different – Employer A’s employees 
expect to retire at an average 63.5 whereas Employer B’s employees expect to 
retire at 60.1 (the survey as a whole returned an average expected age of 62.4).26 

 
With the already expressed reservations about the sample size, the difference can 
be interpreted in a number of ways but it seems counter-intuitive.  If employees 
are saving specifically for their retirement through Employer A’s relatively 
generous, subsidised plan, they might have been expected to be thinking about an 
earlier rather than a later retirement. 
 
On the other hand, it could be argued that Employer B expects employees to 
take personal responsibility for these issues.  Its employees may have planned 
their retirement on a basis that suits their preferences (closer to the preferred 
age). 

 
 
8.5  Help on saving decisions 
 

There is an expected difference on where the employees might go for help on 
saving issues.  Both groups see advisors as the most important source of 
information with banks coming second.  However, the real difference is in how 
the two groups view their employer as a source of help.  33% of Employer A’s 
employees would ask the employer while only 9% of Employer B’s employees 
would do the same. 

 
 
8.6  Reviewing saving decisions 

 
There was less of a difference when it came to the triggers that might prompt a 
review of the employees’ saving decisions.  Here are the possible causes: 
 
What might prompt a review of saving decisions? 

 
- in the order used in the survey: Employer A (“pro super”) Employer B (“hands off”) 
   

More information from 
government 

3.39 (4th) 3.30 (5th) 

More information from 
employer 

3.21 (5th) 3.70 (4th) 

Increase in pay 4.31 (2nd) 3.76 (3rd) 
Tax incentives 4.38 (1st) 4.73 (1st) 
Other  3.40 (3rd) 4.45 (2nd) 
   
   

Note: only one third of employees in each case suggested an “other” prompt. 
 

 
As with the sample as a whole, tax incentives scored the highest in each case (the 
score for all employees in the survey was 4.50). 
 
Employer A’s employees seem more content with the information they get from 
their employer but also seem to be waiting for a pay rise to a greater extent than 

                                                 
26  The difference, while interesting, needs to be qualified.  There was a wide spread of ages specified  (the 

standard deviation was 6.8 years) so a spread 3.4 years in the averages is less significant, statistically. 
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Employer B’s employees.  Employer B’s employees seem to think that their 
employer (the “hands off” employer) could provide more information. 

 
 
8.7 Knowledge of the issues 
 

When we asked the two groups how much they thought they knew about what 
their employer offers, Employer A (“pro super”) scored an impressive 4.07 with 
77% rating their knowledge with a score of 4 or 5 (the survey as a whole returned 
3.39).  Predictably, Employer B’s employees knew very little about what their 
employer offered, scoring an average 1.86 (12 employees scored that with a 1 – 
they “knew nothing”). 

 
But when the employees rated the possibility of whether they would have a 
“comfortable retirement”, there was practically no difference between them: 
 

-  Employer A (“pro super”)  3.10 
 

-  Employer B (“hands off”)  3.09 
 

-  Survey as a whole   3.21 
 

Turning now to knowledge about New Zealand Superannuation, given the 
emphasis at Employer A on retirement saving, we might expect employees there 
to know more about the state pension.  The table summarises the results: 
 
Knowledge of New Zealand Superannuation - % with correct answers 

 
 Employer A Employer B Whole survey 
    

Current state pension age 100% 95% 91% 
Single person’s benefit 32% 39% 29% 
Married couple’s benefit 28% 21% 15% 
Income test now? 21% 36% 36% 
Asset test now? 36% 50% 53% 
    

 
Generally, employees from Employer B (“hands off”) in fact did a little better 
that those from Employer A – perhaps that is because New Zealand 
Superannuation might be more important to them when they retire. 

 
Finally, when we asked what they thought New Zealand Superannuation might 
look like when they retire, the table summarises the responses: 
 
What New Zealand Superannuation might look like when they retire 
 

 Employer A Employer B Whole survey 
    

Tomorrow’s state pension age Average 64.8 years Average 67.1 years Average 65.6 years
Will pension be less? “Yes” 57% “Yes” 77% “Yes” 73% 
Will there be an income test? “Yes” 79% “Yes” 82% “Yes” 77% 
Will you work until state 
pension age? 

“Yes” 67% “Yes” 68% “Yes” 65% 

    

 



 

“Tier 2 retirement saving” 57

ESR Consortium 
- in the national interest 

Employer A’s employees were generally more optimistic than Employer B’s who 
more closely fitted the responses from the full survey.  Fewer of Employer A’s 
employees expect change to New Zealand Superannuation. 
 
It was interesting, however, to see the difference in the expected state pension 
age.  Employer B’s employees thought it will be higher than now.  Perhaps, again, 
this is a reflection of the fact that they must take personal responsibility for their 
retirement savings and planning decisions.  What the state does is perhaps, of less 
significance than their personal saving plans. 
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9. Drawing the threads together – private provision 
for retirement 

 
 
- New Zealand’s transition from direct involvement to “hands off” 
 

- Some possible policy issues 
 
 
9.1 The last 20 years 
 

New Zealand has been through a period of significant change since 1984 in 
policies that affect Tier 2 provision.  This survey shows that this change 
continues as both employers and employees adjust to the new environment. 
 
We must expect more employers to leave retirement saving decisions to those 
most affected by those decisions - employees themselves.  Public policy with 
respect to Tier 2 probably cannot expect to change these trends even if that were 
agreed as being desirable.  However, the results of this survey suggest some issues 
that might be discussed in the context of Tier 2 provision. 

 
 
9.2 The role of tax incentives 
 

Both employers (paragraph 6.6) and employees (paragraph 7.6) nominated the 
introduction of tax incentives as the change that would most likely lead to a 
review of their Tier 2 saving decisions.  It is not appropriate for us to comment 
on the arguments for and against tax incentives but the recent experience with 
“salary sacrifice” (paragraph 5.6) does allow us to make two observations: 
 
(a) We wonder how large the incentives would need to be before employers 

and employees actually changed their current strategy.  Based on our 
findings, the current 6% of pay incentive for the more highly paid is 
apparently insufficient. 

 
(b) If employers really would change their current policies with an incentive, it 

may be sufficient to have an incentive directed at employers but with a 
sunset clause (say 5 years).  New Zealand’s experience over the last 20 years 
(and our own experience) suggests that it takes some time for employers to 
react to changed circumstances and the design of such a sunset concession 
would need to allow for that. 

 
9.3 Current levels of comfort 

 
Employers were reasonably content with their current policies (paragraph 6.5).  
Employees also have reasonable confidence about whether they will have a 
“comfortable” retirement (paragraph 7.7).  On the face, therefore, the case for 
policy changes on Tier 2 provision does not look compelling, despite expressed 
concerns by some commentators on reducing employer involvement. 
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9.4 Flexibility 
 

The ability of both employers and employees to make their own decisions on 
Tier 2 (and other retirement savings) and to agree mutually convenient 
arrangements seems to be acceptable to both.  For example, employees rank 
paying off debt as their most preferred method of saving (paragraph 7.2).  It is 
unlikely that employers would see that as a human resource priority. 
 

 
9.5 Expected change 
 

Based on the survey’s results and our own experience, New Zealand should 
expect: 
 
(a) a growth in the proportion of employers adopting a “total remuneration” 

approach to compensation (paragraph 5.1 refers).  New Zealand 
employers tend not to have a formal remuneration policies and that 
“accidental” approach to policy formation will probably grow in 
incidence. 

 
(b) more current plans to close but, based on our employers’ intentions 

(paragraph 5.7 refers) some to open and some plan memberships to be 
widened. 

 
(c) a greater involvement by employers in the education of and provision of 

information to employees on retirement saving issues (paragraph 6.7) but 
we should expect employers to resist paying for that help (paragraph 6.2). 

 
(d) more variety in the way that both employers and employees structure the 

transition from work to retirement.  Most employees expect to work until 
New Zealand Superannuation starts (paragraph 7.8) so the state pension 
is (and will continue to be) an important element in retirement planning 
by both employers and employees. 

 
There was one regular theme from the reaction our employees gave to both the 
present environment and to future possible changes.  They are concerned about 
compliance costs and are reluctant to contemplate change that might see those 
costs increase. 
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MCA NZ Limited 
 

National Benefits Consulting (NZ) Limited 
 

Watson Wyatt New Zealand Limited 
 

William M Mercer  
 
We acknowledge that support and hope that everyone finds value in this report. 
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11. About the authors 
 
 
The ESR Consortium is a group of three employee benefit professionals drawn together 
specifically for the purpose of this project.  The individuals who ran the project were: 

 

Michael is an actuary and a principal of MCA NZ 
Limited.  He has had 25 years’ experience in advising 
employers on superannuation issues.  He was an 
ASFONZ27 councillor for six years, including one year as 
Deputy Chairman and a further year as Chairman. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Michael Chamberlain 
  
  
  
Originally a lawyer, Michael has been an adviser to 
employers on superannuation for 30 years in the UK and 
New Zealand, including nine years as Employee Benefits 
Director for Fletcher Challenge Limited.  He served as 
an ASFONZ councillor for six years, including three 
years as Chairman.  He was a member of the Task Force 
on Private Provision For Retirement (1991-92).  He is 
also the author of How to Create a Competitive Market in 
Pensions (Institute of Economic Affairs, London, 1998). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Michael Littlewood 
  
  
  

Jill is an actuary and a Senior Consultant with Watson 
Wyatt New Zealand Limited.  She has 17 years’ 
experience in the industry during which time she has 
been involved in consulting to employers and trustees as 
well has having responsibility for the administration of 
employment based superannuation clients of AMP and 
Watson Wyatt.  Jill is a current ASFONZ councillor 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Jill Spooner 
 

                                                 
27  Association of Superannuation Funds of New Zealand, a group that represents superannuation plans, 

both public and private. 
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Appendix I The data - about the employers 
 
 
We collected a lot of information about employers as the survey forms attached to this 
report show.  There are many ways in which the data can be analysed – we have chosen 
the following to illuminate the different issues covered by this report. 

 
1. All employers 

The first analysis is across all 162 employers.  The first section of data in this 
Appendix I is labelled “General” in the footer of the pages I.1 to I.12. 
 

2. The largest employers 
The 78 respondents to our “Top 100” group are looked at next – the footer label 
is “Top 100”. 
 

3. The middle group 
The 53 employers in the middle group are looked at next – the footer label is 
“Middle”. 
 

4. The smallest employers 
Next we look at the 31 smallest employers – those with fewer than 50 employees 
– the footer label is “Smallest”. 
 

5. Superannuation plans  
Because the focus of this survey is on Tier 2 provision, we look next at the 115 
employers that have a plan that is open to new entrants – the label here is 
“Superannuation open”. 
 

6.  No superannuation plan 
The logical corollary of group 5 is the group of 47 employers that do not have a 
plan that is open to new entrants.  They may have a closed plan but new 
employees are now expected to make their own arrangements.  This group is 
labelled “No superannuation”. 
 

7. Overseas owned 
We looked at the 57 employers that stated they were overseas owned.  They 
might have more developed superannuation policies than New Zealand owned 
employers.  We label this group “Overseas employers”. 

 
8. New Zealand 

Next we show the data for 99 New Zealand owned or controlled (public) 
employers – we label these “NZ employers”. 

 
9.  Public authorities 

We wondered if the 32 state and local authority employers (like councils and 
hospital boards) might show different attitudes to Tier 2 provision.  We therefore 
look next at “Public authorities”. 
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10.  Private employers 
Lastly in this series, we looked at the other 130 employers – those with private 
shareholders to satisfy.  We label these “Private employers”. 

 
We can provide other cross sections of the data on request. 
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Appendix II The data - about the employees 
 
 
We also collected a lot of information about employees as the survey form attached to 
this report shows.  There are many ways in which the data can be analysed – we have 
chosen the following to discuss the different issues covered by this survey: 

 
1. All employees 

The first analysis is across all 1,071 employees.  The first section of data in this 
Appendix II is labelled “General” in the footer of the first eight pages. 
 

2. Males 
The 620 male respondent employees are looked at next – the footer label is 
“Male”. 
 

3. Females 
The 440 female respondent employees are looked at next – the footer label is 
“Females”. 
 

4. Top earners 
Next we look at the 293 more highly paid employees (27% of all measured 
employees) – those with their own incomes (ignoring partner’s income) of more 
than $60,000 a year – the footer label is “Top earners”. 
 

5. Bottom earners 
The corollary of group 4 is the 355 employees (33% of the total) with relatively 
lower incomes (less than $40,000 a year – in other words, at about the national 
average wage or less) – the label here is “Bottom earners”. 
 

6. Home owners 
We thought that home owners might have a different view of the world so the 
next group – 831 employees or 78% - own their own home.  This group is 
labelled “Home owners”. 
 

7. Non-home owners 
230 of our employees (27%) said that they didn’t own their home so we looked at 
them next.  We label this group as “Non-home owners” 
 

8. Younger employees 
Next we show the data for the 326 employees (30%) under the age of 35 – we 
label these “Under 35”. 
 

9. Older employees 
By contrast, we analyse the group of 258 employees (24%) over age 50s that are 
closer to retirement.  We label these “Over 50”. 
 

10. Superannuation members 
We thought that those 560 employees who said they were committed to their 
employer’s superannuation plan might be looked at.  We label these “Super 
members”. 
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11.  Non super members 
 There were 503 employees who said they weren’t members, either because there 

isn’t a plan available (210 employees) or, where there is a plan but they have 
chosen not to join (293 employees).  We look first at those who have chosen not 
to join “Non super members”. 
 

12.  With dependants 
 We next analyse 584 employees who have a dependant – either adult or child.  

We label these “With dependants”. 
 

13.  Non dependants 
 We then looked at the 487 employees who have “No dependants”. 
 
14. No plan available 

Finally, we look at the group of 210 employees who cannot join their employer’s 
superannuation plan because there is not one available. 

 
We can provide other cross sections of the data on request. 
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Appendix III The data - participating employers 
 
 
There were three groups of employers that agreed to provide information for this survey: 
 

- 78 members of the largest 100 employers (by employee numbers); 
 

- a middle group of 53 employers that we either had a business relationship with or 
that we contacted directly; 

 

- finally, 31 small employers – we agreed that their names would remain confidential. 
 
 

Employers that asked employees to complete survey forms are identified with ‘(employee forms)’. 
 
The Top 100 
 

AFFCO New Zealand Limited Manukau City Council 
AgResearch Limited (employee forms) Massey University (employee forms) 
Air New Zealand Limited McDonalds (New Zealand) Limited (employee forms)
Alliance Group Limited (employee forms) Ministry of Agriculture & Forestry 
Alsco Limited Ministry of Social Development 
Alstom New Zealand Limited Montana Wines Limited 
Amcor Packaging (New Zealand) Limited Northland District Health Board  
ANZ Banking Group Limited New Zealand Defence Force (employee forms) 
APN Holdings New Zealand Limited New Zealand Fire Service (employee forms) 
ASB Bank Limited New Zealand Police (employee forms) 
Auckland City Council New Zealand Post Limited 
Auckland University of Technology New Zealand Steel Limited (employee forms) 
Bank of New Zealand Limited Opus International Consultants Limited 
Boise NZ Limited (employee forms) Otago District Health Board  
Canterbury District Health Board PPCS Limited 
Canterbury Meat Packers Limited (employee forms) Progressive Enterprises Limited 
Carter Holt Harvey Limited (employee forms) Quality Service Enterprises Limited (employee forms) 
CDL Hotels Limited Restaurant Brands Limited 
Christchurch City Council (employee forms) Richmond Limited 
Christchurch Poly. & Inst of Tech. (employee forms) Sanford Limited 
Chubb New Zealand Limited Sealord Group Limited (employee forms) 
Counties Manukau District Health Board  Sky City Entertainment Group Limited 
Department for Courts South Pacific Tyres NZ Limited 
Department of Labour (employee forms only) Spotless Services NZ Limited 
EDS (NZ) Limited (employee forms) Taranaki District Health Board (employee forms) 
Eurest NZ Limited Telecom New Zealand Limited (employee forms) 
Feltex Carpets Limited TelstraClear Limited 
Fisher & Paykel Appliances Limited (employee forms) The National Bank of New Zealand Limited 
Fletcher Building Limited (employee forms) The Warehouse Group Limited 
Fletcher Challenge Forests Limited TVNZ Group Limited (employee forms) 
Fonterra Co-operative Group Limited Tyco Services Limited 
Fulton Hogan Limited (employee forms) University of Auckland (employee forms) 
Goodman Fielder New Zealand Limited University of Waikato (employee forms) 
Hawkes Bay District Health Board Vodafone New Zealand Limited (employee forms) 
Heinz Wattie’s Limited (employee forms) Waikato District Health Board  
IHC Incorporated (employee forms) Waitemata District Health Board 
Juken Nissho Limited (employee forms) Westpac Bank New Zealand Limited 
K-Mart New Zealand Limited Works Infrastructure Limited 
Mainfreight International Limited (employee forms) Wrightson Limited 
Mainland Products Limited  
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The middle group 
 

Airways Corporation of New Zealand Ports of Auckland Limited  
Anglican Church Trust Board Reserve Bank of New Zealand  
Beca Limited and subsidiaries Rheem New Zealand Limited  
Colmalco New Zealand Limited Schneider Electric (NZ) Limited  
Ernst & Young Group Limited Selwyn District Council  
Fidelity Life Assurance Company Limited Shell New Zealand Limited  
Fisher & Paykel Healthcare Limited Simpson Grierson  
GE Finance and Insurance Limited Sky Network Television Limited  
Gosling Chapman Limited Steel & Tube Holdings Limited  
Healtheries of New Zealand Limited Steelbro New Zealand Limited  
Holcim (New Zealand) Limited Tasman Building Products NZ Limited  
Honda New Zealand Limited Thames Timber Limited  
JASMAX Limited The New Zealand Refining Company Limited  
Kodak New Zealand Limited Tourism Holdings Limited  
Marley New Zealand Limited Unilever New Zealand Limited  
Matamata-Piako District Council Union Medical Benefits Society  
Metso Minerals (New Zealand) Limited Unisys New Zealand Limited  
Methven Limited United Industries Limited  
Michael Hill Jeweller Limited Vertex Pacific Limited 
Mighty River Power Limited Visy Board New Zealand Pty Limited 
Owens Group Limited (employee forms) Waitakere City Council 
Palmerston North City Council Weyerhaeuser New Zealand, Inc. 

 



 

“Tier 2 retirement saving” 68

ESR Consortium 
- in the national interest 

Attachments to this report 
 
 
The following Attachments A to C give examples of the forms that we used to gather the 
information used in this report. 
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Attachment A.  The employer form used in the Survey 
 

 
 

Employer survey 
- the top 100 employers 

    

1. Name of employer:   
    
2. Postal address:   
    
    
3. Contact person for queries:   
 a. Name:   
     

 b. Position   
     

 c. Email address or phone   
     
4. Major N.Z locations of employer:   
   Place Number  
  

By employee numbers, including part 
time employees.  1.   

  (place name and % of employees at location)  2.   
    3.   
    Total, all locations   
       

    
5. Nationality of parent   
     
6. Total number of employees    
 a. Approximate split by  (i) Wage    
  (number or percentage)  Salary    
        

  (ii) Males    
   Females    
       

  (iii) Full-time    
  

Note: responsibility 
for PAYE tax 
payments will decide 
who is an “employee”. 

 Part-time    
 .     

 b. Approximate total annual payroll $   
    
7. Compensation policy “Total remuneration”   Comments? 
      

  “Pay + benefits    
      

  No overall policy    
      
    
   
8. Current superannuation arrangements  

Approximate percentage of new 
employees eligible to join 

 a. Is there a plan that is currently open 
to new entrants? (circle one) 

Yes No  
.................% 

       

  If ‘yes’, complete separate form (A) 
for each plan open to new entrants 

   
 

       

 b. Is there a plan that is closed to new 
entrants? 

Yes No  
 

       

    -  if ‘yes’, briefly state reason for 
closure.   

       

  -  and the year that it was closed     
       

 c. Does the employer offer a payroll 
deduction facility for unsubsidised 
superannuation savings? (circle one) 

Yes No  

.................% 
       

 d. Does the employer offer a “salary 
sacrifice” facility for 39% taxpayers? 
(circle one) 

Yes No  

.................% 
       

(tick one) 
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9. Superannuation policy 
 a. Do you have a formal superannuation 

policy? (circle one) 
Yes No   

       

 b. When last reviewed (enter year)     
       

 c. Policy changed? (circle one) Yes No   
       

      
  

-  If ‘yes’, main reason for (or 
principal effect) change.     

       

 d. Are there any issues that you likely to 
address in the next five years? (circle one) 

Yes No   

       

     -  If ‘yes’ state briefly main issues to 
be addressed.    

 

       
10. Information/education help      

- no help offered   Any comments on these? 
     

 a. 

- access for external providers     
       

  

Does the employer offer employees 
help in making retirement saving 
decisions? (tick appropriate boxes) 

- written material on issues     
        

   - employee presentations     
        

   - ‘one to one’ help     
        

 Not  
interested 

  Very  
  interested 

 

b. If no help offered, would employer 
be prepared to pay to provide help? 
(please indicate ranking of view)     1           2          3           4           5   

      
11. Compulsory private provision (circle response)     
 a. Should employees be obliged to save 

for the retirement? 
Yes No  Any comments on these? 

        

 b. Should the employer be obliged to 
pay compulsory savings (on top of 
current pay)? 

Yes No    

      
12. Voluntary private provision (circle response)     
 a. Should the employer be obliged to 

administer deductions to a plan of 
each employee’s choice? 

Yes No  Any comments on these? 

        

 b. Should the employer be obliged to 
provide access to a low cost plan for 
employees to use? 

Yes No    

        
13. Attitude to current policies      

        

 On the following scales please indicate a 
rating of employer’s current attitude to: 

Not 
satisfied 

  Very  
   satisfied 

 

 (please indicate ranking of view)      
       
 a. Own superannuation policies    1           2           3           4           5   
        

 b. Governments’ policies/strategies on 
superannuation 

    1           2          3           4           5   
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14.. What might influence the employer to make a 

superannuation plan available to employees or 
change the scope of the current plan?  
(circle one number on scale) 

Not  
likely 

     Very  
     likely 

 

      

 a. Tax incentives      1           2           3           4           5    
       

 b. Employees’ pressure for change     1           2           3           4           5    
       

 c. Reduced compliance costs to employer     1           2           3           4           5    
       

 d. If competitors for labour offered 
superannuation 

    1           2           3           4           5    

       

 e. Instead of a pay increase     1           2           3           4           5    
       

 f. Other (please specify)     1           2           3           4           5    
       

       
15. Definitely 

not 
  Definitely 
   yes 

  

 

Does the employer think it has a role to help 
employees save for retirement? 
(circle a number on scale)     

       

 a. Generally     1           2           3           4           5    
       

 Specifically should the employer offer: 
(circle a number on scale) 

    
       

 b. Information & education?     1           2           3           4           5    
       

 c. Access to employer endorsed (but not 
subsidised) plans? 

    1           2           3           4           5    

       

 d. Subsidised administration fees?     1           2           3           4           5    
       

 e. Subsidised, low level benefits?     1           2           3           4           5    
       

 f. Subsidised saving for retirement?     1           2           3           4           5    
       
       
 
 
Contact details      
        

If you have any questions about this survey (or the results) please contact: 
        

 Michael Littlewood      
 Employment Super Research Consortium      
 P O Box 8811      
 Symonds Street      
 Phone: (09) 375 9802 (DDI)      
 Email: michaell@aventine.co.nz      
       
Note:   All information collected in this survey will be kept confidential and will be used 
only in the consolidated report of overall results. 
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Superannuation plan questionnaire 
for employer with a plan that is open to new entrants 

 
Note: Complete a separate form for each plan open to new entrants 

 
 
 
1. Name of employer:   

    
2. Number of members   

    
3. Subsidised by employer? (circle one) Yes                 No    
       
  - If ‘yes’, level of subsidy  - fees     
       

   - life disability insurance costs    
       

   - retirement saving subsidy    

     % eligible who 
have joined  

4. Eligibility (tick all appropriate boxes) - executives    %  
       

  - salaried    %  
       

  

We want you to show who can join 
and the proportion of eligible 
employees who have joined - waged   %  

      

   - part-time staff   %  

   Note: tick “part-time staff” only if they are 
specifically entitled to join.  

5. Provider:   
 (tick one box))   
      

  - Own stand alone plan?    
       

  - Through a master trust?     
       

     

  
- Through an industry scheme? 
 (e.g. GSF, NPF, union scheme)    

   
6. If employer did not have this plan, 

would it establish it now? (circle one) 
Yes No   

       
7. Briefly state reasons for answer in 

6. 
   

    
    
     
8. What are your concerns (if any) 

about the current superannuation 
regime? 

 

   
   
 

(tick as appropriate) 
(other than salary sacrifice)
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Attachment B. The employee form used in the Survey 
 

Employee survey 
   Employer code: 
    
    

This is part of a survey being carried out for the Periodic Report Group.  This Group looks at New Zealand’s retirement 
income policies every six years.  It will report its finding to the Government at the end of 2003. 
 

Thank you for your help - if you have any questions, the ESR Consortium’s contact details are at the end of this form. 
 
1. Your personal details    
      
 a. Age    
      
 b. Sex (circle one) Male              Female   
      
        You       Spouse/partner 
      

 c. Less than $20,000 a year      
        

  $20,000 - $30,000      
  

Pay: Please estimate your and your spouse 
/partner’s annual income. (tick one) If you don’t 
have a spouse/partner, leave that blank.  

      

  “Income” includes pay, interest, govt. benefits. $30,001 - $40,000      
         

   $40,000 - $60,000      
         

   $60,001 - $100,000      
         

   More than $100,000      
       
 d. Your job type Labourer/unskilled work    
       

   Plant & machine operator    
       

   Trade worker    
       

   Agriculture/fisheries    
       

   Service/sales    
       

   Office worker    
       

   Technician    
       

   Professional     
       

   Manager/administrator    
     
 e. Years with current employer  years  
      
 f. Do you own your home? (circle one) Yes       No  
      

   If ‘yes’, do you have a mortgage?  Yes       No  
      

   If ‘yes’, about how much is owed? $   
        
 g. Number of financial dependants Adult    
  (spouse/partner/children under 20 etc.) Children    
     
 h. Credit cards: $   
  Overdraft at bank $   
  

Other than a mortgage do you have any 
other debt?  Show approximate amount 
owing. Finance company $   

   Other $   
       
 i. Where do you live? (tick two boxes)  North Island City    
         

    South Island Town    
      

  Rural    
      

(tick one) 
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2. Saving for retirement   
   
  
 

We want you to say how important each of the 
following is to you now in saving for your 
retirement (please circle one number in each line) 

Not 
important 

Very 
important  

    

 a. Paying off debt (including mortgage) 1 2 3 4 5  
         

 b. Regular saving to a superannuation plan 1 2 3 4 5  
         

 c. Buying off other assets (eg shares, property) 1 2 3 4 5  
         

 d. Trade down family home at retirement 1 2 3 4 5  
         

 e. Part-time work in retirement 1 2 3 4 5  
         

 f. Other (please specify) 1 2 3 4 5  
         
         
3. Retirement age       
         

 a. At what age would you like to retire?       
         

 b. At what age do you expect to retire?       
         
4. Help on saving issues       
       
 

If you wanted help on saving for retirement, 
who would you go to? (e.g. employer, adviser, bank, 
family - please write in answer) 

      
         
5. Employer superannuation       
       
 Yes  No  N/A  
 

Do you belong to your employer’s 
superannuation plan? (circle one “N/A” applies if there 
is no employer plan or if you are not eligible)       

         

  - If ‘no’, please tick main reason Not important     
          

   Government will look after me    
         

  Can’t afford to    
         

  Partner looking after this   
         

  May join later   
     

  Haven’t thought about it   
         
6. Reviewing saving decisions       
       
  
 

What might prompt you to review your current 
decisions about saving for retirement?  (Please show 
the importance of the issues to you by circling a number in each line). 

Not 
significant 

Very 
significant  

        

 a. More information from government 1 2 3 4 5  
         

 b. More information from employer 1 2 3 4 5  
         

 c. Increase in pay 1 2 3 4 5  
         

 d. Tax incentives for saving 1 2 3 4 5  
         

 e. Other - e.g. when I am 40, have paid off 
mortgage, children leave home (please specify) 

1 2 3 4 5  

         
         
7. Knowledge of issues       
 We want you to tell us how much you know 

about some retirement saving issues.  (Please show 
your knowledge by circling a number in each line). 

Know 
nothing 

Know  
a lot 

 

         

 a. What your employer offers 1 2 3 4 5  
         

 b. Whether you will have a financially 
“comfortable” retirement 1 2 3 4 5  
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8. About New Zealand Superannuation       
       
 

What do you know or think about the 
government’s age pension?       

         

 a. At what age does it start? Age:      
         
 b. About how much is now paid (before tax)        Single person   Married couple
        

  
(tick one box each for single/married) 

Less than $10,000 a year     
        

   $10,000 - $13,000     
        

   $13,001 - $16,000     
        

   $16,001 - $19,000     
        

   $19,001 - $22,000     
        

   More than $22,001     
        
 c. Is New Zealand Superannuation reduced if:      
  (i) you have other income? (circle one) Yes              No     
        

  (ii) you have significant assets? (circle one) Yes              No     
        
 d. When you retire:      
  i)     
   

from what age do you think New 
Zealand Superannuation will be 
payable? 

Age:       

         

  ii) do you think the pension will be lower 
than it is in today’s money? (circle one) Yes              No     

         

  iii) if you work or have income from 
private savings, do you think you will 
get less New Zealand Superannuation? 
(circle one) 

Yes              No   

  

         
  iv) Will you work until New Zealand 

Superannuation starts? Yes              No     

         
        
        
          
          

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
\ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Contact details      
        

If you have any questions about this survey (or the results) please contact: 
        

 Michael Littlewood, Employment Super Research Consortium   
 P O Box 8811, Symonds Street      
 Phone: (09) 375 9802 (DDI)      
 Email: michaell@aventine.co.nz      

 
 
 
 

Note:   All information collected in this survey will be kept confidential and will be used only in 
a consolidated report of overall results. 
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Attachment C. Explanatory note issued with the Survey forms 

 
 
To The Top 100 Employers 
  

From Michael Littlewood 
  

Date 5 August 2003 
  

Subject Completing the Survey forms 
 
 
Here is some information about the survey that we are doing for the Periodic Report 
Group (“PRG”).  I hope this answers your questions. 
 
The ESR Consortium28 has been formed for the purpose of undertaking research for the 
PRG with respect to employment related superannuation. 
 
 
1. Objective 
  

We want to get a view of employment-related superannuation issues from the 
perspective of New Zealand’s largest employers. 
 
The employers on the Top 100 list have more than 340,000 employees.  We think 
that it is important for the Periodic Report Group (and the Government) to be 
aware of the views of these employers on the issues they are looking at. 
 
Some commentators think that employers should play a more prominent role in 
helping New Zealanders prepare for their retirement.  We think that it would be 
good to know what employers think of that idea, what they are doing now and 
what part they may be prepared to play in the future. 

 
 

                                                 
28 Comprising Jill Spooner (Watson Wyatt), Michael Chamberlain (MCA NZ) and Michael Littlewood 

(Planit), formed for the purpose of undertaking this research for the PRG. 

 
P O Box 8811 
Symonds Street 
Auckland 
24 Virginia Avenue 
Eden Terrace  
 
Phone:(09) 375 9802 
Fax:     (09) 375 9801 
Email: 
michaell@aventine.co.nz
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2.  Two survey forms 
 

I enclose two forms as follows: 
 

- employer form – the form seeks the employer’s views on a range of 
superannuation-related topics.  There is also a separate attachment (A) that 
will let you give us brief details of any current superannuation plans that are 
open to new entrants. 

 

- employee form – we want you to ask a group of your employees to 
complete this.  We have included an introductory note that explains who 
wants the information and why. 

 
Some suggestions on the employee form now follow: 

 
(a)   Representative group:  

We don’t expect this form to be given to all employees but we would like a 
representative group to give their views.  The most practical way of 
achieving that is for you to pick a team or a division that you decide fairly 
represents the make up of your workforce.  We would like you to collect 
the responses and forward them on to us in bulk for analysis. 

 
(b) Confidentiality:  

Some employees may be reluctant to return the form to you “unsealed” so 
we will appreciate you giving them an envelope in which they can return 
the completed form to you - sealed, for you to forward to us. 

 
(c) Employer Code:  

We have given your employer form a reference number (the “Employer 
Code”) and we will appreciate you putting that same reference number on 
any employee forms that you distribute. 

 
(d) Size of sample:  

When you return all the forms, it will help us to know how many 
employees there are in the unit that you picked and also, for checking 
purposes, how many employee forms that you return to us.  To help us 
with processing, we can take the forms by instalments. 

 
 
3.  Timing 
 

We have to complete this part of our work by the end of August so we will 
appreciate your help in letting us achieve that.  We will be very grateful if you 
would return the completed forms by Monday 25 August. 

 
 
4.  Confidentiality 
 

Any information that we get from the employer form will not be identified as 
relating to the employer in the report that we give to the PRG.  On that basis, we 
hope that you are frank in the views that the employer expresses on the issues.  
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We may represent those views in the final report but will not identify them to 
you. 

 
 
5.  Some data in return 
 

We will send you a summary of the data with respect your employees’ own views 
once we have collated the data.  This, again, would have to be on a basis that 
protected confidentiality of individual information.  This summary: 
 
- will let you check the data as a whole for “reasonableness”; 

 

- will also let you know what employees think of their present experiences 
with regard to superannuation issues; 

 

- should let you compare your own employee group with the wider group 
that we cover across the whole survey population, once the full report is 
published. 

 
We will send you the summary for checking once we have received all your data. 
 
Thanks very much for your help on this project. 
 
 
 
Regards, 

 
 
Michael Littlewood 
for the Employment Super Research Consortium 


