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Despite growing concerns about declining social cohesion, no systematic analyses have assessed
how societal disengagement manifests in New Zealand. The present study addresses this
oversight by examining societal disengagement in a large, nationwide random sample of New
Zealand adults collected in 2021/2022 (N = 34,131). Using latent profile analysis, we identified
seven profiles in the population that differed on seven indicators of disengagement: feeling
wronged, powerless, meaningless, disconnected from community, financially deprived and
pessimistic, and wary of authority. Two enfranchised profiles captured most of the sample (68.9%),
suggesting most people are generally connected to society. However, we identified a small Anomic
profile (6.4%) in which members experienced alienation and disengagement across indicators. We
also identified four additional profiles reflecting combinations of enfranchisement and
disengagement. The seven profiles differed across demographic characteristics and reflect

gualitative distinctions between the socially enfranchised and disengaged in New Zealand.
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INTRODUCTION
Man cannot become attached to higher aims and
submit to a rule if he sees nothing above him to
which he belongs. To free him from all social
pressure is to abandon him to himself and
demoralize him.
— Emile Durkheim (1897/1987, p. 389)

Globally, there is concern about increasing societal
disengagement—a  sense  of  detachment and
disillusionment among segments of society (Putnam,
2000; Zhao & Cao, 2010). For example, social
connectedness has declined in both Western (Borkowska
& Laurence, 2021; Kannan & Veazie, 2023; O'Donnell,
2023) and non-Western countries (Dragolov et al., 2018;
Smith et al., 2024), with a recent poll suggesting that
nearly one in four people worldwide feel very or fairly
lonely (Gallup Organisation, 2023). Similar trends have
emerged for trust in the government (United Nations,
2021; World Health Organisation, 2023) and media
(Newman et al., 2023), suggesting disillusionment with
public institutions. The recent COVID-19 pandemic has
only exacerbated these effects; an analysis of 26 countries
suggests that nearly twice as many citizens were “weak”
(versus “solid”) in their sense of social cohesion during
the pandemic (IPSOS, 2020). More broadly, the global
rise in economic inequality (Atkinson et al., 2011),
populism, and political instability (Middleton, 2023) have
contributed to declines in social cohesion.

These declines in social cohesion are broadly described
by Durkheim’s (1893, 1897/1987) theory of anomie,
which argues that societal disengagement arises from the
breakdown of individuals’ or groups’ connection to
societal norms and values. Specifically, the disintegration
of particular social systems—whether a product of rapid
social change or long-lasting sociopolitical crises—
fosters the perception that society is failing and that its
leaders cannot be trusted (see Teymoori et al., 2017). As

noted in the epigraph, the resulting absence of social
pressure and norms individualizes and demoralizes the
populace. This, in turn, leads individuals to disengage
from society and focus on their personal (rather than
collective) interests. In sum, societal crises foster
individualism, distrust, and social disengagement among
the general population.

In New Zealand, several socioeconomic and political
crises have renewed interest in social cohesion and
societal disengagement, including the March 15" 2019
terrorist attack in Christchurch (see Ministry of Social
Development, 2022) and the COVID-19 pandemic
(Gluckman & Bardsley, 2020; Sibley et al., 2020). More
broadly, concerns about dissatisfaction with the media
(Peacock, 2021), government (Elliott, 2022), rising crime
rates (Ministry of Justice, 2023; World Bank, 2023), and
polarisation (Gluckman et al., 2023) highlight the need to
understand social cohesion (or lack thereof) in New
Zealand. There are, however, several challenges to
defining and measuring social cohesion, given the need to
survey the broader population on a range of
socioeconomic, political, and well-being indicators (see
Ministry of Social Development, 2022; Scanlon
Foundation, 2024).  Accordingly, few studies
systematically analyse social cohesion and societal
disengagement, and little is known of who feels
disengaged from New Zealand society. Even less is
known about the potential empirical profiles that may
reflect different types, or patterns, of societal
disengagement. This is concerning because interventions
to reduce societal disengagement in the population may
differ between subgroups of the population that feel
disengaged in distinct ways.

The present study explores the prevalence of societal
disengagement in New Zealand using data from the New
Zealand Values and Attitudes Study (NZAVS), a large
ongoing panel study of New Zealand adults. Critically, we
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use Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) to identify whether
different subgroups of the population differ in their scores
on different societal disengagement indicators. In doing
so, we provide base-rate information on societal
disengagement in the population. After identifying these
distinct profiles, we explore the demographic correlates of
profile membership, allowing us to determine for whom
indicators of societal disengagement are most prevalent.
First, we provide a brief overview of prior work
measuring social cohesion and disengagement, as well as
our focal constructs for studying societal disengagement
in New Zealand. We then provide a brief overview of the
benefits of LPA before outlining our hypotheses.

Measuring Social Cohesion and Disengagement
in New Zealand

Initial measurements of social cohesion in New Zealand
emerged in response to the ongoing challenges of rising
immigration for both migrants and host communities (see
Peace et al., 2005). In this context, social cohesion is
broadly defined by a “climate of collaboration” whereby
migrants and their families feel a sense of belonging,
inclusion, and social participation but feel recognised and
legitimised for their cultural diversity by institutions and
society (Peace et al., 2005, pg 14). These indicators of
social cohesion were later developed for host
communities alongside migrants (Spoonley & Peace,
2007). Despite these advances, formal, clearly
operationalized and reliable measures of people’s
experiences of social cohesion are lacking. This is in part
because of the complexity of measuring social cohesion
and critiques of the focus on creating a “one New
Zealand” identity (for discussion, see Peace & Spoonley,
2019).

Although there are challenges to its measurement, the
March 15, 2019 terrorist attack in Christchurch re-ignited
the need to understand and strengthen social cohesion in
New Zealand (Ministry of Social Development, 2022). To
this end, the Ministry of Social Development developed a
social cohesion measurement framework to define and
measure social cohesion in New Zealand. Building on
prior definitions of social cohesion, the framework defines
social cohesion by whether people and communities feel:
(a) a sense of belonging and connection with society, (b)
able and willing to participate, (c) economically and
socially included, (d) recognised for who they are and
respect others, and (e) trusting of others and institutions.
These indicators allow for social cohesion measurement
across the broader New Zealand population and,
accordingly, can identify segments of society who are
disenfranchised or disengaged.

While these indicators are situated within the New
Zealand context, it is important to consider how these
measures align with international social cohesion
frameworks. Table 1 provides an overview of recent
definitions and indicators of social cohesion. Although
there are some regional and contextual differences across
social cohesion frameworks, these differences reflect
distinctions in the emphasis on (rather than inclusion of) a
given indicator. For example, all frameworks argue for the
need for positive social relations, but some emphasise
helpfulness, respect and interpersonal processes (e.g.,
Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2018; OECD, 2011), while others
focus on intergroup attitudes (e.g., SeeD, 2015; UNDP,
2020). Nonetheless, almost all frameworks incorporate

individuals’ sense of belonging, community and social
connectedness, trust in people and institutions, and ability
to meaningfully participate in society. Most frameworks
also emphasise the role of equality, financial well-being
and security, and social mobility, highlighting the need to
consider how people perceive their societal position when
measuring social cohesion. Taken together, these
measures largely mirror those used in New Zealand and
help identify important markers of social cohesion (or lack
thereof) at the individual-level of analysis.

In the current study, we use New Zealand’s social
cohesion measurement framework (Ministry of Social
Development, 2022) and the commonalities across
international measures to guide our measurement of
societal disengagement. Indeed, while social cohesion
broadly reflects the extent to which individuals feel a
sense of belonging, connection, trust, and civic
participation (see Table 1), societal disengagement refers
to the extent to which people feel disconnected,
marginalised, and distrusting or wary of institutions and
authority (Bornand & Klein, 2022; lonescu et al., 2023;
Teymoori et al., 2016). Accordingly, indicators of societal
disengagement reflect the inverse of social cohesion
measures. Consistent with this definition, we use seven
purposeful indicators of societal disengagement that
assess whether people feel (a) wronged, (b) powerless, (c)
meaningless, (d) disconnected from society, (e) deprived,
(f) financially pessimistic, and (g) wary of authorities.
Below, we provide an overview of each indicator and its
relation to societal disengagement and social cohesion.

Feeling Wronged

Individuals feel wronged when they perceive unjust
treatment that compromises their rights or well-being.
This perception can lead to vengeful rumination—
repetitive negative thoughts characterised by resentment
and a desire for retribution (rather than forgiveness; Berry
et al., 2005). The consistent revisiting of past “wrongs”
individuals have suffered correlates positively with
depression and anxiety (Barcaccia et al., 2022; Ysseldyk
etal., 2007) and intensifies negative thoughts and feelings
of helplessness (Whisman et al., 2020). Accordingly,
vengeful rumination is closely tied to societal
disengagement, particularly among young people who are
more susceptible to rumination (Sloan et al., 2021,
Siitterlin et al., 2012). Notably, our vengeful rumination
indicator measures the perception of mistreatment, a
pivotal contributor to dissatisfaction with societal norms
and helplessness (Borders, 2020) and, thus, societal
disengagement (Singh et al., 2022).

Powerlessness

Powerlessness, our second indicator, signifies the belief
that others hold excessive power over one’s life. This lack
of control is strongly tied to disengagement, hindering
individuals from finding their societal roles and eroding
their sense of belonging, fulfilment, and self-efficacy
(Brown et al., 2022; Funk & Wise, 1989; Thomas et al.,
2016). Indeed, societal crises, such as the COVID-19
pandemic, increase feelings of powerlessness and lack of
control, which, in turn, correlate with reduced trust in
institutions and greater conspiracy beliefs (Srol et al.,
2021). However, perceived control protects against
psychological distress and disengagement in the face of
adversity, emphasising its role in resilience (Brailovskaia
& Margraf, 2021; Zhao & Cao, 2010; Zheng et al., 2020)
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and social cohesion (SeeD, 2015). Thus, people’s
perceptions of power and control are essential for
understanding societal disengagement.

Meaninglessness

Meaninglessness reflects a belief that one’s life lacks a
clear and significant purpose, often resulting in feelings of
emptiness and disconnection (Franke & Elliott, 2021).
This, in turn, contributes to disengagement (Levina et al.,
2018), as individuals who lack meaning feel disconnected
from others, society, and themselves (see Seeman, 1991).
This disconnection from meaningful relationships and a
sense of belonging can exacerbate disillusionment with
societal norms and institutions. Conversely, establishing
meaningful connections with society and social groups
fosters a sense of purpose and belonging, reducing
vulnerability to anomie (O’Donnell et al.,, 2014).
Engaging in activities that benefit others and facilitate
relationships promotes purpose and cooperation,
decreasing the risk of social disconnection or
dissatisfaction (Datta et al., 2015; Healy, 2019) and
mitigating the risk of adverse mental health (Ruiz et al.,
2019). Thus, evaluating individuals’ perceived
meaninglessness offers valuable insights into their
susceptibility to societal disengagement.

Disconnection from Community

Disconnection from community stems from a lack of
meaningful relationships and a profound detachment from
the community (lwegbu & Okoli, 2023). Building
connections with family, friends, and the community
fosters belonging, support, and shared identity (Allan,
2021; Allen et al., 2021), protecting against psychological
distress and disengagement. However, the absence of
social integration leads to disconnection from others and
social groups, weakening social cohesion (Allan, 2021).
This disconnection has significant implications for
individual and collective well-being, as it increases the
risk of societal disengagement by fostering loneliness,
isolation, and a perceived lack of external support
(Klussman et al., 2020; Rahmani et al., 2022). This may
be especially pressing in New Zealand; the percentage of
adults with high levels of psychological distress increased
from 4.6% in 2011 to 11.2% in 2022, with especially high
rates of psychological distress among young people,
Maori and Pacific adults, and adults living in
socioeconomically deprived areas (Ministry of Health,
2023). Loneliness rates also rose by nearly 3% between
2014 and 2018 (Loneliness New Zealand, 2018), with
recent research suggesting a high prevalence of loneliness
among the general population (Hawkins-Elder et al.,
2018). These adverse mental health trends may be
indicative of disconnection and disengagement among
vulnerable populations.

Deprivation

Growing concerns about financial security and living
costs in New Zealand may also indicate societal
disengagement. For example, the cost of living in New
Zealand increased by 7.7 per cent from March 2022 to
March 2023 (Statistics New Zealand, 2023), with many
New Zealanders struggling to pay for essential housing
and necessities (Rangahau Aotearoa, 2023). One way to
measure perceptions of these economic conditions is by
examining feelings of relative deprivation—the belief that
one is personally economically disadvantaged compared
to similar individuals in their environment (Smith et al.,

2012; Walker & Smith, 2002). Perceptions of relative
deprivation lead to feelings of frustration, dissatisfaction,
and resentment (Osborne et al., 2012; Smith & Huo,
2014), which has adverse effects on one’s health and well-
being, as well as social cohesion and democracy (Jay et
al., 2019; Osborne et al., 2022). Notably, while most of
the population report generally low levels of relative
deprivation (Lilly et al., 2023), recent research suggests
that economic crises, such as the COVID-19 pandemic,
can exacerbate financial insecurity (Fletcher et al., 2022)
and ensuing feelings of deprivation (Lilly et al., 2024).
Accordingly, understanding who feels deprived, and how
this manifests in the general population, may be important
to understanding societal disengagement in New Zealand
“post”-pandemic.

Financial Pessimism

Financial pessimism signifies a negative outlook on
current and future economic circumstances. This
pessimism disrupts individuals’ perceptions of social
order, leading to feelings of alienation, disconnection, and
marginalisation, especially among those who perceive
themselves as disadvantaged and struggle to improve their
financial situation (Casara et al., 2022; Hastings, 2019).
Coupled with the associations income inequality has with
reduced trust (De Courson & Nettle, 2021), financial
pessimism may contribute to societal disengagement in
the general populace. Conversely, financial optimism
protects against disengagement by fostering positive well-
being and life satisfaction (Kaur et al., 2021; Ngamaba et
al., 2020). Thus, financial optimism and pessimism are
crucial for profiling different levels and types of societal
disengagement.

Wariness of Authorities

Finally, we measure wariness of authorities by assessing
trust in politicians and whether participants believe that
world authorities hide the truth about significant world
events. Trust towards politicians and authorities reflects
people’s confidence in the government’s ability to address
societal challenges. If people do not perceive established
authorities as trustworthy and competent, feelings of
normlessness and, thus, societal disengagement may arise
(McCarthy et al., 2022; Teymoori et al., 2017). For
example, voter turnout and participation in electoral roll
surveys has declined over the past 30 years in New
Zealand (Greaves et al., 2020), suggesting potential
declines in social capital and institutional trust (see Brick
& Williams, 2013). This may also be a downstream
consequence of reductions in trust in science, particularly
in the wake of COVID-19 (Nivette et al., 2021). The
COVID-19 lockdown protests both overseas and in New
Zealand (see Carothers & Press, 2020; Molyneux &
Satherley, 2020) also support this possibility and suggest
a decline in trust for institutions among subsets of the New
Zealand population. Thus, understanding the prevalence
of (dis)trust may help identify those socially disengaged
in the population.

Measuring Societal
Latent Profile Analysis
Prior work predominantly examines general mean-level
trends in indicators of social cohesion (Ministry of Social
Development, 2022). Unfortunately, these variable-
centred analyses tell us little of how unique combinations
of these indicators may emerge among different
subgroups of the population. For example, subgroups of

8

Disengagement through




NZJP, 54(2), 4-20

Profiling Societal Disengagement in the New Zealand Population

the population may feel financially secure and trust
institutions but nevertheless experience a lack of meaning
and purpose. In contrast, people may feel economically
deprived and powerless, but may also be generally
forgiving and connected to society (see White, 2002).
Although these two subgroups may report similar mean
levels of disengagement, they require distinct
interventions that target social inclusion and economic
conditions, respectively. Accordingly, understanding
these different “types” of disengagement is necessary to
properly model how societal disengagement manifests in
New Zealand. Indeed, there may be different types, with
different causes and different outcomes.

One way to examine these possibilities is through latent
profile analysis (LPA), a type of mixture-modelling that
identifies common response patterns to continuous
variables. LPA takes a person-centred approach that
distinguishes between distinct subgroups within the
population that score similarly on particular sets of
variables (Osborne & Sibley, 2017). LPA can identify the
prevalence of different types of societal disengagement in
the population and for whom societal disengagement is
most salient. Despite the potential utility of this analytic
approach, to our knowledge, no studies to date have used
LPA to examine types of societal disengagement in the
general population.

Overview of the Current Study

The current study uses LPA to examine societal
disengagement in the New Zealand population. While our
study is the first to profile types of societal
(dis)engagement in New Zealand and is largely
exploratory, we draw on prior work on social cohesion
and New Zealand’s socioeconomic context to guide our
core hypotheses (e.g., see Ministry of Social
Development, 2022; Peace et al., 2005). First, we expect
to identify an anomic profile characterised by
purposelessness, loss, disconnection, deprivation, and
wariness of authorities (i.e., a profile scoring high across
our seven focal indicators). An anomic profile may be
particularly likely to emerge given recent social crises,
such as the pandemic and the cost-of-living crisis, foster
societal discontent and reduce trust in social institutions
and democracy (lwegbu & Okoli, 2023; Teymoori et al.,
2017). Conversely, we expect a generally enfranchised
profile characterised by feelings of empowerment, control
and experience of financial, social and emotional stability.
We expect a substantial proportion of the population to fit
this profile, given New Zealand’s (a) relatively egalitarian
context, (b) generally high confidence levels in the central
government (OECD, 2023), and (c) generally high levels
of social cohesion (Ministry of Social Development,
2022).

Subgroups of the population may also feel financially
secure and wary of authority but simultaneously
experience a personal lack of meaning and purpose.
Although financial and emotional well-being are highly
related (Ngamaba et al., 2020), those who are generally
financially well-off can lack meaning and report lower
levels of well-being than their disadvantaged counterparts
(Jebb et al., 2018; Qishi & Diener, 2014). In contrast,
economically disadvantaged people may be generally
forgiving and high in emotional well-being;
disadvantaged people and communities can have high
levels of social capital and, thus, higher feelings of

purpose, meaning, and belonging (White, 2002).
Therefore, we may identify profiles with mixed feelings
of anomie and content.

After identifying the distinct profiles, we examine
differences in the demographic composition of the
different profiles. Specifically, we examine how discrete
profiles differed in gender, age, ethnicity, education,
deprivation, employment, religion, whether participants
had partners or children, lived in urban areas or rurally,
whether they were born in New Zealand, their hours spent
volunteering, and whether they intended to vote in the
2023 general election. We expect that profiles of anomie
(versus  enfranchisement) are more objectively
economically disadvantaged (i.e., high in deprivation and
low in education and employment), may be less inclined
to volunteer and vote, and contain a greater proportion of
marginalised group members (i.e., ethnic minorities) but
make no specific predictions with regards to other
demographic characteristics of different profiles.

METHOD

Sampling Procedure

We use data from Time 13 (2021) of the New Zealand
Attitudes and Values Study (NZAVS), an ongoing
nationwide longitudinal panel study of New Zealand
adults. The NZAVS initially randomly sampled
participants from the New Zealand electoral roll (Time 1
[2009] n = 6,518, response rate: 16.6%). Time 13 (2021)
contained responses from 34,131 participants, 28,640 of
whom were retained from the previous wave (Time 12;
retention rate: 74.29%) and 2,185 retained from Time 1
(retention rate: 33.52%). Sibley (2023) provides further
information about the sampling procedures, retention
rates, and ethics approvals for the NZAVS.

Participants

Of the 34,131 participants who completed Time 13
(2021), 63.9% were women, 35.5% were men, and 0.6%
were gender diverse, with a mean age of 54.89 years (SD
= 13.66). Concerning ethnicity, 92.4% identified as
European, 8.9% identified as Maori, 1.7% as Pasifika, and
3.6% identified as an Asian ethnic group. Note that people
could identify with multiple ethnic groups (and, hence, be
counted multiple times). Additionally, 32.1% were
religious, 74.7% were parents, 74.8% had a romantic
partner, 74.6% were employed, and 78.7% were born in
New Zealand.

Education (M = 5.94, SD = 2.57) was coded using the
New Zealand Qualifications Authority scheme, which
ranged from O (none) to 10 (doctoral degree or
equivalent). Area deprivation (M = 4.69, SD = 2.73) was
coded using the New Zealand Deprivation index for the
meshblock level (approx. 100 person-sized geographic
units), with a decile rank from 1 (low) to 10 (high;
Atkinson et al., 2014). We also assessed whether
participants intended to vote in the 2023 New Zealand
election (0 = no, 1 = yes; M =0.97, SD = 0.17), and their
hours spent volunteering in the last week (M = 1.46, SD =
4.37).

Measures
Unless otherwise specified, items were rated on a 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale.
Wronged. We measured how “wronged” participants
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Table 2. Model fit for solutions ranging from two to eight profiles.

Profile Solution AlIC BIC aBIC AAIC ABIC AaBIC  Entropy
Two Profiles 791928.60 792114.24 79204432 — — — 0.756
Three Profiles 785731.45 785984.58 785889.24 6197.15 6129.66 6155.08 0.718
Four Profiles 781677.98 781998.61 781877.85 4053.47 3985.97 4011.39 0.720
Five Profiles 779578.80 779966.94 779820.75 2099.18 2031.67 2057.10 0.728
Six Profiles 777507.35 777962.99 777791.38 2071.45 2003.85 2029.37 0.714
Seven Profiles 776120.17 776643.32 776446.28 1387.18 1319.67 1345.10 0.748
Eight Profiles 774468.59 775059.24 774836.78 1651.58 1584.08 1609.50 0.710

Note. AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion. Selected

model highlighted in bold.

feel using the mean of three items: (a) “Sometimes I can’t
sleep because of thinking about past wrongs | have
suffered”; (b) “I can usually forgive and forget when
someone does me wrong” (reverse-scored; adapted from
Berry et al., 2005); and (c¢) “I find myself regularly
thinking about past times I have been wronged”
(developed for the NZAVS; o =.72).

Powerlessness. We measured powerlessness using the
mean of two items developed for the NZAVS: (a) “I do
not have enough power or control over essential parts of
my life”, and (b) “Other people have too much power or
control over important parts of my life” (o = .68).

Meaninglessness. We measured meaninglessness using
the mean of two items: (a) “My life has a clear sense of
purpose” (reverse-scored), and (b) “T have a good sense of
what makes my life meaningful” (reverse-scored; adapted
from Steger et al., 2006; a = .75).

Disconnection. We measured how connected
participants feel with those around them using a single
item: “I feel a sense of community with others in my local
neighbourhood” (reverse-scored; see Sengupta et al.,
2013).

Deprivation. We measured deprivation using the mean
of two items: (a) “I’m frustrated by what I earn relative to
other people in NZ”, and (b) “I generally earn less than
other people in NZ” (adapted from Abrams & Grant,
2012; a.=.59)

Financial Pessimism. We assessed financial pessimism
using a single item, where participants were asked to rate
their satisfaction with their “future security” on a 0
(completely dissatisfied) to 10 (completely satisfied) scale.

Wariness of Authorities. We assessed wariness of
authorities using the mean of two items: (a) “Politicians in
New Zealand can generally be trusted” (reverse-scored),
and (b) “I think that the official version of major world
events given by authorities often hides the truth” (Lantian
etal., 2016; o =.56).

RESULTS

We conducted LPA using Mplus v.8.10 (Muthén &
Muthén, 1998-2023) to identify distinct profiles of
societal disengagement within the New Zealand
population. We examined solutions ranging from two to
eight profiles to determine the model that best fit our data
while also considering model parsimony. To assess model
fit, we evaluated the Akaike information criterion (AIC),
Bayesian information criterion (BIC), and sample-size

adjusted BIC (aBIC), with lower scores indicating
relatively better model fit. We also assessed the entropy
of each solution, with values closer to 1.0 indicating a
clearer separation of the data into distinct profiles. Table
2 displays the fit statistics for each model. As shown in
Table 2, AIC, BIC, and aBIC values plateaued after
estimating a model with six profiles. Entropy was highest
in the seven-profile solution, suggesting a more precise
separation of our data than in the six-profile solution. We
thus settled on a seven-profile solution. Figure 1 displays
the means across our seven indicators for each profile.

Profiles of Enfranchisement and Societal
Disengagement

Enfranchised. As shown in Figure 1, 42.9% of the
sample scored low across all seven disengagement
indicators, signifying enfranchisement. We define this
class as the Enfranchised profile because of their sense of
positive engagement, both in social and economic
domains. Specifically, the Enfranchised profile reported
low feelings of being wronged by others (M = 2.25, SE =
0.02), powerlessness (M = 190, SE = 0.01),
meaninglessness (M = 1.91, SE = 0.01), and disconnection
(M = 256, SE = 0.02). Likewise, they reported low
financial pessimism (M = 2.31, SE = 0.02), relative
deprivation (M = 2.52, SE = 0.02), and low-to-moderate
levels of distrust in authorities (M = 3.55, SE = 0.01).

Moderately Enfranchised. A further 26.0% of the
sample were comparable to the Enfranchised class but
experienced moderate (rather than high) levels of
inclusion across indicators. Specifically, this profile
reported low-to-moderate levels of feeling wronged (M =
3.40, SE = 0.04), powerlessness (M = 3.34, SE = 0.05),
meaninglessness (M = 3.02, SE = 0.04), disconnection (M
= 3.80, SE = 0.03), relative deprivation (M = 3.65, SE =
0.04), financial pessimism (M = 3.38, SE = 0.04), and
distrust in authorities (M = 4.06, SE = 0.02). We thus
termed this profile the Moderately Enfranchised.

Anomic. Conversely, we identified a small Anomic
profile (6.4% of the sample) that reported general levels
of alienation and disengagement across all indicators.
That is, they reported high levels of feeling wronged by
others (M = 4.40, SE = 0.06), powerlessness (M = 4.80, SE
= 0.05), meaninglessness (M = 4.96, SE = 0.06), and
disconnection from society (M = 5.10, SE = 0.04).
Additionally, they reported negative economic
perceptions, including relative deprivation (M = 4.78, SE
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Figure 1. Latent Profiles of Societal Disengagement in the New Zealand Population
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= 0.05), financial pessimism (M = 5.39, SE = 0.06), and
general distrust of authority (M = 4.79, SE = 0.04).

Purposeful Marginalised. The remainder of the
population (24.8%) sat within profiles combining
disengagement and enfranchisement. First, we identified
a small profile (6.6%) comprised of people financially
marginalised and distrustful of authority but who
generally felt purposeful and socially connected. We thus
termed this profile the Purposeful Marginalised. Indeed,
the Purposeful Marginalised profile reported low feelings
of being wronged by others (M = 3.46, SE = 0.047) and
meaninglessness (M = 259, SE = 0.07), and only
moderate disconnection from the community (M = 4.13,
SE = 0.05). However, they reported high levels of
powerlessness (M = 5.02, SE = 0.07), financial pessimism
(M =5.63, SE = 0.05), and wariness of those in power (M
= 5.44, SE = 0.06), as well as moderate levels of relative
deprivation (M = 4.45, SE = 0.05).

Disempowered Enfranchised. We also identified a
small profile (5.7%) generally low across indicators of
societal disengagement (and thus, enfranchised). These
individuals reported a low sense of feeling wronged (M =
2.73, SE = 0.07), meaninglessness (M = 1.91, SE = 0.04),
disconnection (M = 2.87, SE = 0.06), relative deprivation
(M =3.59, SE = 0.07), and financial pessimism (M = 2.76,
SE = 0.05). However, this profile experienced a moderate
sense of powerlessness (M = 4.60, SE = 0.07) and a
wariness of authority (M = 4.81, SE = 0.08). We thus
termed this profile the Disempowered Enfranchised.

Sceptical Enfranchised. Additionally, we identified a
profile (8.9% of the sample) of people who were generally
positively engaged with society except for their
scepticism towards authority (M = 4.93, SE = 0.06) and

Deprivation
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that one earns
less than others)

Financial
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{dissatisfaction
with financial
security)
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financial pessimism (M = 4.97, SE = 0.05). Accordingly,
we refer to this profile as the Sceptical Enfranchised
profile. Participants in this profile reported low feelings of
being wronged (M = 2.49, SE = 0.04) and low relative
deprivation (M = 3.58, SE = 0.05), as well as low
powerlessness (M = 2.41, SE = 0.04), disconnection (M =
3.00, SE = 0.05), and meaninglessness (M = 2.09, SE =
0.04).

Lost Enfranchised. Finally, the remainder of the
sample (3.6%) showed a generally positive engagement
but reported high levels of meaninglessness (M =5.03, SE
= 0.08) and disconnection from society (M = 4.40, SE =
0.07). Across all other measures, they were generally
similar to the enfranchised profiles. Specifically, they
reported low relative deprivation (M = 3.02, SE = 0.11),
financial pessimism (M = 3.32, SE = 0.12), and distrust of
authorities (M = 3.69, SE = 0.07). Likewise, members of
this profile were low on feeling wronged (M = 3.20, SE =
0.09) and powerlessness (M = 2.97, SE = 0.15). We thus
termed this profile the Lost Enfranchised profile.

Demographic characteristics

After identifying the seven-profile solution, we
examined how these profiles differed across
demographics. To do so, we used a distal approach where
profile membership was used to predict demographic
factors to evaluate the proportion of a particular
demographic that fell within each profile (see Asparouhov
& Muthén, 2014). We then used equality tests of the
means and probabilities (for continuous and categorical
variables, respectively) to evaluate whether profiles
differed across demographics. Table 3 provides the means
and probabilities across the seven profiles.
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Table 3. Demographic Characteristics by Profile Membership

Purposeful Disempowered Sceptical Lost Moderate

Anomic Marginalised Enfr 1 Enfranchi: Enfranchised Enfr Enfranchised
Demographic variable Est. SE Est. SE Est. SE Est. SE Est. SE Est. SE Est. SE
Gender
Women 0.63 (0.013) 0.61 (0.014) 0.53 (0.019) 0.78 (0.011) 0.57 (0.023) 0.62 (0.009) 0.65 (0.005)
Men 0.38 (0.013) 039 (0.014) 047 (0.019) 022 (0.011) 043 (0.023) 038 (0.009) 035 (0.005)
Age (Mean) 46.79 (0.307) 53.41 (0.272) 62.53 (0.217) 55.81 (0.237) 47.96 (0.395) 50.85 (0.150) 57.76 (0.104)
Employed (yes) 0.69 (0.013) 073 (0.012) 060 (0.018) 077 (0.011) 080 (0.017) 079 (0.007) 074 (0.004)
Partner (yes) 0.49 (0.014) 0.67 (0.015) 0.81 (0.015) 0.73 (0.013) 0.63 (0.021) 0.71 (0.008) 0.83 (0.004)
Religious (yes) 0.24 (0.011) 040 (0.014) 051 (0.019) 042 (0.014) 016 (0.015 025 (0.008) 033 (0.005)
Parent (yes) 051 (0.014) 075 (0.015) 087 (0.012) 082 (0.011) 045 (0.020) 068 (0.010) 0.82 (0.004)
Born in NZ (yes) 0.83 (0.009) 079 (0.011) 076 (0.015) 080 (0.010) 073 (0.017) 079 (0.006) 078 (0.004)
Urban (yes) 0.82 (0.022) 073 (0.025) 071 (0.032) 074 (0.024) 086 (0.034) 083 (0.014) 081 (0.014)
Deprivation (Mean) 5.64 (0.060) 539 (0.059) 4.82 (0.063) 4.95 (0.051) 4.58 (0.076) 4.93 (0.030) 423 (0.022)
Education (Mean) 514 (0.058) 542 (0.056) 521 (0.063) 525 (0.049) 655 (0.067) 591 (0.027) 635 (0.020)
Ethnicity
European 0.91 (0.007)  0.88 (0.003) 0.89 (0.012) 0091 (0.008) 0095 (0.009) 092 (0.004)  0.94 (0.002)
Maori 0.12 (0.008) 0.15 (0.010) 0.11 (0.011) 0.12 (0.008) 0.07 (0.011) 0.09 (0.004) 0.07 (0.002)
Pacific 0.02 (0.004) 0.03 (0.004) 0.03 (0.005) 0.03 (0.004) 0.01 (0.003) 0.02 (0.002) 0.01 (0.001)
Asian 0.06 (0.006) 0.04 (0.005) 0.03 (0.006) 0.03 (0.004) 0.04 (0.007) 0.05 (0.003) 0.03 (0.002)
Hours volunteering (Mean) 0.55 (0.036) 1.75 (0.103) 2.45 (0.165) 1.57 (0.081) 0.77 (0.061) 0.95 (0.028) 1.75 (0.042)
Voting intent (yes) 0.93 (0.007) 092 (0.008) 0.5 (0.007)  0.95 (0.006) 097 (0.006) 0.9% (0.002)  0.99 (0.001)

Gender. Regarding gender, the overall test of the
equality of probabilities indicated gender differences
across profile membership (x%(6) = 231.85, p < .001). As
shown in Table 3, the Disempowered Enfranchised profile
was comprised of the largest proportion of men (47.0%)
versus women (53.0%) but was similar to the Lost
Enfranchised profile (43.4% versus 56.6%; ¥%(1) = 1.66, p
= .198). Conversely, the Sceptical Enfranchised profile
was predominantly comprised of women (77.6%) over
men (22.4%). The remaining gender differences were
minimal, with the Purposeful Marginalized profile
displaying a similar gender distribution to the Lost
Enfranchised (x*(1) = 2.43, p = .119), Moderately
Enfranchised (y?(1) =0.92, p = .338), and Anomic profiles
(x*(1) =0.76, p = .385).

Age. For age, the overall test of equality for the mean
age of participants across profiles was significant (3% =
3704.80, p < .001). Inspection of the equality tests
revealed that all profiles significantly differed in age (ps <
.020). As shown in Table 3, the Disempowered
Enfranchised profile had the highest mean age (M =
62.53), followed by the Enfranchised (M = 57.76),
Sceptical Enfranchised (M = 55.81), Purposeful
Marginalized (M = 53.41), Moderately Enfranchised (M =
50.85), Lost Enfranchised (M = 47.96), and finally the
Anomic profile (M = 46.79).

Employment. Regarding employment, the overall test
of equality of probabilities was significant (x?(6) = 131.75,
p <.001). The Lost Enfranchised, Sceptical Enfranchised,
and Moderately Enfranchised were largely similar in their
employment probabilities (76.6-80%; ps > .124).
Likewise, the Enfranchised (74.3%) and Purposeful
Marginalised (73.0%) profiles were similarly employed
(*(1) = 0.92, p = .337). However, the Anomic and
Disempowered Enfranchised profiles had significantly
lower probabilities of employment (68.7% and 60.2%,
respectively) compared to the remaining profiles (ps <
.001).

Partners. The overall equality test of probabilities for
those who reported having partners was significant (?(6)
= 971.74, p < .001). As shown in Table 3, the
Enfranchised (82.9%) and Disempowered Enfranchised
(80.8%) had the highest probabilities of having a partner
(%) = 1.87, p = .170), followed by the Sceptical
Enfranchised (72.6%) and Moderately Enfranchised

(71.1%) profiles (¥(1) = 0.92, p = .337), and the
Purposeful Marginalized (66.5%) and Lost Enfranchised
(62.8%) profiles (x%(1) = 2.22, p = .136). The Anomic
profile had a considerably lower probability of having a
partner (48.6%).

Religion. Regarding religiosity, the overall equality test
of probabilities was significant (y?(6) = 530.70, p < .001).
As shown in Table 3, the Lost Enfranchised profile had
the lowest religiosity rate (15.9%), while the
Disempowered Enfranchised profile had the highest
percentage of participants who identified as religious
(50.8%; %1 = 222.42, p < .001). The Purposeful
Marginalized (39.5%) and Sceptical Enfranchised profiles
were similarly religious (42.1%; x*(1) = 1.51, p = .219), as
were the Moderate Enfranchised (24.7%) and Anomic
profiles. (24.1%; ¥?(1) = 0.24, p = .622).

Parents. Regarding those who are parents, the overall
test of equality of probabilities indicated significant
differences across profile membership (x%(6) = 1126.80, p
<.001). All profiles differed in their probabilities of being
parents, except for the Sceptical Enfranchised (82.1%)
and Enfranchised (81.6%; y? (1) = 0.18, p = .669). As
shown in Table 3, the Disempowered Enfranchised profile
had the highest percentage of parents (87.4%), while the
Lost Enfranchised profile had the lowest (44.6%; y*(1) =
348.88, p <.001).

New Zealand Born. The overall test of equality of
probabilities indicated significant differences across
profile membership (x%(6) = 34.43, p < .001). However,
five of the seven profiles were generally similar in their
probabilities of being born in New Zealand (76-80%; ps >
.072). The Anomic profile had the highest percentage of
those born in New Zealand (82.8%), while the Lost
Enfranchised had the lowest (73.4%; ¥*(1) = 21.22, p <
.001).

Urban (vs, rural) living. For urban living, the overall
test of equality of probabilities indicated significant
differences across profile membership (x%(24) = 257.53, p
< .001). The Disempowered Enfranchised (70.6%),
Purposeful Marginalised (73.0%), and Sceptical
Enfranchised (73.6%) were similar in their probabilities
of urban living (ps > .122) but lower in their probabilities
compared to the other four profiles (ps < .001). The Lost
Enfranchised (85.5%) had the highest probability of living
in an urban setting.
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Deprivation. For deprivation, the overall test of the
equality of probabilities revealed significant differences
(e = 929.36, p < .001). The Anomic profile had the
highest mean levels of deprivation (M = 5.64), while the
Enfranchised profile reported the lowest mean levels of
deprivation (M = 4.23; ¥?(1) = 487.79, p < .001). The
Disempowered Enfranchised (M = 4.82), Sceptical
Enfranchised (M = 4.95) and Moderately Enfranchised (M
= 4.93) profiles were similarly deprived (ps >.097).

Education. Regarding education, the overall test of
equality of probabilities indicated significant differences
(x¥(6) = 1106.84, p < .001). The Anomic profile
demonstrated the lowest mean levels of education (M =
5.14) but was similar to the Disempowered Enfranchised
(M =5.21) and Sceptical Enfranchised (M = 5.25) profiles
(ps = .151). The Lost Enfranchised profile reported the
highest levels of education (M = 6.55).

Ethnicity. For European ethnicity, only small
differences were observed across profiles. The Purposeful
Marginalised (88.0%) and Disempowered Enfranchised
(88.6%) had the lowest (and similar) probabilities of being
European (¥*(1) = 0.16, p = .686). The Lost Enfranchised
(94.9%) and Enfranchised (94.3%) were most likely to be
European (y%q) = 0.50, p = .481).

For Maori ethnicity, the overall test of equality of
probabilities was significant (y?(6) = 162.54, p < .001).
The highest percentage of Maori was in the Purposeful
Marginalised profile (15.0%), whilst the Lost
Enfranchised (6.5%) and Enfranchised (6.8%) had the
lowest probability of being Maori (y?(1) = 0.08, p = .783).
The Anomic (11.6%), Disempowered Enfranchised
(10.9%), and Sceptical Enfranchised (11.7%) profiles
contained similar proportions of Maori (ps > .165).

Significant differences across profiles were also
observed for Pacific ethnicity (x%(6) = 42.33, p < .001).
However, five of the seven profiles showed similar
probabilities of being Pasifika (1.8-2.7%; ps > .073). The
Enfranchised (1.3%) and Lost Enfranchised (0.8%) had
similarly low probabilities of being Pasifika (x*(1) = 1.65,
p =.199).

Finally, for Asian ethnicity, significant differences
across profile membership were observed (x*(6) = 44.13,
p <.001). As shown in Table 3, the profile with the highest
percentage of Asian participants was the Anomic profile
(5.5%), although this profile was similar to the Moderate
Enfranchised (4.5%), Purposeful Marginalised (4.2%)
and Lost Enfranchised (3.8%) profiles (p > .077). The
lowest percentage was within the Sceptical Enfranchised
profile (2.7%) and Enfranchised (2.9%) profiles (x*(1) =
0.14, p = .706).

Hours spent volunteering. Regarding volunteering, the
overall test of equality of probabilities indicated
significant differences across profiles (y%(6) = 667.26, p <
.001). The Anomic profile reported the lowest hours spent
volunteering (M = 0.55), while the Disempowered
Enfranchised reported the highest hours spent
volunteering (M = 2.45). The Purposeful Marginalized (M
= 1.75) reported similar hours spent volunteering to the
Enfranchised (M = 1.75; ¥*(1) = 0.00, p = .995) and
Sceptical Enfranchised (M = 1.57; ¥%(1) = 2.08, p = .149)
profiles.

Voting intentions. The overall test of equality of
probabilities for voting intentions indicated significant
differences (x?(6) = 218.74, p < .001). The Purposeful

Marginalized (92%) and Anomic (93%) profiles reported
the lowest probabilities of voting (y?(1) = 0.89, p = .346).
The Sceptical Enfranchised (95%) and Disempowered
Enfranchised (95%) demonstrated similar probabilities of
voting (,*(1) = 0.00, p = .947). Likewise, participants in
the Lost Enfranchised (97%) were similarly likely to vote
compared to the Moderately Enfranchised (98%; ¥%(1) =
0.30, p = .581), and Enfranchised (99%; »?(1) =3.13,p =
.077) profiles.

DISCUSSION

Globally, nations are growing apprehensive about
increasing societal disengagement, including New
Zealand (Ministry of Social Development, 2022).
However, societal disengagement is difficult to measure,
and, accordingly, few studies have systematically
analysed the prevalence of societal disengagement in the
New Zealand population. The present study addressed this
oversight by identifying distinct profiles of societal
disengagement in a nationwide random sample of New
Zealand adults. Our application of LPA allowed us to
identify (a) the prevalence and ‘types’ of disengagement
and enfranchisement in the general population and (b)
demographic differences between identified profiles,
which is essential for understanding who is disengaged in
New Zealand. Overall, we aimed to (a) provide valuable
insights into New Zealanders' social, economic, and
psychological well-being and (b) identify for whom
interventions designed to safeguard against societal
disengagement may be most effective.

Results revealed seven profiles encapsulating an array
of response patterns within the population (see Table 4 for
a summary of findings). Notably, 68.9% of the sample
comprised two clearly engaged profiles—the
Enfranchised (42.9%) and the Moderately Enfranchised
(26.0%). These profiles demonstrate moderate (Moderate
Enfranchised) to high (Enfranchised) levels of inclusion
and engagement across all measures. Members of these
two profiles were generally older, more likely to be
European, have children and a partner, and were higher in
socioeconomic status. Although generally similar, the
Moderate Enfranchised profile was younger and less
objectively advantaged (i.e., lower in education and
higher in deprivation) than the Enfranchised profile. Thus,
differences emerged even among those generally
enfranchised and engaged in society. That these two
enfranchised profiles comprised most of the sample
signals generally strong levels of social cohesion in New
Zealand (see also Ministry of Social Development, 2022),
alleviating concerns of societal disintegration in the
general population.

Societal Disengagement in New Zealand

Despite these generally optimistic results, our analysis
also identified five distinct profiles marked—entirely or
partially—by societal disengagement. Notably, a sizable
minority of participants comprised an Anomic profile
(6.4% of the total sample) that demonstrated low
engagement across our economic and social indicators.
Their perceived disconnect from society supports
Durkheim’s (1893) theory of anomie and the global
discourse on societal breakdown and declining trust in
authority (Brown et al., 2022; Gluckman et al., 2023;
Iwegbu & Okoli, 2023; Spoonley & Peace, 2007). Our
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results suggest that anomic individuals in New Zealand
face significant challenges related to isolation,
companionship, and reliable social support systems, as
well as in their financial well-being and trust in authority.

That we identified this profile highlights the need to
consider societal disengagement in the New Zealand
context and establish interventions to redress this
disengagement among vulnerable populations (see also
Gluckman et al., 2023). Indeed, participants in the
Anomic profile were younger, lower in socioeconomic
status, less educated, lived in more deprived areas, and
were less likely to be employed or have a partner
compared to the more Enfranchised profiles. These
findings highlight how lower social capital and mobility
contribute to societal disengagement (e.g., Bornand &
Klein, 2022), and the need to reduce socioeconomic
disparities that undermine social cohesion (Ministry of
Social Development, 2022).

Notably, Asian peoples were disproportionally
represented in the Anomic profile. This is perhaps
unsurprising given rising rates of discrimination
(particularly during the COVID-19 pandemic; Jaung et
al., 2022; Neilson, 2021), as well as the unique
experiences of migration and isolation for Asian people
(Ho, 2004; Ward, 2010). Nonetheless, this result signals
the need to further examine discrimination and isolation
among Asian people in New Zealand and how these
experiences may undermine social cohesion (see
Gluckman et al., 2023; Peace et al., 2005). More broadly,
instigating stronger relationships between anomic
individuals and government systems may reduce distrust
in authorities among these groups and foster social
cohesion. While examining the efficacy of these
interventions is beyond the scope of our study, we
encourage future research to test these possibilities.

In addition to revealing profiles at either extreme of
disengagement, we identified four profiles characterised
by unique combinations of enfranchisement and
disengagement across our social and economic measures.
First, the Purposeful Marginalised profile (6.6% of the
sample) supports our hypothesis of a group sceptical of
the government. This profile is characterised by financial
pessimism, deprivation, wariness of authority, and
powerlessness but reported high levels of forgiveness and
a clear sense of purpose in life. While the demographics
within the Purposeful Marginalised profile are relatively
moderate compared to the other profiles, this profile was
generally lower in socioeconomic standing and had the
highest proportion of Maori and rural dwellers. Coupled
with the tendency for forgiveness and sense of meaning in
life, as well as the generally high prevalence of religious
identification, this profile may reflect a subgroup of
marginalised but culturally and socially connected
individuals in New Zealand.

Conversely, we identified a Lost Enfranchised profile
(3.6%) consisting of those who feel that their income is
adequate and have confidence in the government but feel
disconnected from society. Specifically, while members
of this profile do not feel wronged by others or that they
lack power, they struggle with a lack of purpose in life and
a sense of disconnection and loneliness. Lost
Enfranchised profile members were more likely to be
younger, male, nonreligious, born outside of New
Zealand, and less likely to have children or a partner. In

combination, these demographic factors suggest a
susceptibility to loneliness and social disconnection
unique to this profile. However, these members seem
relatively well-off across economic-based demographics,
as they were more likely to be (a) of a privileged ethnicity
(European), (b) employed, (c) living in an urban area, (d)
educated, and (e) living in less deprived neighbourhoods.
The demographic characteristics associated with profile
membership highlight the critical intersection of
socioeconomic status and societal disconnection, as those
who are objectively advantaged may still feel
disconnected from society.

Finally, we identified Sceptical Enfranchised (8.9%)
and Disempowered Enfranchised (5.7%) profiles. The
Sceptical Enfranchised profile consists of individuals
actively engaged with society with positive social
connections, trust in others, a sense of meaning, and low
levels of relative deprivation. However, scepticism and
pessimism characterise their views on authority and future
security. Similarly, the Disempowered Enfranchised
profile exhibits high trust in others, social connection, and
meaning. However, this group is financially optimistic but
experiences a sense of powerlessness and wariness toward
authority. Therefore, both profiles share commonalities in
terms of trust in others, a sense of meaning, connection,
and economic well-being but differ in their feelings of
powerlessness and scepticism toward authority.

These differences are apparent in the demographic
factors associated with profile membership. The Sceptical
Enfranchised members were primarily women, were less
educated, and were more likely to live rurally, suggesting
less access to resources (and thus, had low levels of trust
and belief in authorities to support them). Conversely, the
Disempowered Enfranchised members were older and
religious, lower in education, and less likely to be
employed and live in urban settings. However, they were
more likely to have partners and children. Thus, this
profile reflects characteristics akin to New Zealand’s
older, retired population. For example, these
demographics could represent retirees settling in quieter
areas post-career, with limited educational opportunities
in their generation. While these two profiles are similar in
many aspects, they qualitatively differ in their
demographic compositions, highlighting the utility of the
seven profiles identified in our analyses.

Strengths, Caveats, and Future Research

One of the most notable strengths of the current study is
our use of LPA, a person-centred approach that allows us
to assess a multidimensional model of societal
disengagement in New Zealand. Indeed, while many
nations are concerned about decreasing social cohesion,
no research to date has examined types of societal
disengagement, nor their prevalence, in the general
population. Using LPA and a large nationwide sample of
adults allowed us to address this oversight and identify
subgroups in the population that differ in their levels of
societal disengagement. That the seven profiles identified
here differed across indicators and demographic factors
highlights the strengths of LPA for identifying unique
response patterns and validates our seven profiles as
distinct forms of disengagement in New Zealand.

Importantly, the demographic differences that emerged
between these profiles can help inform policy and
interventions. Indeed, understanding the predictors of
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societal disengagement enables tailored approaches to
meet distinct group needs. For instance, Anomic
individuals might benefit from mental health support and
community engagement programs. At the same time,
Purposeful Marginalised members could require
initiatives focused on financial security, community
empowerment, and co-governance between institutions
and communities. Recognising these variations helps
formulate a mix of interventions to address the needs of
different groups in New Zealand.

Despite these strengths, there are limitations worthy of
consideration. We were fortunate to leverage a large
national probability sample collected in 2021/2022,
allowing us to develop our model estimating societal
disengagement in the contemporary New Zealand
population. Without this large sample and the wide range
of indicators assessed related to societal disengagement,
we would struggle to triangulate different profiles or
identify the population rates in general. However, we were
constrained by the measures included in the NZAVS, and
it is worth carefully considering if there are attitudinal
indicators of societal disengagement that may be missing
from our model. For example, societal disengagement
typically emerges during sociopolitical and economic
disruption or change. Assessing concerns about crime and
social inequality may provide more nuanced insights into
societal disengagement in New Zealand. Moreover,
examining digital forms of connectivity (e.g., social media
platforms) may offer more contemporary insights into
social cohesion and disengagement, particularly among
young people (Marlowe et al., 2017). Nonetheless, our
indicators of these seven profiles measure dysregulation
(e.g., social disconnection), disintegration (e.g., wariness
of authority), and perceived marginalization (e.g.,
financial deprivation and pessimism), which, in tandem,
assess the perceived breakdown of leadership and social
fabric central to social disengagement (Teymoori et al.,
2017). Likewise, our indicators broadly map onto prior
indices of social cohesion (Ministry of Social
Development, 2022; Peace & Spoonley, 2019; Spoonley
& Peace, 2007). We thus have confidence in our
measurement of societal disengagement, although we
encourage future research to fine tune an appropriate set
of indicators.

While our study draws from a nationwide random
sample of adults closely mirroring the New Zealand
population, our sample over-represents Europeans and
women. Given that the more enfranchised profiles
contained more European (versus ethnic minority) group
members, our results may underestimate societal
disengagement within the population. Similarly, the
overrepresentation of women might impact our
understanding of societal disengagement among men,
particularly in profiles such as the Lost Enfranchised that
contain significantly more men than other profiles. Future
investigations could examine these possibilities by
focusing on these groups in studies of societal
disengagement in New Zealand.

Finally, our analyses are cross-sectional, and the
stability of profile membership across time remains
unexplored. Profile membership may not remain stable
over extended periods, and specific subgroups within the
population could be more susceptible to change than
others. Thus, future research should consider how levels

of societal disengagement in the population may change
over time, and for whom this change may be most salient.
Relatedly, the relationship between social change (such as
sociopolitical ~crises) and societal disengagement
highlights a need for longitudinal research across
changing sociopolitical environments. Our results lay the
invaluable groundwork for future investigations assessing
the stability and change in these profiles over time and
how societal disengagement may manifest in different
contexts. These longitudinal investigations are crucial,
especially given the current global trends of increasing
disengagement.

Conclusion

Despite growing concerns globally, analysis of societal
disengagement in New Zealand remains scarce. We
addressed this oversight by using LPA to identify seven
profiles that differed in their levels of disengagement,
enfranchisement, and demographic factors. Our results
illustrate  how subgroups of the population feel
disconnected and distrusting of society, thereby providing
the necessary groundwork for understanding anomie in
the public. These results should be useful for future
research tracking change in different profiles of anomie in
the population over time, and for modelling how these
different rates of change relate to broader transformations
in the economy and New Zealand society in general.

References

Abrams, D., & Grant, P. R. (2012). Testing the social
identity relative deprivation (SIRD) model of social
change: The political rise of Scottish nationalism. British
Journal of Social Psychology, 51(4), 674-689.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02032.x

Allan, G. A. (2021). A sociology of friendship and kinship.
Routledge.

Allen, K.-A., Kern, M. L., Rozek, C. S., Mclnerney, D. M.,
& Slavich, G. M. (2021). Belonging: A review of
conceptual issues, an integrative framework, and
directions for future research. Australian Journal of
Psychology, 73(1), 87-102.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530.2021.1883409

Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. O. (2014). Auxiliary
Variables in Mixture Modeling: Three-Step Approaches
Using Mplus. Structural Equation Modeling: A
Multidisciplinary Journal 21(3), 329-341.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.915181

Atkinson, A. B., Piketty, T., & Saez, E. (2011). Top
Incomes in the Long Run of History. Journal of Economic
Literature, 49(1), 3-71. https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.49.1.3

Atkinson, J., Salmond, C., & Crampton, P. (2014).
NZDep2013 index of deprivation. Department of Public
Health, University of Otago.

Barcaccia, B., Salvati, M., Pallini, S., Saliani, A. M.,
Baiocco, R., & Vecchio, G. M. (2022). The bitter taste of
revenge: Negative affect, depression and anxiety. Current
Psychology, 41(3), 1198-1203.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-00643-1

Bernard, P. (1999). Social Cohesion: a Critique (CPRN
Discussion paper, Issue.

Berry, J. W., Worthington, E. L., O'Connor, L. E., Parrott,
L., & Wade, N. G. (2005). Forgivingness, Vengeful
Rumination, and Affective Traits. Journal of Personality,
73(1), 183-226. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1467-
6494.2004.00308.x

16



https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02032.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530.2021.1883409
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.915181
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.49.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-00643-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2004.00308.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2004.00308.x

NZJP, 54(2), 4-20

Profiling Societal Disengagement in the New Zealand Population

Bertelsmann Stiftung. (2018). What Holds Asian Societies
Together? Insights from the Social Cohesion Radar.
https://www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/en/our-
projects/germany-and-asia/news/what-holds-asian-
societies-together

Borders, A. (2020). Rumination and related constructs:
causes, consequences, and treatment of thinking too much.
Academic Press.

Borkowska, M., & Laurence, J. (2021). Coming together or
coming apart? Changes in social cohesion during the
Covid-19 pandemic in England. European Societies,
23(supl), S618-S636.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2020.1833067

Bornand, T., & Klein, O. (2022). Political Trust by
Individuals of low Socioeconomic Status: The Key Role
of Anomie. Social Psychological Bulletin, 17, 1-22.
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.6897

Brailovskaia, J., & Margraf, J. (2021). The relationship
between burden caused by coronavirus (Covid-19),
addictive social media use, sense of control and anxiety.
Computers in Human Behavior, 119, 106720.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106720

Brick, J. M., & Williams, D. (2013). Explaining rising
nonresponse rates in cross-sectional surveys. The
ANNALS of the American academy of political and social
science, 645(1), 36-59.

Brown, C., Luzmore, R., & GroB Ophoff, J. (2022). Anomie
in the UK? Can cultural malaise threaten the fruition of
the ideas-informed society? Emerald Open Research, 4,
28.

Cantle, T. (2001). Community Cohesion: A Report of the
Independent Review Team.

Cantle, T. (2005). Community Cohesion : A New
Framework for Race and Diversity. Palgrave Macmillan.

Carothers, T., & Press, B. (2020). The Global Rise of Anti-
Lockdown Protests—and What to Do About It.
https://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/29137/amid
-the-covid-19-pandemic-protest-movements-challenge-
lockdowns-worldwide

Casara, B. G. S., Suitner, C., & Jetten, J. (2022). The impact
of economic inequality on conspiracy beliefs. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 98, 104245.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2021.104245

Datta, D., Datta, P. P., & Majumdar, K. K. (2015). Role of
social interaction on quality of life. National Journal of
Medical Research, 5(04), 290-292.

De Courson, B., & Nettle, D. (2021). Why do inequality and
deprivation produce high crime and low trust? Scientific
reports, 11(1), 1937. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-
80897-8

Dragolov, G., Larsen, M., & Koch, M. (2018). Level, trend,
and profiles of social cohesion in Asia. In B. Stiftung
(Ed.), What holds Asian societies together? Insights from
the Social Cohesion Radar (pp. 69-96). Verlag
Bertelsmann Stiftung.

Durkheim, E. (1893). The Division of Labor in Society.
Simon & Schuster.

Durkheim, E. (1897/1987). Suicide. (J. A. Spaulding & G.
Simpson, Trans.). Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Elliott, M. (2022). How a loss of trust has fed the divisions
in society. Stuff New Zealand.
https://www.stuff.co.nz/opinion/128128199/how-a-loss-
of-trust-has-fed-the-divisions-in-society

Fletcher, M., Prickett, K. C., & Chapple, S. (2022).
Immediate employment and income impacts of Covid-19
in New Zealand: evidence from a survey conducted during
the Alert Level 4 lockdown. New Zealand Economic

Papers, 56(1), 73-80.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00779954.2020.1870537

Franke, V. C., & Elliott, C. N. (2021). Optimism and social
resilience: Social isolation, meaninglessness, trust, and
empathy in times of COVID-19. Societies, 11(2), 35.
https://doi.org/10.3390/s0c11020035

Funk, A. G., & Wise, G. M. (1989). Anomie,
powerlessness, and exchange: Parallel sources of
deviance. Deviant Behavior, 10(1), 53-60.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.1989.9967800

Gallup Organisation. (2023). Almost a Quarter of the World
Feels Lonely. Gallup Organisation.
https://news.gallup.com/opinion/gallup/512618/almost-
quarter-world-feels-lonely.aspx

Gluckman, P., & Bardsley, A. (2020). The Future is Now:
Implications of COVID-19 for New Zealand.
https://informedfutures.org/the-future-is-now/

Gluckman, P., Spoonley, P., Bardsley, A., Poulton, R.,
Royal, T. A. C,, Sridhar, H., & Clyne, D. (2023).
Addressing the challenges to social cohesion.

Greaves, L. M., Oldfield, L. D., Von Randow, M., Sibley,
C. G., & Milne, B. J. (2020). How low can we go?
Declining survey response rates to new zealand electoral
roll mail surveys over three decades. Political Science,
72(3), 228-244.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00323187.2021.1898995

Hastings, O. P. (2019). Who feels it? Income inequality,
relative deprivation, and financial satisfaction in U.S.
states, 1973-2012. Research in Social Stratification and
Mobility, 60, 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2019.01.004

Hawkins-Elder, H., Milfont, T. L., Hammond, M. D., &
Sibley, C. G. (2018). Who are the lonely? A typology of
loneliness in New Zealand. Australian & New Zealand
Journal of Psychiatry, 52(4), 357-364.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0004867417718944

Healy, M. (2019). Belonging, social cohesion and
fundamental British values. British Journal of
Educational Studies, 67(4), 423-438.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00071005.2018.1506091

Ho, E. S. (2004). Mental Health of Asian Immigrants in
New Zealand: A Review of Key Issues. Asian and Pacific
Migration Journal, 13(1), 39-60.
https://doi.org/10.1177/011719680401300103

lonescu, O., Collange, J., & Tavani, J. L. (2023). Perceived
societal anomie and the implicit trajectory of national
decline: Replicating and extending Yamashiro and
Roediger (2019) within a French sample. Memory studies,
16(4), 861-877.
https://doi.org/10.1177/17506980221108479

IPSOS. (2020). Social cohesion is under assault globally.
https://www.ipsos.com/en/social-cohesion-pandemic-age-
global-perspective

Iwegbu, C. J., & Okoli, A. N. (2023). Global Anomie of
Corona Virus Disease: A Social Science Perspective.
Socialscientia: Journal of Social Sciences and
Humanities, 8(1).
https://journals.aphriapub.com/index.php/SS/article/view/
2035

Jaung, R., Park, L. S.-C., Park, J. J., Mayeda, D., & Song,
C. (2022). Asian New Zealanders' experiences of racism
during the COVID-19 pandemic and its association with
life satisfaction. The New Zealand Medical Journal
(Online), 135(1565), 60-73.

Jay, S., Batruch, A., Jetten, J., McGarty, C., & Muldoon, O.
T. (2019). Economic inequality and the rise of far-right
populism: A social psychological analysis. Journal of

17



https://www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/en/our-projects/germany-and-asia/news/what-holds-asian-societies-together
https://www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/en/our-projects/germany-and-asia/news/what-holds-asian-societies-together
https://www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de/en/our-projects/germany-and-asia/news/what-holds-asian-societies-together
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2020.1833067
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.32872/spb.6897
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106720
https://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/29137/amid-the-covid-19-pandemic-protest-movements-challenge-lockdowns-worldwide
https://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/29137/amid-the-covid-19-pandemic-protest-movements-challenge-lockdowns-worldwide
https://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/29137/amid-the-covid-19-pandemic-protest-movements-challenge-lockdowns-worldwide
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2021.104245
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-80897-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-80897-8
https://www.stuff.co.nz/opinion/128128199/how-a-loss-of-trust-has-fed-the-divisions-in-society
https://www.stuff.co.nz/opinion/128128199/how-a-loss-of-trust-has-fed-the-divisions-in-society
https://doi.org/10.1080/00779954.2020.1870537
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc11020035
https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.1989.9967800
https://news.gallup.com/opinion/gallup/512618/almost-quarter-world-feels-lonely.aspx
https://news.gallup.com/opinion/gallup/512618/almost-quarter-world-feels-lonely.aspx
https://informedfutures.org/the-future-is-now/
https://doi.org/10.1080/00323187.2021.1898995
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2019.01.004
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1177/0004867417718944
https://doi.org/10.1080/00071005.2018.1506091
https://doi.org/10.1177/011719680401300103
https://doi.org/10.1177/17506980221108479
https://www.ipsos.com/en/social-cohesion-pandemic-age-global-perspective
https://www.ipsos.com/en/social-cohesion-pandemic-age-global-perspective
https://journals.aphriapub.com/index.php/SS/article/view/2035
https://journals.aphriapub.com/index.php/SS/article/view/2035

NZJP, 54(2), 4-20

Profiling Societal Disengagement in the New Zealand Population

community & applied social psychology, 29(5), 418-428.
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2409

Jebb, A. T., Tay, L., Diener, E., & Oishi, S. (2018).
Happiness, income satiation and turning points around the
world. Nature Human Behaviour, 2(1), 33-38.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-017-0277-0

Jenson, J. (1998). Mapping Social Cohesion: The State of
Canadian Research.

Kannan, V. D., & Veazie, P. J. (2023). US trends in social
isolation, social engagement, and companionship—
nationally and by age, sex, race/ethnicity, family income,
and work hours, 2003-2020. SSM-Population Health, 21,
101331. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2022.101331

Kaur, G., Singh, M., & Singh, S. (2021). Mapping the
literature on financial well-being: A systematic literature
review and bibliometric analysis. International Social
Science Journal, 71(241-242), 217-241.
https://doi.org/10.1111/issj.12278

Klussman, K., Nichols, A. L., Langer, J., & Curtin, N.
(2020). Connection and disconnection as predictors of
mental health and wellbeing. International Journal of
Wellbeing, 10(2), 89-100.
https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v10i2.855

Langer, A., Stewart, F., Smedts, K., & Demarest, L. (2017).
Conceptualising and Measuring Social Cohesion in
Africa: Towards a Perceptions-Based Index. Social
indicators research, 131(1), 321-343.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-016-1250-4

Lantian, A., Muller, D., Nurra, C., & Douglas, K. M.
(2016). Measuring Belief in Conspiracy Theories:
Validation of a French and English Single-Item Scale.
International Review of Social Psychology, 29(1), 1.
https://doi.org/10.5334/irsp.8

Leininger, J., Burchi, F., Fiedler, C., Mross, K., Nowack,
D., von Schiller, A., Sommer, C., Strupat, C., & Ziaja, S.
(2021). Social Cohesion: A New Definition and a
Proposal for its Measurement in Africa.

Levina, J., Perejolkina, V., Martinsone, K., Mihailova, S., &
Kolesnikova, J. (2018). The relationship between anomia
and maladaptive personality traits. SHS Web of
Conferences,

Lilly, K. J,, Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. (2023). Perceived
relative deprivation across the adult lifespan: An
examination of ageing and cohort effects. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin.
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672231195332

Lilly, K. J., Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. (2024). Status-
based asymmetries in relative deprivation during the
COVID-19 pandemic. Social Psychological and
Personality Science, 15(4), 407-420.
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506231163016

Loneliness New Zealand. (2018). Loneliness some of the
time has increased.
https://loneliness.org.nz/nz/facts/loneliness-some-of-the-
time-has-increased/

Markus, A., & Dharmalingam, A. (2007). Mapping Social
Cohesion: The 2007 Scanlon Foundation Surveys

Marlowe, J. M., Bartley, A., & Collins, F. (2017). Digital
belongings: The intersections of social cohesion,
connectivity and digital media. Ethnicities, 17(1), 85-102.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468796816654174

McCarthy, M., Murphy, K., Sargeant, E., & Williamson, H.
(2022). Examining the relationship between conspiracy
theories and COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy: A mediating
role for perceived health threats, trust, and anomie?
Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 22(1), 106-
129. https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12291

Middleton, J. (2023). The trendline - global political risk at
highest level in five years. Verisk Maplecroft.
https://www.maplecroft.com/insights/analysis/risk-
signals-global-political-risk-at-highest-level-in-five-years/

Ministry of Health. (2023). New Zealand Health Survey:
Annual Data Explorer.
https://minhealthnz.shinyapps.io/nz-health-survey-2022-
23-annual-data-explorer/_w_e216f61d/#!/key-indicators

Ministry of Justice. (2023). Youth Crime Action Plan | New
Zealand Ministry of Justice.
https://www.justice.govt.nz/justice-sector-policy/key-
initiatives/cross-government/youth-crime-action-plan/

Ministry of Social Development. (2022). Te Korowai Whetii
Social Cohesion baseline report.
https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/work-
programmes/community/social-cohesion/tools-and-
resources.html

Molyneux, V., & Satherley, D. (2020). Anti-lockdown,
vaccination and 1080 protesters take over Auckland's
Aotea Square. Newshub.
https://www.newshub.co.nz/home/new-
zealand/2020/08/anti-lockdown-vaccination-and-1080-
protesters-take-over-auckland-s-aotea-square.html

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998-2023). Mplus user's
guide (8™ ed.). Muthén & Muthén.

Neilson. (2021). Racism and xenophobia experiences in
Aotearoa New Zealand during COVID-19: a focus on
Chinese and Asian communities.
https://apo.org.au/node/311028

Newman, N., Fletcher, R., Eddy, K., Robertson, C. T., &
Nielsen, R. K. (2023). Reuters Institute Digital News
Report 2023.

Ngamaba, K. H., Armitage, C., Panagioti, M., &
Hodkinson, A. (2020). How closely related are financial
satisfaction and subjective well-being? Systematic review
and meta-analysis. Journal of Behavioral and
Experimental Economics, 85, 101522.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2020.101522

Nivette, A., Ribeaud, D., Murray, A., Steinhoff, A.,
Bechtiger, L., Hepp, U., Shanahan, L., & Eisner, M.
(2021). Non-compliance with COVID-19-related public
health measures among young adults in Switzerland:
Insights from a longitudinal cohort study. Social Science
& Medicine, 268, 113370.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2020.113370

O'Donnell, J. (2023). Mapping Social Cohesion 2023.

O’Donnell, M. B., Bentele, C. N., Grossman, H. B., Le, Y.,
Jang, H., & Steger, M. F. (2014). You, me, and meaning:
an integrative review of connections between relationships
and meaning in life. Journal of Psychology in Africa,
24(1), 44-50.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14330237.2014.904097

OECD. (2011). Perspectives on global development 2012:
Social cohesion in a shifting world.

OECD. (2023). New Zealand. https://data.oecd.org/new-
zealand.htm

Oishi, S., & Diener, E. (2014). Residents of Poor Nations
Have a Greater Sense of Meaning in Life Than Residents
of Wealthy Nations. Psychological science, 25(2), 422-
430. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613507286

Oshorne, D., Becker, J. C., Bahamondes, J., & Garcia-
Sanchez, E. (2022). The political psychology of
inequality: Why raising rates of economic inequality
affect our health and democracy. In D. Osborne & C. G.
Sibley (Eds.), Cambridge handbook of political
psychology. Cambridge University Press.

Osborne, D., & Sibley, C. G. (2017). Identifying “types” of
ideologies and intergroup biases: Advancing a person-

18



https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2409
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-017-0277-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2022.101331
https://doi.org/10.1111/issj.12278
https://doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v10i2.855
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-016-1250-4
https://doi.org/10.5334/irsp.8
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672231195332
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506231163016
https://loneliness.org.nz/nz/facts/loneliness-some-of-the-time-has-increased/
https://loneliness.org.nz/nz/facts/loneliness-some-of-the-time-has-increased/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468796816654174
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12291
https://www.maplecroft.com/insights/analysis/risk-signals-global-political-risk-at-highest-level-in-five-years/
https://www.maplecroft.com/insights/analysis/risk-signals-global-political-risk-at-highest-level-in-five-years/
https://minhealthnz.shinyapps.io/nz-health-survey-2022-23-annual-data-explorer/_w_e216f61d/#!/key-indicators
https://minhealthnz.shinyapps.io/nz-health-survey-2022-23-annual-data-explorer/_w_e216f61d/#!/key-indicators
https://www.justice.govt.nz/justice-sector-policy/key-initiatives/cross-government/youth-crime-action-plan/
https://www.justice.govt.nz/justice-sector-policy/key-initiatives/cross-government/youth-crime-action-plan/
https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/work-programmes/community/social-cohesion/tools-and-resources.html
https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/work-programmes/community/social-cohesion/tools-and-resources.html
https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/work-programmes/community/social-cohesion/tools-and-resources.html
https://www.newshub.co.nz/home/new-zealand/2020/08/anti-lockdown-vaccination-and-1080-protesters-take-over-auckland-s-aotea-square.html
https://www.newshub.co.nz/home/new-zealand/2020/08/anti-lockdown-vaccination-and-1080-protesters-take-over-auckland-s-aotea-square.html
https://www.newshub.co.nz/home/new-zealand/2020/08/anti-lockdown-vaccination-and-1080-protesters-take-over-auckland-s-aotea-square.html
https://apo.org.au/node/311028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socec.2020.101522
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2020.113370
https://doi.org/10.1080/14330237.2014.904097
https://data.oecd.org/new-zealand.htm
https://data.oecd.org/new-zealand.htm
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613507286

NZJP, 54(2), 4-20

Profiling Societal Disengagement in the New Zealand Population

centred approach to social psychology. European Review
of Social Psychology, 28(1), 288-332.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2017.1379265

Osborne, D., Smith, H. J., & Huo, Y. J. (2012). More than a
feeling: Discrete emotions mediate the relationship
between relative deprivation and reactions to workplace
furloughs. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
38(5), 628-641.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211432766

Peace, R., & Spoonley, P. (2019). Social cohesion and
cohesive ties: Responses to diversity. New Zealand
Population Review, 45, 98-124.

Peace, R. M., Spoonley, P., Butcher, A., & Damian Patrick,
0. N. (2005). Immigration and social cohesion:
Developing an indicator framework for measuring the
impact of settlement policies in New Zealand.

Peacock, C. (2021). We've got trust issues - With news.
RNZ.
https://www.rnz.co.nz/national/programmes/mediawatch/a

udio/2018793371/we-ve-got-trust-issues-with-news

Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling alone: The collapse and
revival of American community. Simon & Schuster.

Rahmani, M., Pumariega, A. J., Prajapati, P., Dalkilic, A.,
Burakgazi-Yilmaz, H., & Unlu, A. (2022). Anomie,
loneliness, and psychopathology: Results from the study
of youth in Istanbul. World Social Psychiatry, 4(2), 121-
131.

Rangahau Aotearoa. (2023). Another look at the Cost-of-
Living Crisis in Aotearoa New Zealand.
https://www.researchnz.com/assets/resources/CostofLivin
g2023.pdf

Ruiz, M., Malyutina, S., Pajak, A., Kozela, M., Kubinova,
R., & Bobak, M. (2019). Congruent relations between
perceived neighbourhood social cohesion and depressive
symptoms among older European adults: An East-West
analysis. Social Science & Medicine, 237, 112454,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2019.112454

Scanlon Foundation. (2024). What is social cohesion?
https://scanloninstitute.org.au/research/mapping-social-
cohesion/what-social-cohesion

SeeD. (2015). Predicting Peace: The Social Cohesion and
Reconciliation Index as a Tool for Conflict
Transformation.

Seeman, M. (1991). Alienation and anomie. In J. P.
Robinson, L. S. Wrightsman, & P. R. Shaver (Eds.),
Measures of personality and social psychological
attitudes (Vol. 1, pp. 291-371). Elsevier Science.

Sengupta, N. K., Luyten, N., Greaves, L. M., Osborne, D.,
Robertson, A., Armstrong, G., & Sibley, C. G. (2013).
Sense of community in New Zealand neighbourhoods: A
multi-level model predicting social capital. New Zealand
Journal of Psychology, 42(1), 36-45.

Sibley, C. G. (2023). Sampling procedure and sample
details for the New Zealand Attitudes and Values Study.
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/wgaqvy

Sibley, C. G., Greaves, L., Satherley, N., Wilson, M. S,
Overall, N. C., Lee, C. H. J., Milojev, P., Bulbulia, J.,
Osborne, D., Milfont, T. L., Houkamau, C. A., Duck, I.
M., Vickers-Jones, R., & Barlow, F. K. (2020). Effects of
the COVID-19 pandemic and nationwide lockdown on
trust, attitudes to government, and wellbeing. American
Psychologist, 75(5), 618-630.
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000662

Singh, A. K., Tiwari, G. K., & Rai, P. K. (2022). Beyond
“cold emotion and rumination”: A qualitative study on the
nature and attributes of unforgiveness. European Journal
of Psychology Open, 81(2), 57-70.
https://doi.org/10.1024/2673-8627/a000026

Sloan, E., Moulding, R., Weiner, C., Dowling, R. M., &
Hall, K. (2021). A qualitative examination of the
relationship between rumination, distress, and
dysregulated behaviours in vulnerable young people.
Psychology and Psychotherapy: Theory, Research and
Practice, 94(2), 322-340.
https://doi.org/10.1111/papt.12297

Smith, H. J., & Huo, Y. J. (2014). Relative deprivation:
How subjective experiences of inequality influence social
behaviour and health. Policy Insights from the Behavioral
and Brain Sciences, 1(1), 231-238.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732214550165

Smith, H. J., Pettigrew, T. F., Pippin, G. M., &
Bialosiewicz, S. (2012). Relative Deprivation: A
theoretical and meta-analytic review. Personality and
Social Psychology Review, 16(3), 203-232.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311430825

Smith, L., Lépez Sanchez, G. F., Pizzol, D., Yon, D. K., Oh,
H., Kostev, K., Gawronska, J., Rahmati, M., Butler, L.,
Barnett, Y., Ball, G., Shin, J. I., & Koyanagi, A. (2024).
Global time trends of perceived loneliness among
adolescents from 28 countries in Africa, Asia, and the
Americas. Journal of Affective Disorders, 346, 192-199.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2023.11.032

Spoonley, P., & Peace, R. (2007). Social cohesion and
indicator frameworks in New Zealand. Metropolis World
Bulletin, 7, 9-10.

Srol, J., Ballova Mikuskova, E., & Cavojova, V. (2021).
When we are worried, what are we thinking? Anxiety,
lack of control, and conspiracy beliefs amidst the COVID-
19 pandemic. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 35(3), 720-
729. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3798

Statistics New Zealand. (2023). Cost of living remains high
for all household groups.
https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/cost-of-living-remains-
high-for-all-household-groups/

Steger, M. F., Frazier, P., Oishi, S., & Kaler, M. (2006). The
meaning in life questionnaire: Assessing the presence of
and search for meaning in life. Journal of Counseling
Psychology, 53(1), 80-93. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
0167.53.1.80

Sitterlin, S., Paap, M. C. S., Babic, S., Kibler, A., &
Végele, C. (2012). Rumination and Age: Some Things
Get Better. Journal of Aging Research, 2012, 1-10.
https://doi.org/10.1155/2012/267327

Teymoori, A., Bastian, B., & Jetten, J. (2017). Towards a
Psychological Analysis of Anomie. Political Psychology,
38(6), 1009-1023. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12377

Teymoori, A., Jetten, J., Bastian, B., Ariyanto, A., Autin, F.,
Ayub, N., Badea, C., Besta, T., Butera, F., Costa-Lopes,
R., Cui, L., Fantini, C., Finchilescu, G., Gaertner, L.,
Gollwitzer, M., Gémez, A., Gonzélez, R., Hong, Y. Y.,
Jensen, D. H., ... Wohl, M. (2016). Revisiting the
Measurement of Anomie. PLOS ONE, 11(7), e0158370.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0158370

Thomas, E. C., Muralidharan, A., Medoff, D., & Drapalski,
A. L. (2016). Self-efficacy as a mediator of the
relationship between social support and recovery in
serious mental illness. Psychiatric Rehabilitation Journal,
39(4), 352. https://doi.org/10.1037/prj0000199

UNDP. (2020). Strengthening social cohesion: Conceptual
framing and programming implications.

United Nations. (2021). Trust in public institutions: Trends
and implications for economic security.

Walker, 1., & Smith, H. J. (2002). Fifty years of relative
deprivation research. In I. Walker & H. J. Smith (Eds.),
Relative deprivation: Specification, development, and
integration (pp. 1-9). Cambridge University Press.

19



https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2017.1379265
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211432766
https://www.rnz.co.nz/national/programmes/mediawatch/audio/2018793371/we-ve-got-trust-issues-with-news
https://www.rnz.co.nz/national/programmes/mediawatch/audio/2018793371/we-ve-got-trust-issues-with-news
https://www.researchnz.com/assets/resources/CostofLiving2023.pdf
https://www.researchnz.com/assets/resources/CostofLiving2023.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2019.112454
https://scanloninstitute.org.au/research/mapping-social-cohesion/what-social-cohesion
https://scanloninstitute.org.au/research/mapping-social-cohesion/what-social-cohesion
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/wgqvy
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000662
https://doi.org/10.1024/2673-8627/a000026
https://doi.org/10.1111/papt.12297
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732214550165
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311430825
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2023.11.032
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1002/acp.3798
https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/cost-of-living-remains-high-for-all-household-groups/
https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/cost-of-living-remains-high-for-all-household-groups/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.53.1.80
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.53.1.80
https://doi.org/10.1155/2012/267327
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12377
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0158370
https://doi.org/10.1037/prj0000199

NZJP, 54(2), 4-20

Profiling Societal Disengagement in the New Zealand Population

Ward, C. (2010). Acculturation and social cohesion:
Emerging issues for Asian immigrants in New Zealand. In
Intercultural relations in Asia: Migration and work
effectiveness. (pp. 3-24). World Scientific Publishing Co.

Whisman, M. A., Du Pont, A., & Butterworth, P. (2020).
Longitudinal associations between rumination and
depressive symptoms in a probability sample of adults.
Journal of Affective Disorders, 260, 680-686.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2019.09.035

White, L. (2002). Connection matters: exploring the
implications of social capital and social networks for
social policy. Systems Research and Behavioral Science,
19(3), 255-269. https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.464

World Bank. (2023). New Zealand Crime Rate & Statistics
1990-2023. MacroTrends.
https://www.macrotrends.net/countries/NZL/new-
zealand/crime-rate-statistics

World Health Organisation. (2023). Transforming the health
and social equity landscape: promoting socially just and
inclusive growth to improve resilience, solidarity and
peace.

Ysseldyk, R., Matheson, K., & Anisman, H. (2007).
Rumination: Bridging a gap between forgivingness,
vengefulness, and psychological health. Personality and
Individual Differences, 42(8), 1573-1584.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.10.032

Zhao, R., & Cao, L. (2010). Social change and anomie: A
cross-national study. Social forces, 88(3), 1209-1229.
https://doi.org/10.1353/s0f.0.0312

Zheng, L., Miao, M., & Gan, Y. (2020). Perceived Control
Buffers the Effects of the COVID-19 Pandemic on
General Health and Life Satisfaction: The Mediating Role
of Psychological Distance. Applied Psychology: Health
and Well-Being, 12(4), 1095-1114.
https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12232

Corresponding Author
Kieren J Lilly

Email: k.lilly@ug.edu.au

20



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2019.09.035
https://doi.org/10.1002/sres.464
https://www.macrotrends.net/countries/NZL/new-zealand/crime-rate-statistics
https://www.macrotrends.net/countries/NZL/new-zealand/crime-rate-statistics
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2006.10.032
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.0.0312
https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12232

