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NOTE ON THE SERIES

One of the objectives of the Academy of the Social Sciences in
Rustralia is the sponsorship of major research projects in areas of
national importance. Two previous projects sponsored under its earlier
name, The Social Science Research Council of Australia, were The Role of

Women in Public and Professional Life and Aborigines in Australian Society.

In 1966 the Council decided to turn its attention to an examination of the
contribution of overseas immigrants in Australia's social, political,
cultural, economic and industrial life.

In September 1967 two Honorary Directors were appointed:
Dr.C.A.Price, Professorial Fellow in the Department of Demography at the
Australian National University, to lead the studies in the social,
political and cultural fields; and Professor R.T.Appleyard of the
Department of Economics, University of Western Australia, to take charge
of economic and industrial studies. The broad objectives were both to
encourage and bring to publication relevant research already under way and
to sponsor special studies to fill some of the major gaps. The whole
enterprise, which was far beyond the capacity of the regular funds of the
Academy, was only made possible by the generous financial support from
government, business and foundation sources. )

Major areas in which studies have been, and are still being
sponsored are:-

The economic role of immigrants in specific industries.
Patterns of immigrant consumption and expenditure.
Mobility and career patterns of immigrants.

Displaced persons and other refugees.

Professional and highly skilled immigrants.

Immigrant communities and problems of integration.
Studies of selected ethnic groups.

Immigrant concentration in metropolitan areas.

Problems of education and language.

In addition to major articles in scholarly journals, six books
had been published by February,1978, three more are in the process of
publication and three manuscripts are with readers, in the final stages
of preparation. '

The Academy does not intend tc sponsor new, specialist studies,
but attention is now being given to the preparation of a final synoptic
study which would attempt to provide an evaluation of the total processes

and impact of immigrant settlement in Australia since 1945. The time is



propitious, for the long flow of immigration which never ceased for thirty
years from the end of World War II, virtually ended in 1975 when a net loss
was recorded from all movements into and out of Australia.

In the difficult economic circumstances of the past few years,
immigration has had its critics, but no one can deny ‘the impact of the
vast inflow of new settlers over those thirty years, when almost three and
a third million settlers came to Australia. Together with their children
born in Australia, these settlers have accounted for more than half the
) national population growth, and now make up over 30% of the total population.
The traditional element from the British Isles came in a greater flow than
ever before, but they were ocutnumbered by the ‘new' immigrants from many
European countries, first from Northern énd Central Europe, and then from
the South and East, notably from Italy, Greece, Yugoslavia, and Turkey.

Not all succeeded. Some returned. But about three out of four
stayed. Not all were able to practise their chosen skills or professions
in the tumultous years of post-war reconstruction.  Some groups had
marginal levels of skills which, together with poor language facility,
imposed formidable barriers to their career advancement. But most battled
on. They manned major national developmental projects, like the Snowy
Mountains scheme; they supplied labour for the new mineral enterprises;
they helped to build houses, offices and industrial buildings; they made
the natioh's steel; and they became the w@rkhorses of the burgeoning motor
industry. But above all, they settled in the major cities, often forming
substantial ethnic groups, restructuring their national customs in their
adopted environment, keeping alive their native languages, yet rubbing
shoulders with the non-immigrant and striving to understand Australian
culture as well, often through the participation of their children in
Australian schools. We cannot now say what Australia would have been like
without the immigrants; but they came, in their great numbers, and the face
of the nation was changed.

The Academy hopes that this present project will assist under-
standing of the nature of that change and the direction in which this

new multicultural Australian society is going.

W.D.Borrie
Chairman; Organising Committee,
Canberra, March 1978.
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PREFACE

The research resulting in this book began in 1970 when the
Social Science Research Council, as it then was, advertised for a research
assistant for Professor Reg Appleyard, to be funded by a grant from

the Australian Research Grants Committee.

The task was to collate and analyse data from three household
surveys pertaining to incomes and expenditure patterns of migrants, The
Survey of Consumer Expenditures'andFinances, the Survey of Living Conditions

in Melbourne, and the British Migrants Survey.

In the event, it turned out to be a long hard lesson in research
techniques as evidenced by the inordinate time lag of seven years to
completion. I would hope that Bruce McFarlane grossly understated my
situation when, in chairing discussion at the Third Economists Conference

on my paper which now appears as Chapter 5, he said that I had demonstrated

that "applied economics is difficult".

The task of collating the surveys turned out to be impossible in
any simple or valid way. The methods, definitions and theoretical frame-
works differed to such an extent that only a very few rough comparisons
could be made. The usable output from the three surveys was either not as
cornucopaeic as originally expécted, or it was not as readily available.

In the case of the Expenditures and Finances Survey, it.disappéared into

the future with problems of editing and storage by thetMacquarie University
Data Archive, while the Survey of Living Conditions in Melbourne disappeared’
into the past, as the Instituté of Applied Economic and Social Research
cleared its decks for current and future work. But perhaps most irritating was
the manner in which the Survey of British Migrants locked itself in two
separate university computers, and took some eight months of cajoling by a

skilled systems analyst before it would divulge any of its secrets. All these
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experiences imposed a "technology shock" from which.i am slowly emerging -

a considerable amount of later work in the project was carried out on

desk calculators (I would have preferred an abacus for reliability), which
may have contributed to the delay in completion. But the Macquarie University
Data Archive ﬁever did succeed in producing the set of regression equations

estimated by the not very complicated instrumental variables technique.

The final form of the book is an arrangement of the three types
of information I succeeded in analysing, information on migrant household
income, expenditures and housing. The three hang together to the extent
that they are the outcome of a single effort, subject to the same faults of
intellectual bias and perhaps myopia, the same presuppositions about the
reliability and validity of sample survey methods and techniques of analysis,
as applied to the thrée very distinctive surveys, and are the outcome of the
one process of entrepreneurship by the Migration Project of the (now)

Academy of the Social Sciences in Australia.

The result I am too close to judge. Its faults are legion,
the errors are mine, but there is, I trust, some worth in it for social

science to briefly ponder.

JOHN NIGHTINGALE

The University of New England.
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Chapter 1
THE MIGRANT HOUSEHOLD

The large numbers of immigrants to Australia since the end of World
War 1T have produced social, political, and economic changes that have
excited the interest of many social §cientists. Charles Price's two
bibliographies Australian Immigration [1966; 19701 indicate the magnitude

of this interest.

In this study data from three household surveys are used to examine
some aspects of the economic behaviour of migrant households. The surveys
are first, R. T. Appleyard's Survey of British Migrants, conducted in the
United Kingdom in 1959, and in Australia in 1961 and 1966 [Appleyard, 1964},
second, the Survey of Living Conditions in Melbourne conducted by the
Institute of Applied Economic and Social Research in 1966 under the
leadership of Ronald F. Henderson [Harper, 1967; Henderson et al, 1970],
and third, the Survey of Consumer Expenditures and Finances, conducted

between 1967 and 1969, by N. Drane, R. Gates and H. R. Edwards.

While sociologists, demographers and political scientists are
prominent amongst those who have conducted research into many aspects of
post-war migration to Australia, the interest of economists in the
migration programme has been somewhat limited. Their major concern has
been with macroeconomic effects of immigration, whether immigrétion has
been inflationary or deflationary [Hale, 1949; Karmel, 1953; Noetel, 1970],
to what extent economic growth is stimulated by immigration [Bensusan-Butt,
1950; Copland, 1951 and 1957; Mitchell (Sharp), 1969; Jolley, 1971] and
its effect on the workforce and the supply of labour [Cameron, 1950; Leser,

1959; 1Isaac, 1960].1 Appleyard's Survey of British Migrants in

1. These citations are from Price [1966, 1970].



2.

1959 was the first attempt by an economist to investigate the migrant

household as an economic decision-making unit.

Appleyard attempted to discover the determinants of individual
decisions to emigrate by using the basic hypothesis that perceived
differences in long run real income between Australia and the United
Kingdom were the cause of the flow [Appleyard 1964, Chapter 3, Chapter
6]. He found that this hypothesis, interpreted very broadly, seemed to
be substantiated [Zbid., pp. 209-213]. The emigrants interviewed, while
not basing their decisions on the size of the basket of goods they could
command in the market place, did most often mention economic opportunity
for themselves and their children. Reasons relating to job security were

not unusual.

The strength of the "push" needed to precipitate emigration varied
between different types of households. Some childless couples and single
people were in a'"working hoiiday" situation, and their economic
motivation was generally insignificant. At the other extreme were
families nominated by the Australian governmént. They had most to lose
by a bad decision and the worst prospect for help if they found themselves
in difficulties. They required the highest level of "crisis", as
Appleyard puts it, to emigrate [Zbid., p. 212]. These families were
not found to be generally poorly functioning in the United Kingdom, but
to be dissatisfied with their environment and their perceived future in
it [Zbid.]. They believed that Australia could offer them more,
economically and socially, in the long run. Between these extremes were
families nominated by friends or relatives in Australia. These had a
lower "crisis level", or threshold of dissatisfaction with life in the

United Kingdombecause they had more information about, and support in,



Australia. But they were, nevertheless, seeking a better life in which

long run family income held an important place.

The respondents to Appleyard's original survey were questioned
again on two occasions in Australia, or, for those who had returned,
in the United Kingdom. In forthcoming publications Appleyard will present
the overall results of these surveys, completing his study of the per-
ceived success or failure of migration and the relationship of success

or failure to the household's economic performance in Australia.

The other survey data used in the present study have been drawn
from large scale general population surveys in which economic aspects of

household behaviour were an important part of the questionnaire.

The Melbourne Survey, as it will be referred to subsequently, was
an attempt to discover the dimensions of poverty in Melbourne. The
results of the Survey and recommendations of the reseacherswere published
as People in Poverty [1970]. A significant discovery was that recent
Southern European migrants were more than ordinarily stricken by poverty.
Expensive but overcrowded housing, poor health and difficulty with the
voluntary health insurance scheme, poor educational facilities for their
children disadvantaged by language problems, and a lack of ability to
cope with bureaucratic welfare services were some of the more important

problems faced particularly by families with unskilled or inappropriately

skilled bread winners.

The expenditures stage of the Survey of Consumer Expenditures and
Finances (the Expenditures Survey as it will be called) collected
information on expenditures and income of some 5500 households randomly

selected from the Australian population. Amongst these were about 1200



households whose head had resided outside Australia before 1947. In
the various pieces of analysis from the Expenditure Survey these migrants
have been singled out for attention only by one worker, then only briefly

and with little concern for appropriate classification [Podder, 1972].

Data from the British migrants survey will be used to examine the
process of adjustment in'housing from the initial stay in a hostel, or
with their nominees, to their purchase of a home of their own. This
survey will also be used in an attempt to discover changes in family real
income over the 6 year period from arrival to the second follow up, and
whether income increased more or less rapidly than these of non-migrants

in Australia or of the general population of the United Kingdom.

The Melbourne Survey income and housing data analysed by Mrs.
McCaughey [Hendersom, op.c¢it. Chapter 8], will be re—analysed in order
to relate their income results to those of the Expenditure Survey and

their housing results to the British Migrants Survey.

The Expenditure Survey data will be used to study income and house-
hold characteristics of migrants to establish differences between classes
of migrants' income distributions. The expenditure data will also be
used to estimate total expenditure elasticities of demand for the various

expenditure items,

Two questions must be discussed before the analysis is begun.
First, why is being a migrant household likely to be important in terms
of the household's observed behaviour. Clearly, if there is no reason
to expect a migrant household to behav; differently from any other
then there is no point in studying migrant households. This question

occupies the rest of this first éhapter. The second question, logically
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prior to the first but treated second for ease of exposition, is how
"the household" may be analysed, and what theoretical viewpoint underlies
the analyses of the present study. This question is the subject of

Chapter 2.

Although migrants are a definable demographic category or set of
categories within the Australian population, a migrant household can be
defined in many ways. First generation migrant households can be defined
as those with a household head not born in Australia, or as those with
both head agd wife not born in Australia. All but a few of the heads or

wives in the Surveys arrived in Australia since the Second World War.

Within either category - head or wife not born in Austfalia - each
comprising about 20% of all households in Australia, sub-classes can be
defined on the basis of place of origin, and period of residence in
Australia. Ifrhousehold behaviour depends on the cultural background
of household members, especially the decision-making members, as well aé
on current circumstances, then place of.origin and the process of
assimilation or adjustment will be important determinants of behaviour,
distinguishing migrants from the rest of the population. Failure to
distinguish place of origin and perio& of residence would mean failure to

distinguish any differences in behaviour.

There are at least three ways in which behaviour could be related
to place of origin and period of residence ["migrant class" as it will

be referred to from now on].

1. Migrant class may be a real cause of distinctive behaviour of a
household, from the process of settlement that Australian born

households do not experience and from differences in culture.
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2. Migrant class may be correlated with a real cause. For example,
Czech migrants who arrived in 1969 or 1970 may tend to be highly
educated and so Czechs from 1969 or 1970 may sﬁend a lot of money,

relatively, on books, theatre etc.
3. Migrant class may not be related to economic behaviour at all.

While the last probability may not seem unlikely, the other two seem
important enough to require further examination and testing. The difficult
question is to distinguish instances in which migrant class is important

in itself, and those ‘in which migrant class is merely a correlate of a
basic cause. No final or definitive answers can be expected in this

work, based as it is on general surveys not specifically designed for the

present task.

There are two reasons for suspecting that the behaviour of migrant
households will differ from that of non-migrants. The first can be

called the transition effect, the second is cultural differentia.

The tranéition effect refers to those modifications to normal
behaviour patterns caused by the transfer of a househéld from overseas.
For example, emigrants have been encouraged by the Department of
Immigration to transfer their assets to Australia in the form of cash.

On arrival they must acquire the use of household goods. Initially they
may rent furnished accommodation, but sooner or later they must purchase
furniture, household appliances and effects. While these are being
purchased some othef purchases will be a smaller proportion of total
expenditure. In order to lead a tolerable life in urban and suburban
Australia, migrants from Southern Europe in particular are faced &ith the

need for much greater asset holding then they may have been accustomed to.



The accumulation of assets to attain a standard and style of living
appropriate to an Australian city has an initial effect on spending
patterns which, while it does not appear in the analysis of family

budgets of Chapter 5, probably lasts for a number of years. Duloy's

work [1967] referred to in Chapter 5 supports this view.

The transition effect, by definition, is caused directly by migration.
However, it is easily confused with "life cycle effects", common to
migrants and non-migrants. Immigrant households at the point in time
at which they arrive in Australia, may be clustered around a ;tage in
household or family life cycle, say, just after marriage with few or no
children. Migrant households of a particular vintage would then display
behaviours and characteristics appropriate to that stage in the family
life cycle. The migrants are not in this way different from non-migrants,
but if life cycle stage is not distinguished for migrants-and non-migrants,
statistical tabulatiéns would show differences between them which would
disappear when such a distinction was made. The life cycle effect is an
example of the way in which migrant class may affect behaviour patterns
in Australia by its being correlated with some other factor. The importance
of the life cycle effect to the study of migration is in the change migrants
make to the structure of the population and the consequent shifts in demand
for various goods and services, in particular for public goods and

services such as schools, hospitals and welfare.

The second reason for suspecting that the behaviour of migrant
households will differ from that of non-migrants relate to their differing
cultural backgrounds. Differences in cultural patterns are probably most
obvious in aspects of behaviour such as the customs and traditions of
family structure, roles and rites of passage. But in terms of economic

behaviour the most important differences would seem to relate to income
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earning capacity. The standard and variety of education is one important
factor, work skills and training and its acceptability another. The
influence on spending patterns and on housing, on the other hand, are
less likely to be visible inm the present data, given that they really

exist, than are these others.

Spending pattern differences are obscured by fhe level of aggregation
in the Expenditures Survey. The choices of héuseholds of different
cultural backgrounds for different meats cannot bé observed. Differences
in housing pf;ferences are obscured for a more basic reason. The

institutional structure of the housing market precludes much freedom of

2
choice to the purchaser of houseroon.

Freehold purchase, under mortgage, of suburban house énd land was,
at the time of the surveys, the predominant way of acquiring houseroom.
Even had there been a preference among any migrant classes for other ways
of purchasing houseroom, their ability to reveal this preference was very
limited. Even so, there are some indications in the survey of variation
in preferences. For example, Western Europeans appeared to prefer
renting flats much more than did Australians. The variety of housing
available has been changing since the surveys were carried out, possibly
in part dué to pressures of immigrant preferences as well as to general

pressures on urban living space.

The Melbourne survey and the British migrants survey show that
income and wealth, the ability to command resources, is related to quality

and quantity of houseroom purchasable. But again, the nature of the data

2. "Purchase of houseroom" refers to any way in which a household
acquires the use of housing, e.g. by renting, paying board, pur-
chasing, or occupying in return for non-pecuniary consideration.



allows only gross differences to become visible. Even the question of
whether Southern Europeans really prefer old inner suburban areas cannot

be resolved from this data.

It has already been suggested that to analyse migrant household
behaviour effectively it would be necessary to divide all migrant
households into place of origin/period of residence -classes. The
transition effect and the culture effect provide a cfude theoretical
basis for this method of classing. Period of residence in Australia
is the only simple way to allow for the transition effect. Some house-
holds will overcome transitional problems more quickly than others.
Others will, in effect, defer dealing with some of the transition factors
for a very long time. But it would not seem possible to discover a

better way of measuring the rate of dealing with transitional problems.

Period of residence itself is a fairly unambiguous céncept. How-
ever, neither the Expenditure Sﬁrvey nor the Melbourne Survey recorded
period of residence cardinally, as so many years or half years. They
recorded it as broad class intervals. For example, 3 to 5 years may be
one class interval. All households who arrived between 3 and 5 years
previﬁusly would be placed in this class. In both surveys the intervals
are smaller for shorter average periods of residence, and larger for
those whose period of residence is longer. The presumption is that the
rate of cﬁange of behaviour will decrease as period of residence increases.
It would in many ways be more convenient to have the option of using class
intervals, or of using period of residence as a cardinal variable in the
same way that age of household head can be used. Th;s course was
followed by Duloy [1967] in analysing the lagged effect of immigration

flow on macroeconomic indicators. For present purposes the period of
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residence class intervals defined in the surveys has, perforce, been
used in defining migrant class. The adequacy of these class intervals is

one constraint on the work possible.

The culture effect is more obviously complex. It is clear that
a nation or state, the narrowest definition of place of origin available,
will not normally coincide with a single cultural or even ethnic group.
Behaviour_of households from the north of England may not be similar to
those from the south, even allowing for economic and life cycle differences.
Macedonian villagers may have similar customs and habits whether they
happen to live in Yugoslavia, Greece or Bulgaria. Country of last
residence, nationality or country of birth will not be appropriate
variables for identifying classes with homogeneous behaviour patterns.
A system based on established ethnographical categories would be
appropriate but the cénsttaints of the data preclude this ideal.
Unfortunately for this study, the size of the two population samples is
not large enough to provide adequately for many countries of origin, let
alone the optimal but non-existant set of ethnographical categories which
a serious study of the population of migrant households would require.
It is clear that adequate treatment of migrant households by sample survey
methods requires a sample design which begins with the population of
each class of migrant household and not with the general population of

households.

The attempt to form homogeneous country of origin (birthplace)
period of residence classes for analysis was unsatisfactory for both of
the general surveys. éowever analysis proceeds in this volume on the
assumption that any class is relatively homogeneous in terms of cultural

pattern and stage of transition to an Australian norm.
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The existence of "an Australian norm" must also be assumed.
Operationally it is no more than a set of statistical artifacts arising
from the survey data at hand. It would be much more satisfying to be
able to draw upon a literature which established the existence of stable
patterns of economic behaviour within and between social groups in
Australia, in which a sufficient number of independent studies had defined
the parameters of '"the norm'. But it would seem unlikelyithat this
could ever be the case beyond concepts like the aggregate consumption

function, of direct interest to policy makers.

I will attempt to show that the following hypotheses can muster

some support:

First, that the average income level of migrant households
deviates form tﬁe Australian norm, being higher for all but Southern
Europeans whose income tends to be lower; that this can only partially
be explained by the life cycle effect aqd the truncation of lower incomes
due to migration arising from the relative absence of aged and invalid

household members. This is dealt with in Chapter 4.

Second, that differences between migrant classes in the responsive-
ness of total expenditure of a household to a change in its income level
are not great. This cross section "marginal propensity to consume" is
not exactly fhe same as the macroeconomist's concept, but evidence to be
presented does not support the often voiced contention that migrants
generally, or some types, tend to have a very hiéh propensity to save.

This is presented in Appendix B to Chapter 5.

Third, that the relationships between expenditure on particular

items and a household's total expenditure and size differ between certain
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migrant classes and Australians for some expenditure items. However, no
general tendencies can be seen to suggest that consumption patterns
markedly different from the '"norm" were being maintained by any particular

migrant classes. This is presented in Chapter 5.

Fourth, that migrants tend to move quickly to Australian norms
of home ownership. The customs of the country of origin are not of great
importance except in two respects: changes in Australian provision of
flats for rental and purchase under strata title may be attributable
in part to demand by, and example of, Western European migrants; chain
migration of Southern Europeans encourages their concentration in
relatively crowded conditions in the inner suburban areas of metropolitan
cities, with housing atypical of Australia as a whole. This is dealt

with in Chapter 6.

The analysis of these four broad areas will suggest that most,
though not all, differences in observed behaviour seen in the present
study can be traced to problems of migration - the transition effect, and
to differences from the Australian population in such things as education

and stock of capital assets.

The null hupothesis which this conclusion sets up may well be
worth challenging on the basis of new information. Chapter 7 suggests
that further information is needed to overcome some of the basic problems
of the present study, namely those of appropriate place of origin

information and of an adequéte view of a household as an economic unit.




Chapter 2

MODELL ING HOUSEHOLD BEHAVIOUR

This chapter presents a method of analysing the economic behaviour
of households and discusses some alternatives for analysis of household
survey data, In Chapter 3 the data being used in this study is examined

in the light of this discussion,

To view a household as a decision-making unit is clearly not a
perfect representation of reality. There are many decisions reached
by individuals alone in the sphere of both current and capital expenditures,
choice of job, choice between work and leisure, and so on, However, many
behaviours can be ascribed to the household as a whole, either because
they are made by an individual on behalf of the household, or because
the household as a whole makes the decision. Either type of decision can
be viewed in terms of some sort of stable preference scale constrained by
income or resource command, This is the classical model of consumer
behaviour used by economists, Some other decisions made by individuals,
for example by children of the household, are constrained by the wider

interests of the household itself.

Having argued that the household is the relevant unit of amalysis
it may seem strange to argue now that attributes and characteristics of
individuals may be of considerable importance for the explanation of
household behaviour. But there are a number of reasons for this, First,
the occupation, skill and diligence of the household head is important in
determining the levei of household income, Second, the tastes of house~
hold head and housewife will be important in deciding particular
purchases. For example, the housewife may prefer cooking with oils

rather than fats; the head may prefer spending more on his own clothing
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to maintain a fashionable image, and less on maintaining his motor car.
Third, some characteristics of individuals will determine what the house-
hold does. For example, father can't eat pork, so the household never
purchases it. Fourth, some characteristics of onme individual are likely
to be characteristics of all the household members, for example, religious
affiliation. So, while the household itself is the unit of analysis,

the behaviour of the household is still the result of decision-making

by individuals within the household, and of decision-making for the house-

hold constrained by individual tastes and preferences.

The empirical study of the economic behaviour of households,
especially those using sample survey methods of analysis, has proceeded
in the past along only a very few methodological pathways. The dominant
pathway has been followed by those who assumed that the behaviour of the
household is related to objective and readily observable characteristies
such as its size, composition, the resources it can command through
asset holdings and income, education of the head and the wife, and so
on. These are generally referred to as the "demographic characteristics"
of the household. 1In crude terms, the basic assumption is that behaviour

is determined by demographic characteristics.

The term "demographic characteristic (or variable)" is intended to
include attributes that are easily measurable, have some long run
stability; change at slow or predictable rates, and can in a useful way
be thought to be determined independently of the behaviours being
examined, at least in the short run. It excludes attributes dealing with
personality, style of living, attitudes, beliefs and persuasions. 1In
general, any household characteristic or variable which is readily

observable and independent of the internal mental processes of an
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individual, at any given point in time, falls into the demographic

category.

An investigation following this pathway will use information on
two kinds of variables. First the set which is of direct interest -
the behaviour variables to be explained, second the set of demographic
variables used to explain the first set. Typically there would be very
many more in the second set than in the first, since usually many facets
of the household's "character" affect any particular behaviour. It is
not true that all, or even many, surveys of household behaviour explicitly
recognize this division. For example, neither the Melbourne survey, nor
the British migrant survey make the distinction. But their content
is such that no other interpretation is possible of the method of

analysis required to make use of the data collected.

It is neither necessary, nor particularly desirable, that a piece
of information be assigned to one of the two categories to be used only
as either a behaviour characteristic or as an explanatory variable. For
example, household income is on interesting characteristic, determined in
the long run by the household. Attempts to explain variation in house-
hold income have used such explanatory variables as education, age and
occupation of head, work status of wife, education and occupation of wife,
number of other workers in the household, etc. [Morgan et al., 1961].

On the other hand, when level of expenditure, either in total,-or on

any particular, is the behaviour to be explained, income of the household
is the most important explanatory variable. When pieces of information
are used in both roles care must be taken not to use a piece of
information in the explanation of another, and then to reverse their

roles in another explanation. There may be very good reason for doing
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this. For example, it may be suspected that households who purchase a
holiday home, or some other luxury capital item, work and save very
hard to "make a down payment" and then meet loan repayments. But
purchase of such things is possible only for those households enjoying
a high level of income. However, it would not be valid to examine
either of these two relationships without considering both relationships
together, that is, treating the observed data as the outcome of the
interaction of these two effects. This is the problem of simultaneity,
so well known to economists, in the demand/supply interaction, where
observed data are always an equilibrium of the two forces: mneither

demand nor supply relationships can be directly observed.

Investigations which have followed the "demographic determination"
pathway do not purport to explain completely the "causes" of behaviour
variation between households. All that this method can do is to point
out correlations, to say that certain characteristics, and certain
values of some variables, go with some behaviour. While this allows the
investigator to predict behaviour from knowledge of the demographic
variables, it does not allow explanation of the mechanisms by which house-
holds arrive at their behaviours. So the pathway is one of limited
usefulness for social and economic engineering purposes with which
many investigators, such as the Melbourne researchers were very deeply
interested. A reading of their influential book People in Poverty
[Henderson et al. 1970] will show how their prescriptions for various
problems go far beyond the statistical inferences they make about
household behaviour. Though the data provide them with clues, it is
their more broadly based knowledge of the people involved which allows

them to prescribe remedies.
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In Chapter 4 is a review of a number of attempts to "explain" income
variation in terms of demographic characteristics. The statistical
techniques of analysis used range from simple cross-tabulation to the
complicated method of multi-variate. regression using "dummy" variables.
However, none of these attempts managed to improve prediction of the
level of income by more than about half. In other words, without the
analysis, the best prediction of any household's income is the overall
sample mean income. With analysis using demographic variables, prgdiction
of a household's income was likely to be no better than half as wrong. In
a most exhaustive analysis of income and income related behaviour
characteristics, Morgan, et al. [1961] estimated twenty one regression
equations. Of these, only one reduced the variation by more than half
(by 54% in fact), two others by more than 407 and many by as little as
10%. It may be argued that this criterion is inappropriate, that on
significance tests for variables (t-tests) and for sets of variébles
(F-tests) all variables or sets make a contribution. But completeness
of the "explanation", i.e. the degree té which the analysis allows
accurate prediction of the behaviour variable for a household within the
sample, is the basic criterion of success for a model which pretends to
do no more. On this criterion the demographic model must be seen as

incomplete, if not inappropriate.

The main methodological alternative to the demographic model is,
in effect; an extension of the demographic model into the psychological
and socilological fields. The view taken in most cases amounts to a
belief that the demographic model is correct but incomplete, that further
information about the psychological nature of household members, and

their relationships in a social unit can bring a much greater accuracy
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in prediction. However, in some cases the view is taken that the
demographic model is inappropriate, that to use demographic variables and
characteristics to explain behaviour is to use mere correlates of the
true causes of behaviour variation. When this viewpoint is taken,
demographic varigbles are replaced by the more basic causes of behaviour,
resulting in an appropriate and a more complete model of household

behaviour. At least, this is the intention.

Both of these related lines of approach have been taken up mainly
by marketing researchers whose interest has been in such behaviours as
product choice and brand choice [Evans, 1959; Brady & Cunningham, 1968;
Frank 1968; Bieda & Kassarjian, 1969; Alpert, 1971; Worthing, Venkatesan
& Smith, 1971; Wells & Tigert, 1971]. These aspects of behaviour are
admittedly of a much more microeéonomic nature that the aspects available
in the present surveys. But they are more likely to be aspects exhibiting
some differentiation between migrant classes and other households in

Australia.

The simple complementary line of approach, the adding of additional
explanatory variables, is essentially one of pragmatism, even "blind
empiricism'. Variables and characteristics defined by psychologists,
mainly in the field of personality theory, are thrown into the electronic
mill, coefficients are calculated and significance tests assessed. The

useful are retained, the useless are thrown out.

Possibly in reaction to this, marketing theorists have been fore-
most in the development of models of consumer decision processes. Learn-
ing theory and perception theory are the basis of a number of interesting
formal models intended as the basis for empirical research on consumer

behaviour [Howard & Sheth, 1969; Haines, 1969]. Thus far there is
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little in the way of positive results to show, despite the generation of
a good deal of academic satisfaction and aesthetic pleasure. It is
probably still true that '"there is not enough reliable information
available for the construction of an operational theory'[Tucker, 1967,

p. 135].

The work of market researchers, using both the empirical approach
and the theoretical approach, has served to show mainly'that there ére no
easy answers to the problem of explaining the behaviour of consumers or
more generally of households' economic behaviour. The methods of analysis
tried by the marketing people are not undoubfedly superior to the simple
demographic determinism of economists' attempts at explaining variation
in behaviour beyond the classical choice model. The common characteristic
of these models is their greater complexity, a negaﬁive attribute as far
as scientific progress is concerned. Measurement of variables is much
more difficult, and their validity as measures of anything is often suspect.
However, they represent a vigorous, if not rigorous, search for better

models.

The next chapter will show what information is available to the
present study, what limits are imposed by this and how it is possible to
discover interesting and useful regularities about the behaviour of

migrant households.



Chapter 3
THE DATA

The research envisaged by the Academy of the Social Sciences in
Australia imposed a double constraint onm this investigation. It was
restricted to the study of migrant household behaviour, and it was
restricted to the three household surveys. The latter restriction
defined the informational inputs available and therefore the aspects of
household behaviour to be examined; the former restricted the information

used from surveys to their relevant subsections.

This chapter reviews in some detail each of the surveys in turn,
looking at the information each presents, its limitations, and the scope

for analysis given by each one.

The Survey of Living Conditions in Melbourne

The Melbourne survey was conceived as the first step towards
estimating the extent and content of material poverty in Australian
society, and defining the sort of modifications to the distribution of
resources which might be needed to eliminate this poverty. The survey
is described in Henderson, et al., 1970; Henderson, et al., 1972; and

in Harper, 1967.

The objectives of the Melbourne Survey required a large amount of
information on household composition and the resources they command.
One class of people thought to be vulnerable were recent migrants.
Because the survey contained a large amount of information on households
and contained a considerable sample of migrants it was included in the
present investigation. However, the structure>of the survey had a number

of other side effects which reduced its effectiveness in fulfilling a
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purpose for which it was not designed.

The first problem arose with sample design. In order to sample
adequately those households thought to be in poverty, the sample was
stratified. Census collectors' districts (C.D.s) were assigned to one
of five strata on the basis of a number of demographic characteristics.
These were the percentage of aged people, of persons under 15 years of
age, of the male workforce unemployed and of owner occupancy, all these
béing as at the 1961 census; the percentage of pensioners, of families
with income between $20 and $30 per week, and of families with income
between $30 and $50 per week [Harper, 1967, pp. 265-6]. From each
stratum defined by these measures a sample of districts was randomly chosen,
and within each a number of clusters of about 6 dwellings were randomly
chosen. The number chosen at this stage varied between sérata as shown
in Table 3.1. The variation in the chance of selection betwegn strata means
that to make estimates of dimensions of the whole population of Melbourne
households each observation had to ﬁe weighted inversely to the

probability of being selected.

They were not able to use recent immigration as a stratum selection
variable. High incidence of recent migrants in a Cﬁ or cluster would
not by itself improve the probability of selection of that cluster orv
CD. The resulting sample succeeded in encompassing workable numbers of
most origin groups, but of very recent migrants only Greeks were

adequately represented.

Where a class has a larger observed proportion than weighted
proportion, members of that class occurred, on average, in lower strata

than classes whose weighted proportion exceeded their observed proportion
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(Table 3.2). Since non-migrants have a welighted proportibn exceeding their
observed, migrants had overall a lower.weighted than observed proportion.
Hence migrants in general occurred, on average, in lower strata than
non-migrants., This indicates that there is a positive correlation
between being a migrant and the various vulnerability indicators used

in the Melbourne Surﬁey. However, when particular countries of origin
are considered, only Italy, Greece, Yugoslavia, Malta, Otﬂer Mediteranean
and Asia contribute to this relationship. When year of arrival is taken
into account ﬁore recent (though not most recent) Dutch migran;s, recent
Eastern Europeans, and recent Germans also had a higher observed than
weighted proportion. Not too much attention should be paid to these
non-Southern Europeans with higher observed than weighted proportion for
in all cases the numbers involved were very small. The appearance of
Southern Europeans.in the more heavily sampled lower strata indicates in
broad the scope of the problem the researchers expected to find. The
opposite tendency of non-Southern European migrants is a crude indicator
either of their success as migrants‘or of the type of migfant received

from the United Kingdom and the rest of -Europe.

This heavy stratification not only affects the absolute numbers of
observations having a particular country of origin and period of
residence, but also renders unusable the conventioral formulae defining
sampling errors. Though each of the 960 clusters has a theore;ical
sampling variation, in order to establish whether a difference between
two proportions is beyond the limits of sampling variation, each
observation involved should have its own sampling error.  The overall
measure wogld then be a function of the individual ones. fhis has
certainly not been possible in the present analysis, nor does it seem

to have been used by the original creators énd users of the survey. A
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simpler method of é;mputing standard errors of statistics from the
survey would be to use the fact that the survey was collected in the
form of ten replicated sub-surveys. By extracting statistics for the
ten separately it would be possible to use the ten statistics to
estimate the variation likely in the whole sample. Unfortunately, this
method was not available to the present study owing to restrictions on
use resulting from circumstances to be explained below. The only
method of testing statistical regularity in the survey is an intuitive
one based on the actual numbers of observations and my experience, such

as it is, of analysing simple random sample survey data.

The second‘cause of problems, though an admirable feature of the
survey on its own, was the definition of the basic units of observation:
the Household and the Income Unit. The Household was defined in the
normal way "as 'a group of persons wﬁo eat their meals together or whose
meals are prepared by a common cook out of a common pot' " {Harper, 1967,
p- 271]. However, the researchers considered Income Unit the most
neaningful unit of analysis: either (i) a single person aged 15 years
or older, no longer engaged in full-time secondary education; or (ii) a
married couple and their depeﬁdent children [Zbid.]). The Income Unit
(IU) is not an unusual unit of analysis. Versions of it have been
used in earlier household survey investigations, for example, Morgan,
David, Cohen and Brazer [1961, pp. 25-27]. But, the unit of analysis
of both the other surveys of the present study is the Household. It is
clearly not valid to directly compare Household daté with Income Unit
data. Because the scope of work on the survey was restricted to a
reworking of previously executed analysis, aggregation of IUs into house-

holds was not possible. There was no way of knowing which IUs make a
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household.

The third and far most restrictive problem was that analysis had té
be restriéted to cross tabulations previously used by the Institute in
theirranalysis for People in Poverty. The reason for this was the
organisation of the survey data. The datawere stored on magnetic tape
in the Melbourne University computer, largely in summarized form of
sums, sums of squares and cross products, and frequency arrays. Many
coded variables had been further compressed into summary codes, including
the two of most immediate interest to the present study - country of

origin and period of residence.

These limitations of the Melbourne Survey data restricted their use to
re-analysis of material used by Mrs. J. McCaughey in her chapter of People
in Poverty. [Hendersom, et al., 1970, Chapter 8]. Four types of
restriction are implied by this: (1) restriction of content to the
dimensions of households or IUs relevant to the concerns of the Poverty
study, i.e., occupation, income, housing costs and standards, health

and soéial service provision; (2) restriction of unit analysis to the
unit chosen in each particular case: few dimensions were analysed by
both household and IU; (3) restriction of analysis to cross-tabulations,
being migrant class by upit characteristic classification: for example
IUs cross tabulated by country of origin/period of residence and income
level; (4) restriction to the country of origin/period of residence
system devised for the Poverty study: the original coding of the survey
contained a very comprehensive and detailed system for birthplace and
nationality or ethnic origin. The year of arrival was coded into one

of a set of classes corresponding to those of Table 3.2. However, for

meaningful analysis considerable aggregation was required and the result
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was the system shown by the non—-empty cells of Table 3.2. While this
still appears very comprehensive there are limiting aspects: small
country of origin classes are aggregated across year of arrival classes.
In the preseﬁt context, aggregation by country to estimate the
importance of period of residence, and aggregation by year of arrival, -
to estimate the import;nce of country of origin may>we11 have been

useful. Freedom to aggregate and disaggregate is necessary to discover

the appropriate aggregations.

Because of the present works dependence on that of Mrs. McCaughey,
and given the restrictions set out above, it must be asked whether there
is any real justification for further analysis. In hindsight the
answer might be that it was not worth trying to use the survey as a major
data base. However, the attempt made and largely frustrated, it is
readily conceded that there is a large amount of material useful as

background and support for the analyses of the other sets of data.

Mrs. McCaughey confined her attention to the basic purpose of the
Poverty Study. She was able to show that housing is the major problem
of the recent migrant, and that remarkable energies are bent to the
task of providing adequate housing [Zbid. pp. 138~9]. She also showed
that the unskilled Southern European migrants faced considerable
difficulties in overcoming the establishment cost of setting up a home
in Australia, with a second and often third income necessary eépecially
where young children are present [Zbid. p. 126, pp. 130-132]. Setting
up home entails, for many Southern Europeans, the chain migration of
a whole family spanning the three generations. Support for the
elderly parents, and saving for fares for them and others who do not
qualify for an assisted passage imposes a heavy burden on such migrant

families for a considerable period [Zbid. p. 128, p. 130-39, p. 1l41].
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In the present investigation the other two surveys have consider-
able information on migrants' income and housing situations. The
material available in the Melbourne Survey, while not strictly comparable
is worth stating, or re-stating, in a form and in a place such that the
crude comparabilities are most clearly seen. For this reason a section
each of Chapters 4 and 6 present a number of tabulations from the

survey in somewhat greater detail than published elsewhere.

The uses to which the Melbourne data will be put are rather
restricted. In Chapter 4 the income concepts will be examined. Cross
tabulations of income by migrant class are presented. The presumption
in those tables is that of the "dgmographic determinist', that at least
some of the variation is related to differences in demographic factors
such as education, age, occupation. In Chapter 6 a similar method of
"analysis" is used on some of the many dimensions of housing. In both
chapteré these analyses are very dependent on analysis of the other

survey material for any useful conclusions to be drawn.

The Survey of Consumer Expenditures and Finances

The Survey of Consumer Expenditures and Finances was ﬁhe first
large scale survey‘of'its kind to be carried out in Australia. It was
an attempt to collect household expenditure account and balance sheet
data from a sample large enough to allow serious study of household
income, expenditure, and wealth. It would probably have been, at that
time, the most expensive single piece of academic research undertaken

in the social sciences in Australia.

With such a large undertaking it is understandable that many

obstacles had to be overcome in bringing the survey into a completed
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form as a set of data, or, more properly, two sets §f data. It was
conceived in the early 1960s in the Economics Department of Sydney
University. Two preliminary pilot stages were negotiated by the end

of 1965, and the survey itself was carried through over the following
six years. Data were collected in the two and a half years from June
1967 to December 1969. Editing and organising of the data was completed
after a further two years. Much of the expenditures data was available

for use from mid 1969.

Nearly 6000 households were asked to record their expenditures in
various categories, intended as exhaustive. About half these households
also agreed to list their assets and liabilities as at 30 June 1967,
and the change in most of them since 1 July 1966. They were asked about
their income, and about various demographic characteristics of the
household, including country of origin and period of residence of

household head and wife.

"Household" is the only unit of analysis at the Expenditures stage.
At the Finances stage, data were collected on individuals. Household
data can be aggregated from the individual's records. The household is
defined in the same way as it is in the Melbourne survey: me#ls prepared
by a common cook out of a common pot. Households with more than one
Income Unit, as defined in the Melbourne survey, may pose.some problem
of reliability unless considerable care was taken to avoid omitting
incomes and expenditures of subsidiary IUs. Double counting of intra-
household transfers (for example, board payments, being included in
both household income and household expenditure) may or may not have

been treated in a consistent manner throughout the survey.

The present investigation has been able to use only the Expenditure
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stage of the survey, for reasons set out below. The data are divided
into two parts, the demographic variables and the expenditure variables.
Included in the demographic variables are such things as net weekly
household income and gross annual household income, age of head, age

of wife, occupation of head, occupation of wife, and so on. The
expenditure variables are, roughly, the summation of each column of
questionnaire, Table 3.3 being an example of two, Grocery Items and
Fruit and Vegetables. All fruit and vegetables are summed into one

item, all dry groceries and dairy products are summed into another.

In final edited form the Expenditure stage contains 5459 records.
Interviews were carried out in each capital city, including Canberra,
in Wollongong, Newcastle and Geelong, and in country areas of New South
Wales, Victoria and Queensland. Table 3.4 cross tabulates the place
of interview and the month in which it took place. The basic sampling
fraction was not held completely constant for each of these regionms.

In order to generate a worthwhile sample in each state capital, the
smaller cities were over-sampled to a certain extent. However, if
Australian society is as homogeneous between States as popular legend
would have it, differences between sampling fractions for whole of
Australia analyses could be ignored [see Fodder, 1971, p. 390]. Response
rate at the expenditure stage was lifted to a level of about 90% by the
use of replacement techniques, the precise nature of which has not been
revealed. It is hoped that the replacement techniques did not bias the
sample in any way. Crude methods, such as trying the next house if the
chosen one was empty, have a clear bias especially if interviewing
takes place at one time of day - morning, afternoon or evening - when

certain types of household are apt to desert the dwelling. The
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Table 3.3

Example of Questionnaire, Survey of Consumer Expenditures

GROCERIES (FOOD AND NON-FOCD)

FOOD ITEMS

Beverages (tea, coffee, fruit juice, cordials); biscuits, cake ingredients;
Condiments (salt, pepper, vinegar and spice). supar; Party foods (chips,
peanuts, twisties, etc.); Sauces, spreads, jams and seasonings; Eggs,
processed milk and other dairy products (butter, cheese, etc.); Dried
fruits (sultanas, raisins, apricots, etc.); Dry vegetables (rice, soup
mixes, tapioca, barley, etc.); Packet foods (cereals, cake mixes, soups,
jellies, desserts, etc.); Baby Food and tinned foods; Delicatessen foods
(other than meats); Other food supplies (ice cream, soft drinks,
confectionery and non-meat pet food).

NON-FOOD ITEMS

Washing soap, cleaners and detergents; Polishes (shoe, floor and furniture);
Disinfectants; Candles, Lunchwraps, foil, tissues, toilet paper; Starch,
blue, bleach, dyes; Matches; Clothes pegs; Dish cloths, pot scourers and
steel wool.

3B

GROCERY ITEMS TOTAL COST FRUIT AND VEGETABLES ' TOTAL COST
FOR PAST FOR PAST

DESCRIPTION OF ITEM 7 DAYS DESCRIPTION OF ITEM ~7 DAYS
FOOD
NON FOOD
MILK & CREAM
BREAD

4F

SOURCE: Survey of Consumer Expenditure Questionnaire.
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replacing household must clearly be selected on as random a basis as
the original sample. Publication of further informatiom by the Survey

Principals (Drane, Edwards and Gates) is awaited with interest.

The most unfortunate problem relates specifically to the period
over which interviewing was carried out. As Table 3.4 shows, interviewing
took place in 22 months consecutively, from June 1967 to March 1969. The
questionnaire was of a simple recall variety, asking the responrdent to
recall from the previous 7 days, 3 months or twelve months the purchases
made in pérticular categories. Note that the $ cost of purchases and
not the quantity is asked for. For valid comparison between households,
or for analysis of household expenditure patterns, goods in a given
category must be purchased in the same market place at the same time.
Neither of these conditions hold for the survey. However, the first

condition can be allowed for, as city/region is recorded in the coded

~record. During the period over which the interviews took place there

was an appreciable inflation, some 5%, which cannot be assumed to have

affected all commodities equally. Table 3.5 shows the percentage
increase in the Consumer Price Index for each group of each capital

between the June 1967 quarter and the March 1969 quarter.

It is clear that the Housing and Miscellaneous groups of the
Consumer Price Index rose nearly twlce as much as the other groups.
The magnitude of the difference made to relative prices is only of the
order of 3 or 4%. But somewhat less aggregated commodity groups are
used in the survey questionnaire. It is left open as to whether relative
price movements much greater than this took place. It is doubtful

whether the movement in prices over the interviewing period made an

' appreciable difference to the amount spent on various commodity groups
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of the survey. Nonetheless, a complex piece of '"noise' has been
introduced into the information, obstructing analysis in many subtle

ways.

Possibly more important than the inflationary trend over the 22
months is the seas&nal variation 1likely in expenditure patterns. Many
purchases of weekly goods vary in a seasonal pattern. Minimizing this
problem are two factors, one being Australia's generally temperate
climate which means that actual seasonal variation will not be as
important as in many parts of Western Europe or North America, and the
other being the high level of aggregation of the survey data which
tends to cover up the seasonal variation. There is no way of measuring
the extent of this problem for the survey. It can merely be hoped

that the variation is not appreciable.

It is unfortunate that only two sorts of analysis have been made
available from the Expenditure Survey and only an incomplete set of
the more ambitious analysis. Chapter &4 will examine a set of cross
tabulations,with migrant class by gross annual household income
subjected to comment on the basis of the other demographic variable
distributions. Chapter 5 contains analysis of particular expenditure
items, and Appendix B5 some analysis of total expenditure, this last

a by-product of the analysis of particular expenditure items.

The Survey of British Migrants

The third survey available to this study is the Survey of British
Migrants, 1959, 1961 and 1966. The origin and structure of the sample
is set out in Appleyard, 1964. A 207% sample of migrant (family) units

allocated an assisted passage between March and August 1959 yielded
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862 interviews prior to emigration. The results of this stage of the
survey were published in the work cited. In 1961, about 18 months
after arrival they were reinterviewed. Successful interviews were
completed with 669 units. After a further 5 years another follow up
took place. Four hundred and sixty eight units were interviewed in
Australia, 84, in the United Kingdom and 14 in New Zealand. Analysis
of the possibility of bias from selective attenuation of the sample,

s o ) . 2
indicates an absence of bias.

_ The questionnaires of the last two stages are reproduced in

" Appleyard's forthcoming work. That of the first stage can be found
in Appleyard, 1964. The con;ent‘of the questionnaires are not easy
to categorize broadly. Each asks questions of considerable detail in
the areas of household and family composition, income, housing,
employment of ﬁousehold members, activities and interests, aspects of

settlement in Australia, expected and experienced, and some questions

of interest to social psychologists.

The problem is really of too much information. The source of
the problem is in an apparently overly empirical approach, lacking a
clearly defined theoretical framework to discipline the questionnaire
and the coding system. It may be thought that gathering as much
information as can be thought of would enable a wide range of theoretical
propositions to be tested. But all conceivable information about a
household, even about economic aspects of a household's functioning,
is too vast for any usable questionnaire. The varieties of concept,
covering even a single category such as income, that have been found

useful in the context of particular theories or frameworks of analysis

2. Available from the author. y
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is very great. In other words, no reliable questionaire can ever
cater for more than a few distinct analytical exercises, and the
efficiericy with which analysis can be carried out is directly related

to the extent to which the questionaire was designed for that analysis.

The major set of information in the British migrants survey with
respect to household behaviour and adjustment is on housing. Chapter 6
analyses the progress of the group stage by stage. Four points in time
are available - pre-emigration, at arrival, after 18 months or so in
Australia, and after another 4 years. A very large amount of information
was avgilable, and as noted above,.the major problem was to mould it into
a suitable order. The method of analysis is cross tabulation by three
indicators, of resource command and need, for the various kinds of
immigrant household. The income information is used also in Chapter 4,
with an attempt to use the other surveys and official statistics to

provide control groups against which to judge the migrants' experience.

The three surveys thus provide a considerable amount of information
about the demographic characteristics of households and about their
economic behaviour. But each survey has very considerable problems.
The Melbourne Survey and the Expenditure Survey were not as accessible
as they might have been. The Expenditure Survey has some unresolved
statisticai problems which place a number of question marks against any
results derived from it, and most damagingly, this survey aggregates
the very items in which most interest lies - the type of meat used,
relative importance of cereals, and so on. The British Migrants Survey
has the problem of too much information inadequately diséiplined, and
of not having an inbuilt control group. All the surveys have the basic

and irremediable problem that they were not designed for this task.
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Despite these problems, all three surveys embody the basic
methodological uﬂity described in Chapter 2 as the demographic determinist
pathway of analysis of household behaviour. It was seen in Chapter 2 that
this was in general as helpful an approach as any of those presently used,
but with perhaps less potential for much further development. In other
words; the simple approach of these surveys will probably give as good
results as any other in common use by students of household and consumer

behaviour.

The three chapters following present the results of the investigation
of the three surveys. The specific problems arising from the use of this
information will be dealt with as they arise. The reader can judge the

success of their resolution.




Chapter 4
INCOME

Introduction

There are many demographic factors which might be related to the
level of income enjoyed by a household. The sex of the household head,
the occupation of the household head, his age, whether there was a wife
or other household member who was working outside the household, the
level of education of the head and his wife, the asset holdings of the
household, and so on. Not everyone would agfee that héusehold income
could be predicted to the last $50 per annum with these variables
alone., Some would argue that personality and life style were important:
the more ambitious, more aggressive or more acquisitive household head
or wife would generate a larger income flow than one with the opposite
characteristics. Others might say that there are random factors which
defy prediction. In practice not more than half of income variation
has successfully been explained by demographic factors (see above,
P.17). However, this does not mean that more than half of the variation
cannot be explained by demographic factors. With better models, better
data and better techniques of analysis it may be that demographic
factors would explain more income variation. The present data are

confined to demographic factors.

Investigations in the United States have established a fairly clear
statistical association between income, or some part or type of income,
and the readily scalable demographic factors, in particular, age, sex,
education, race of household head, region of domicile, whether urban

or rural, even religion of parents.

Kravis [1962] showed that differences in income levels between the
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South and the non-South of the United States disappeared after allow-
ance was made for the difference in relative populations of Negroes
[Zbid., p. 40]. Differences between Negro and white incomes, on the
other hand, could not be fully explained by allowance for any of
occupation [Zbid., p. 46, p. 48], education [ibid., p. 40, p. 491, or
age [7bid., p. 53]. The techniques he used did not allow him to
analyse ;hese in combination. He suggested that current income
differences between ethnic groups was a result of social, cultural and
past‘economic differences. Current discrimination was unnecessary as

an explanation of current differences in income.

This suggests that'any income disparities to be found in the
present study may stem from migrants' countries of origin. It would
also suggest that yifhout further disparities in experience, income
differences would disappear with the second generation. But if
opportunities for education and other routes to higher social class are
restrictéd, then second and third generation migrants may still be at

a disadvantage.

R.L. Lassiter. [1965] attempted to explain differences between the
time profiles of income for United States males. He showed there were
significant differences between white and non-white, southern and non-
southern, after allowing for the effect of education and age. Without
the allowance for education the differences were far greater. These
results suggest that general cultural factors as well as those
specifically and obviously related to income earning ability, such as

education and age, influence income.

Morgan, David, Cchen and Brazer [Morgan et aZ.,.1961], with a

sample of about 10,000 "spending units', explained 10% to 50% of



41.

variation in various income concepts (see Chapter 2, p. 17, above).
Their relatively.sophisticated "dummy variable" technique allowed them
to deal with all explaining variables together; the results being valid
to the extent that each of these was independent of each other. An
example where this condition may well be violated is that of years of
education and whether the spending unit lived in an urban or a rural

area.

But their study indicated, amongst many other things, that all
forms of migratiop, from urban to rurél, from rural to urban, from South
to non-South, from one place of birth to a distant place of residence,
especially an overseas place of birth, were associated with a higher

level of income.

Lansing and Morgan [1961] tried to test an hypothesis arising out
of this, namely that emigrants of a given race will fare better than
their peers who remain in the region of their birth. Of persons who
grew up on a farm, those who left earne& more than those remaining.
They also found that, given number of years of education, migrants from
the South were not as well off as the non-Southern non-migrant [Zbid.,
Pp. 455-6]. This suggests either a difference in education quality
(inferior Southern education), or job discrimination against Southern
immigrants. If social and cultural differences between parts of the
United States appear clearly in this way, it may be expected that the
differences between Australia and its migrants' homelands will result

in as clear differences in income levels.

The concensus that arises from these studies is that differences
in cultural and social background may well be associated with differences

in income of households, even when the obvious causes of difference are
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eliminated. The reasons for these differences are less obvious. Quality
of education, or a lack of appropriateness in the education of one
cultural entity for life in another; discrimination against the stranger
or against the household that is different; these may be explanations of
negative differences. Positive differences, mainly between the emigrant
and the stop-at-home, may be explained by such things as enterprise and
resourcefulness, of movement being into higher wage sectors of the

labour market, as from the Deep South of the United States of America

to the Northern States.

With these suggestions as guides to the line of enquiry, some
preliminary view can be formed about the reasons for variation of
migrants' household income levels from the levels of other Australian

households.

Income Distributions in the Expenditures Survey

The Expenditure survey, as the most general of the surveys under

consideration will be examined firstl.

Two distinct and different measures of income were collected: Nett
Weekly Household Income, and Gross Anmnual Household Income. The latter

has been selected as the measure of the household's level of income.

Nett Weekly Household Income is the average pay packet of the four

weeks prior to the survey interview, net of taxation and superannuation

1. Use of this data was heavily constrained by circumstance, and the
analysis of income levels was not seen as the central issue for
analysis. Therefore, some decisions about the use of data made
for the estimation of Engel curves (see Chapter 5) contrained the
analysis of income.
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contributions. It takes no account of periodic additions to weekly
income such as the income from capital, seasonal overtime and income from
supplementary jobs, social welfare or superannuation payments made on a
longer basis than every four weeks, or tax refund. Gross Annual House-
hold Income attempts to take further receipts into account by asking

the respondent, usually the household head, to calculate or recall

his annual gross income for the financial year 1966-67, before subtracting
those deductions allowed by the taxation commissioner. While this is
still not disposable income it is likely to standrin a more regular

relationship to it than the net income concept.

The migrant class system devised for this survey, Country of
Origin, Period of Residence (COPR) divides the sample on the basis
described in Table 4.1. The residual class, OTHERS, will be fohnd to
have some relative extremes of various household characteristics. It
is tempting to explain them as being mainly those who entered Australia
under the pre-1966 restricted immigration policy. They would be highly
qualified professional people from Asia. .But only 47 in total came
from Asia, and 66 from North and South America and Africa. The remainder
of the 265 were most recent migrants from anywhere and pré—war migrants
from all but the United Kingdom. The limitations on analysis become
obvious from Table 4.2. The gross aggregation of both countries of
o?igin and periods of residence is unlikely to allow for much distinctive—

ness of behaviour patterns to appear.

Before proceding to discuss the data three points of clarification
and explanation need to be made. First, a row of x2 numbers at the
foot of Table 4.2 and most of the Appendix Tables A 4.1 - 4.9, is

calculated from the distribution given by AUSNZ, as the "expected"
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‘Table 4.1
Country of Origin/Period of Residence (COPR), Expenditure Survey

Number in  Country of Origin of Household Head Period of
Sub-Sample .
Sub-Sample Residence
AUSNZ* 3974 Australia and New Zealand -
UKOLD 242 Britain and Ireland Over 21 years
UKMED 253 Britain and Ireland ) 10 to 21 years
UKREC 161 Britain and Ireland 3 to 9 years
WESMED 128 Netherlands, Scandinavia, Germany
and other Western European 10 to 21 years
EWESRE 60 Netherlands, Scandinavia, Germany
and other Eastern & Western Furopean 3 to 9 years
EEMED 163 Eastern European " 10 to 21 years
SEMED 153 Italy, and other Southern European 10 to 21 years
SEREC 60 Italy, and other Southern European 3 to 9 years
OTHERS 265 Residual Residual

* These codes are intended to be descriptive enough to allow the reader
to quickly grasp the general nature of each, thus OLD, MEDium and
REcent or RECent refer to period of residence; UK, AUS, NZ and OTHERS
are obvious, and WES, E or EE and SE refer to Western European, Eastern
European and Southern European countries of origin.

distribution, and the actual distribution for each COPR class. The null

hypothesis in each case is that there is no difference between the

AUSNZ distribution and that of the other class. The probability of

observing a given x2 number on that null hypothesis is given for each

relevant table, with x2 numbers representative of those found for that
table. The intention behind this simple piece of arithmetic is to
establish the existence of anything which may require explanation. It

does not purport to discover all the differences, nor to escape being

fooled into believing there is a difference when there is not.

Second, the fact that differences are observed implies nothing
about causation. This analysis is based on the presumption that there
exist many complex interactions between the demographic variables that

are presented. While limitations of technique prevent these from being
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explored, a recognition of their existence encourages caution with
respect to differences that appear. For example, a correlation between
income and migrant class may be due entirely to demographic factors.

On the other hand, some differences may not appear for a similar reasom.
For example, income may not be correlated with age for one migrant class
but only because education levels changed very quickly in the sample.

over the age range.

Third, it is necessary to bear in mind what can be called the
truncation effect of migration, which refers to the cutting off of the
parent generation from the emigrating gemeration. Thus, in the
Appendix Tables to this chapter it is clearly seen that the proportion
of households with no workers (Table A4.5), households with one person
or two persons (Table A4.1), households who have reached the stage of
having prior issue no longer resident in the household (Table A4.2), and
households with a female head (Table A4.3) are all smaller for the

immigrant classes, with the exception of UKOLD, than for non-migrants.

The overall distribution of gross annual household income for
each of the 10 classes is shown in Table 4.3. Not surprisingly, given
the class intervals shown, there is not much difference in the median
income levels of the claéses. Only three classes fall outside the interval
$3000-$3999. But of the remaining classes the proportion of the sample
actually falling into the median class, and their distributiomns overall,
do show sufficient variation to be of interest. Certainly the x2
values are significant. The probability of finding any one of the
values, apart from those for UKMED and EWESRE, is less than .1 if the null

hypothesis is true and for most it is much less.

Pre-War British migrants (UKOLD) has the lowest median income.
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If observations of income are fairly evenly scattered across the median
class interval the actual median would be not more than about $2600,
while the proportion earning high incomes, over $7000 is not low. The
age distribution of these household heads in extreme, as shown by

Table A4.4. The median age is late 60s (that is past retirement age)
and one third of the household heads are 70 years old and over. Very
few people immigrated in the depression decade of the 1930s, so a large
proportion of tgose under 60 immigrated as children in the 1920s. The
high proportion of households with a head of pensionable age would seem
to be an adequate explanation of the large proportion of households
with a low income. But there are other aspects of these households
which reinforce the age effect. Nearly half had no workers, as against
15% of non-migrant households (Table A4.5). There were ﬁany more single
person households (Table A4.1), and many with a female head (Table A4.3).
From over half the 80% of households who had ever had children, these
children had left the household (Table A4.2). The education and
occupation diétributions of these households show them at a relative
disadvantage, as they had less educated heads (Table A4.6)}, and of
those with working heads, a greater proportion were in the "craftsmen,
skilled" category than non-migrants and somewhat fewer in each of the
white collar categories (Table A4.7). Nevertheless, all these factors
are likely to go with age rather than being of independent importance.
It is possible there is some income difference due to educational and
occupational differences from non-migrants of the same age cohort.
However, it is unlikely that these households differ significantly

from non-migrants (AUSNZ) when age is taken into account.

The migrant class containing many of the early post-war displaced
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persons, those from Eastern Europe, EEMED, had the highest income
distribution of all. The median is unlikely to be less than $4400.

The family life cycle distribution of this class is peculiar to it,
caused by the circumstances of their emigration (Table A4.2). Many
families appear to have been formed after settling in Australia, with
only a little over half the wives the same origin as their husbands
(Table A4.10). For a possible explanation of their high incomes we
must consider the low proportion of female household heads (Table A4.3),
the large proportion of multi-worker households and the small
proportion of no worker households (Table A4.5), a somewhat better
proportion of heads and wives in the two highest occupation categories
(Tables A4.7 and A4.9), and probably most importantly a considerably
better average level of education for both heads and wives (Tables A4.6
and A4.85. These factors may well account for the whole difference

between non-migrants and the post-war Eastern Europe class.

The other class of households with median gross annual income in
the $4000-$4999 class interval was that whose heads arrived in Australia
from western and northern Europe between 10 and 21 years prior to
interview (WESMED). The value of the x2 statistic is not as great
as those for four classes having the $3000-$3999 class interval. This
means that the probability of finding thié income distribution is greater
than the probability of finding these other four, given that the null
hypothesis holds for all five. Nevertheless, the WESMED income
distribution is less positively skewed than AUSNZ. The main reason
for this would appear to be the truncatiqn effect, visible in Tables
A4.1 (few single and two person households), A4.2 (few Prior Issue
only), Aﬁ.3 (few female heads of_household), A4.4 (few old household

heads), and A4.5 (few zero worker households). The education and
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occupation profiles were weighted towards the skilled blue collar worker
and against the semi- and unskilled (Tables A4.6, A4.7), while the
proportion of two worker households was relatively high (Table A4.5).
This last may be an explanation of the high proportion of households
earning $7000 and over, especially when the occupation distribution for
wives is considered. Seven percent of all WESMED class wives were in
the four highest categories as against 3.8% of AUSNZ class, while the

highest income class, EEMED, had 9.7% in these categories (Table A4.9).

O0f the other two classes of 10 to 21 year vintage, that whose
heads came from the United Kingdom (UKMED) is understandably less
different from non-migrants than that comprisiﬁg Southern Europeans
(SEMED). UKMED is also the least different of all classes from the
non-migrant norm, judged by the value of the x? statistic. The difference
between UKMED and AUSNZ appears as fewer extreme incomes, the truncation
effect accounting for the few households commanding very small incomes.
The upper end truncation of income is hardly worth comment, being a
small difference probably accounted for by statistical variation. The
question then arises as to why there was little difference from non-
migrants in this class, despite the truncation effect. There appears
to have been ratﬁer a large proportion of older household heads (Table
A4.4), of no worker households (Table A4.5), and also of households
without working heads (Table A4.7). There were fewer workers-in each
of the white collar classifications, although also fewer unskilled
workers (Table A4.7). Education of heads and wives might be interpreted
as somewhat worse than for the non-migrants (Tables A4.6, A4.8). Over-
all, it would appear that without the truncation effect the income

earning ability of the UKMED class could have been clearly less than
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that of the non-migrants.

The final class of the 10 to 21 year vintage is that of households
whose head's origin was Southern Europe - the Iberian peninsula, the
islands of the Mediterranean, Italy, Greece and Turkey being the main
areas. The SEMED income distribution is severely truncated at the
lower end but not so severely at the upper end. Even so, actual median
income is unlikely to have been as high as that of non-migrants. The
households of the SEMED class were disadvantaged with respect to education
(Table A4.6),‘occupation (Table A4.7), in not having had many more wives
working than the non-migrants (Table A4.9), and in having had relatively
larger hbuseholds (Table A4.1) with more fully dependent children (Table
A@.Z).V Offsetting these factors is the severe truncation evident from
their income.distribution, supported by the few households whose’
children had left home (Table A4.2) or whose heads were 60 years and
over (Table A4.4). 1t seems clear from these tables that the income
commanded by households in this class was as high as it was because other

household members as well as the wife were working.

Of the three country of origin classes who arrived in Australia
between three and nine years prior to interview it is surprising that
the class with the highest x? value is from the United Kingdom, This
ﬁay in part be due to unreliability of the x2 statistic when calculated
with cells having too few observations. The UKREC distribution is
truncated under $ZOOQ and over $6000. An estimate of the actual median
income falls at about $3900, virtually the sameras that for the non-
migrant class. This, too, is surprising in view of the strength of the
truncation effect, with few female heads (Table A4.3), few households
with no workers (Table A4.5) and few heads aged over 50 years (Table

A4.4). But household heads' education and occupation show a concentration
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in skilled trades, and under-representation in each of the white collar
categories (Tables A4.6 and A4.7). While many households had two
workers (Tgble A4.5), mainly wives (Table A4.9), few had more than two,
a function of their stage in the family life cycle with few less than
fully dependent children (Table A4.2). These factors would seem
adequate to explain the shape of the distribution and its relatively

low median.

Similar comments apply to the other class of Europeans not from
Southern Europe, labelled EWESRE. It is very diverse, and it may be
expected that little of interest would be discovered. Houséholds were
not quite so far advanced in the life cycle as those from the United
Kingdom (Table A4.2). They have a similar education and occupation
profile to UKREC (Tables A4.6 and A4.7) except that few were in the
clerical and sales category, more were blue collar and, strangely, one

only of the higher white collar categories, professional and technical

(Table A4.7).

The remaining class, those from Southern Europe (SEREC) had the
lowest estimated median income (apart from the elderly class from the
United Kingdom) at about $3400. Lower end truncation is not quite as
complete as for the other recent classes, but upper end truncation is
more complete. Over 80Z of the 60 households in the sample earned
between $2000 and $5000. The householders were young (Table A4.4) and
ill educated (Table A4.6), their wives a little more so.(Table A4.8).
Nearly half had children under 5 (Table A4.2), and this no doubt contributed
to the relatively few working wives. More of both wives and heads claimed
to be in "skilled” occupations than claimed any formal training (25

"skilled" working heads, 11 with formal training; 6 "skilled" working
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wives, 2 with formal training). Unlike the less recent Southern
Europeans, this class was unable to call on extra workers to raise
average income level to the average for non-migrants (Table A4.5).
This will change as their children grow up and they reach the stage in

which the less recent were found.

Summary

The factors ﬁpparently significant t6 the level of household
income are education and occupation of the household head and the working
wife, the number of workers in the household, and the stage of the family
life cycle measured directly and by the age of the household head.
Households with a female head are likely to be disadvantaged but in
only one class, UKOLD, were there many of these, and they were already
severely disadvantaged in such a way that a female head would make little
further disadvantage: age pensions of the Australian Government do not

discriminate between sexes for persons over 65.-:

With respect to the migrant classes as a whole the most important
effect -was that of the truncation of households to within broad stages
in the family life cycle. The elderly class from the United Kingdom
had far the lowest income because it was composed of elderly heads of
household. The recent had few very young household heads and very few
old ones. Both the Southern European classes were not as advanced in the
life cycle than were the respective classes from the United Kingdom, and

their incomes reflected this to some extent.

A feature of some interest is that each migrant class had a
significantly higher proportion of "blue collar" workers among household

heads than the non-migrant group. The AUSNZ proportion was 48%, while
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the lowest migrant class, UKOLD, 67%. .This may be seen as lending
support to the notion of "factory fodder" as the dynamic force sustaining
the immigration programme. And it may support the idea that migrants
will do the jobs Australians don't like to do. On the factory fodder
thesis, it is true that Commonwealth nominated migrants from the United
Kingdom are given passages partly on the basis of perceived demand for
certain broad classes of labour in Australia. Some of the displacgd
persons with their two year work contract may have stayed with the

skills they had or learned in that period. For Southern Europeans their
agrarian, often peasant, background gave them little chance of choosing
between manual and other employment. For some other Europeans lack of
facility with the English language may have been an encouragement to
choose a manual job. Mobility of non-manual workers may be less than

for manual workers, if superannuation and employers' pension schemes are
more common for the clerical worker. Whatever the reason, the preponder-
ance of ;he manual worker does not -appear, on the surface, to affeéilthe

level of income to be expected.

Perhaps the point of greatest interest is that the median level
of income varied so little between the migrant classes. While this céﬂ
be explained as due mainly to the effect of truncation, the absence of
the elderly and the infirm found in the home population, it must also be
remembered that the highest income households barely occcur in the migrant
population. Despite educational disadvantages and problems with
occupations requiring a high degree of verbal ability with English,
households rather than individuals tend to produce an income roughly
on a par with non-migrant households. There are without doubt strong
forces to encourage this, mainly those of the market place - the

necessities of 1life are the same price for all - but the success which
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is apparent from the data is encouraging for the long run progress of

immigrants.

Income Distributions in the Melbourne Survey

The Melbourne Survey, as processed by Mrs. McCaughey, presents a
number of income measures cross-tabulated by their own set of migrant
classes. The Melbourne reseachers were a good deal more exacting in
defining their income concepts than were the devisors of the Expenditure
Survey. One very worthwhile consequence 6f using the Income Unit as the
basic unit of observation is that the income of the household is collected
with considerable precision, analysed into the incomes of the constituent
IUs.‘ The existence of receipts and payments within the household are
fully‘and explicitly dealt with. The income of subsidiary IUs, such as
semi-dependent children or children under 15 years of age with an
indepéndent income are also explicitly recorded. But the problem, given
the impossibility of further analysis of the basic data, is that fhe
data were processed in terms of IU and not household income as used in
the Expenditure Survey. However, given information about IUs per house-
hold, it is not too hard to make rough comparisons with the Expenditure
Survey, for example, to establish the consistency of one survey's
estiﬁate of relative median income of migrant classes with that of the

other survey.

The measures of income to be examined are:

Income A of IU head - last week's income of IU head (i.e.,
last week's earnings, pensions, superannuation, net income
from lodgers, scholarships, etc., plus last year's dividends,
interest, non-weekly earnings, etc., in weekly terms )

Income B of IU - Income A of IU head plus the equivalent
income of wife plus child endowment in weekly terms.
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Income E of IU - Income B of IU plus extra family subsidy,
plus gains from professional (i.e., non-family) boarders,
minus the cost of housing [Harper, 1967, p. 275].
Income B will be examined in two forms, actual and adjusted. The
adjusted version was calculated to represent the income B of a
standard IU, a head working, wife at home, both under &40, son aged
6-17, daughter under 6 [Harper, 1967, pp. 275-280]. Adjusted Income
B was the basic yardstick used to estimate the incidence of poverty

in Melbourne. Income E was also adjusted in the same way, only the

adjusted version of this concept will be used.

Table 4.3 presents the set of migrant classes to be used in
analysis of the Melbourne Survey. They are dictated largely by the
available set, but a number of classifications have been aggregated
where sample size and comparability with the Expenditure survey gave
grounds for this. The 17 classes'presented are not exhaustive of the
sample. Thé other migrants in the sample cannot be effectively
grouped in classes of worthwhile size. -Some among the 17 presented
are too small for independent analysis and are included only because

they can be related to adjacent classes.

Income is presented in weekly rather than in annual terms in order
to discourage direct comparisons with the Expenditure Survey. Any
comparisons between surveys should be of the relative position of a class
under one survey with that of a similar class under the other. It must
be remembered that Expenditure Survey tables are no? for a standard
size of household, and the tables on household size and stage in family
 life cycle have to be considered in explaining what might appear to be
differences in the results of the two surveys. In effect, the adjusted
tables of income eliminate much of the need for tables on IU composition

that were presented, for households, for the Expenditure Survey.
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The salient features of the distributions of each income concept

will be examined in turn, beginning with Income A of IU head.

Median Income A of IU head (Table A4.1l1) appears to'ﬁary much more
than median gross annual household income in the Expenditure Survey
Even when the 1964-1966 vintage classes are left out, the median for
only seven classes including the non-migrants falls within one class
interval, $39-$48.9. Four have a median in the interval below, while
three medians are above, one being well above, in the over $80 class.
However, this appearance is deceptive. Interpolated medians for the
Expenditure Survey vary from 87% to 1127 of the non-migrant median.
Interpolated median Income A of IU, when roughly comparable classes are
used, varies from 79% to 124% of the non-migrant class. Perhaps our
surprise should be that the difference between the surveys is not
greater, since Income A is the most basic income number used, unmodified
by any of the coping mechanisms which other IU members might use to

generate an income flow sufficient for the IU.

But when the medians are loocked at one by one there is clearly .
some level of contrariness when the Expenditure Survey data are recalled.
Classes 2 and 3 are together roughly equivalent to UKMED as a migrant
class. Median income of UKMED was unlikely to be greater than that of
the non-migrants. The interpolated median was a little over 90% of
that of AUSNZ. But the interpolated median Income A of classes 2 and
3 is 115% of that of class 1. That of classes 6 and 7, roughly
equivalenﬁ to WESMED, is 124% of class 1, on the assumption that the
median income of eclass 7 is $90. But class 7 is very doubtful looking
because of the heavy weighting of the eleven observations, out of 38,

falling into the $80 and over class. Class 6 has a median indistinguishable
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from that of class 1, the non-migrants. Perhaps the least expected
result was that of the Eastern Europeans, with an interpolated median
of about $41.5, considerably less than that of class 1. While the
reliability of the interpolation may be questioned, the median class
interval is'low relative to that which might have been expected from
the equivalent of the class which in the Expenditure Survey has the

highest median income, and the highest mean net weekly income.

The Southern European classes have incomes not inconsistent with
their equivalents in the Expenditure Survey. However, it is very
interesting to note that there are considerable differences between.
the Italian classes 10, 11 and 12 and the Greek classes 14, 15 and 16.
All but possibly class 14 are of a reliable size. This raises some
doubt about aggregations such as the Southern European classes of the
Expenditure Survey, and shows just how unfortunate was the problem of

sample size.

Turning to the relationship between less recent and more recent
migrants, Table A4.11 shows that in only two cases does a more recent
class have a higher median class interval than a less recent class. In
both cases, United Kingdom and Western Europe, the more recent classes
- were very small. For Italian classes the income progression with vintage
is regular, not only in the median but alsc in the proportion earning
less than $15 per week and in the proportion earning at least $80 per
week. The reason why IU heads who have been longer in the country earn
more is not obvious. It is true that income increases with age and
experience, but this applies to white collar and skilled occupations
rather more than to semi-skilled and unskilled jobs. From Table A4.15

there is no difference in the proportions who are operatives and labourers
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between less recent and more recent Italian and Greek classes. In the
occupation categories where age is more important to income, such as
professional, clerical and sales, crafts and trades, there is little
difference within the country of origin classes which may help to
explain the progression in median income. However, there is a difference
in the proportion of heads not in the workforce or not replying - a
difference clearly greater than sampling variation. Occupation was not
one of the more important pieces of information collected in the survey.
In many households the respondent was the houséwife. Often for migrants
the interview was in the native language. It would not be difficult to
imagine that a significant proportion of migrant wives could not explain
what sort of jobs their husbands had, but that the proportion would

fall with longer residence in Australia.-

Income B of IU should reconcile the differences between the Income
A findings and the Expenditure Survey results. However, there is one
problem with the income coding of the Melbourne Survey which may work
aéainst this goal. It is the class $80 and over. Because the interest
of the Melbourne reseachers was in poverty any observed income of $80 and
over was thought to be irrelevant. Starting with Income A of IU head,
an observation in the $80 and over class was automatically left in
that class for Income B, actual and adjusted, and the other concepts.
Thus many observations which, in fact, would fall in the $80 or over
class only for, say, actual Income B, would be left in that class in
tabulations on adjusted Income B, and Income E. This means that tables
on adjusted Income B, the measure which should be the best to compare
with the Expenditure Survey data, moderated by the household structure
information, cannot be expected to reflect the true diéttibution of the

measure.
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The major difference between Income A and actual Income B is
the income earned by the wife. No IU can have a smaller actual Income
B than Income A. The median class interval for actual Income B is one
interval above that for Income A in 9 of the 17 groups, not including
the non-migrant class 1. However, the difference made to the non-
Southern European migrants is not sufficient to transform relative
positions. When adjustment is made for IU composition little relative
change is seen (Table A4.13). The United Kingdom classes no longer have
a higher median class interval than class 1, apart from the unreliable
élass 5. The Eastern Europeans do not have a median higher than the
United Kingdom or Western European classes. The progression with
vintage is still clear in the Italian classes. The Greeks, apart from
the most well established, appear to be doing somewhat better than the
Italians. There is a peculiarity in the latest Greek class, 17, in that
12 observations, forming nearly one quarter of the weighted frequency,
are in the lowest class interval, with a gap to the remainder of the
distribution. Although adjustment of Income B doeé not reconcile the
Exbenditure Survey results with these data, it does show consistency
with the hypothesis put forward on the basis of the Expenditure Survey
data that households manage in general to generate income appropriate
to thelr needs. The only classes in which this hypothesis does not
show support are the two latest Southern European classes 13 and 17.
As Mrs. McCaughey found [Henderson et al. 1970, p. 127] these are the
migrants finding most difficulty coping with the problem of fitting
into Australian society. Some cold comfort can be taken from the

inference that the problem appears partly transitional.

Income E of IU differs from Income B in a number of ways. However,

the main difference is the cost of housing, which is subtracted from
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Income B to give Income E (Table A4.14). The purpose of Income E to
the researchers was to measure the availability of short run dis?osable
income, income available after meeting the fixed cost of housing. Table
A4.16 measures the weekly cash outlay for housing paid by households,

rather than IUs.

Comparing Income B with Income E, both adjusted, (Tables A4.13

and A4.14) it can be seen that non-migrant IUs pay out less than migrants.
This is due to the 1arée proportion of non-migrants paying out nothing
for housing, the householder IUs who have paid off their houses. Non-
southern European migrants who arrived before 1959 are in a position
nearly as favourable. There is very little difference between the median
of the two distributions for these classes. But the proportion of IUs

in the uppermost class interval falls by amounts varying from little,

for Eastern Europeans, to much, for the British and Western Europeans
who arrived before 1955. The post-1959 non-southern European migrant

IUs generally show more effect from the Income E transformation than

those longer established.

For Southern European migrants the situation seems aimost the
reverse, with the more recently arrived not much, if at all, worse off
than the less recent. This is most striking for the most recently
arrived Greek IUs, where a far smaller proportion remain in the lowest
income class of Income E than of Income B, both adjusted. Some of the
more recent arrivals, before purchase, live with relatives and fellow
countrymen who arrived earlier, table A6.3 shows 60% of most recent
Greek IUs were boarders or living with relatives. These pay what might
be a smaller rental or board payment than they might on the open
market, One may hesitate to call this subsidization because the

quantity and quality of houseroom thus commanded may be lower than that
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available in the market [Hendersom, et al., 1970, pp. 133-4]. Table
A6.7 shows that the interviewers assessed virtually no housing of
recent Greek IUs as better than "just adequate". All Southern European
classes had a lower median class interval Income E which is net of
housing cost than Income B, despite the fact that more Southern
European householders were paying nothing for housing than migrants
from other origins (Tables A4.16). But those householders paying at
all tended to pay more. Both these tendencies are doubtless connected
to the observation that many Southern Europeans in Melbourne purchase
housiﬂg in the old inner suburbs, on terms somewhat shorter than for
new housing. So repayments are high relative to price, but are com-

pleted sooner.

Summary

The conclusions that can be drawn from this analysis of the three
income concepts from the Melbourne survey are similar in broad terms to
those of the Expenditure Survey analysis, Southern Europeans are
generally disadvantaged, but their disadvantage is not, in terms of
income, a very considerable or typically permanent one. But this
analysis hides the differences which exist in effort required to
generate a given level of income. The net economic welfare of Southern
European households may be far below that of other migrants if more
time or a more demeaping form of exploitation by employers is required
to earn the level of income that satisfies the Southern European
household's needs, than is required by other households with a better

education and occupational background.

Income Growth within the British Migrants Survey

As a concluding note to the chapter, some very rough comparisons
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have been made between the incomes of migrants in the British Migrants

Survey and the population of the United Kingdom and Australia.

The British Migrants Survey lacks an inbuilt control group,
either in the United Kingdom, those who did not emigrate, or in
Australia, the non-migrant population. Therefore, it is necessary to
substitute some group which, in terms of income, bears some relationship
to the migrants. But there would seem to be little possibility of
comparing income levels between the British Migrant Survey and the
other surveys, or with other income data published for Australia. Any
measure of income used consistently in a set of data must be carefully
defined in terms of money inflows, persons in a dwelling, the precise
definition of household or Income Unit or family, whether the money
inflow is an actual figure for a particular period or am average of a
number of periods, and so on. None of the level of income measures
reported in any of the surveys can be compared with any of those in

any others.

However, it is much more likely that compa;isons of changes of
income can be made. If it can be assumed that the relationship between
two different measures of income remains the same over a certain period
of time then the change in income over that period can be comﬁared
when one income measure is available for one group, and the other

is available for the other group.

The move from the United Kingdom to Australia means that no
relationship can be established between the change in income from
United Kingdom to Australia, and the change in income of any group
in Australia or in the United Kingdom. More fundamentally, the

structure of wages and the propensities for other household members
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than the head to derive an income are both unlikely to be the same in

the two countries. The break is too great to assume that the same
definition is really measuring the same thing in both countries. If

our interest was simply in the '"standard of living" for the one migrating
group, the change in caéh income makes very little sense. Both prices
and the commodities desired are different in United Kingdom from
Australia, and the official exchange rate between the two currencies

is of almost no use in measuring the standard of living.

Given the one measure of income taken at both the first and the
second follow up surveys of the British migrant group in Australia, the
propertional change in income can be compared with similar change-in-
income data calculated from income data available both for the United

Kingdom and Australia.

The income measure chosen from the British Migrants Survey is
total family income. This concept comprises the income, including
transfer payments, of each member of the family which migrated and who
are still in the household of the original houéehold head, plus the
income of other household members substantially dependent on the
household head, for example, a spouse who married into the household
in Australia and children born since arrival in Australia. This
income measure was collected consistently in 1961 at the first follow
up and in 1966 at the second follow up. Income is expressed in weekly
terms. For weekly earnings it is the average of the four weeks prior
to interview. For iﬂflows coming at longer intervals it is the annual

flow expressed in terms of a week.

The income measure available for the United Kingdom is taxable

income of individuals as presented in the Annual Abstract of Statistics
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[Central Statistical Office, annual]. The years selected are the year
ending 5 April 1962 an& the year ending 5 April 1967. The 1961/62
data are labelled "estimated" [CSO, 1965], while the 1966/67 data
derives from the Annual Survey [CSO, 1969]. Unless there were changes
first in the structure of concessional deductions from actual income,
second, in the composition of households generally and third, in the
propensities of household members to work, this income concept will
bear the same relationship to family income in one year és in the
other. The third problem is the only one likely to be important, and
that only if the stage of the trade cycle at those two years is very
different. If one year was a boom year and the other a recession year,
then workforce participation of wives is likely to be rather different
between the years. However, the Annual Report of the Bank of England
for the years ending February 1962 and February 1967 indicate
remarkably similar conditions in the United Kingdom economy for these

two years,

The income measure available for Australia also derives from
taxation statistics, being actual income declared for taxation purposes
by individuals resident in Australia, before deducting concessional
allowances. The income years 1961/62 and 1966/67 have been selected.
Similar comments apply as for the United Kingdom income measure,
except that there is no possible ﬁroblem with chaniging concessional
allowances. However, the two years were rather different in terms
of the trade cycle. In 1961/62 the Australian economy‘was struggling
out of recession [Reserve Bank Anmnual Report, 1962}, while 1966/67
was a year of full employment. Workforce participation rates would
probably have been somewhat higher in 1966/67 than in 1961/62. The

effect of a higher workforce participation rate of persons such as
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wives and the semi-dependent members of households whose incomes are
lower than the average (mean and median) is to decrease the average
individuals income level, probably decreasing the percentage of earners
below any income level up to at least that represented by the minimum
adult male rate of wages. But, given that nearly all of these extra
earners are not the breadwinner in their households, their earnings

will ipcrease the incomes of their households, shifting upwards in income
the whole distribution of household incomes. Since not all households
would have an extra earner due to the incredse in participation rate,

it is likely that the percentage of households earning less than a

given income may be decreased for lower incomes and increased at around
and somewhat above the levels of what would have been the median. 1In
other words, the distribution of individual incomes would become more
positively skewed, and the distribution of household incomes eould

become less positively skewed with an increase in workforce participation
by wives and semi-dependents such as children just over thé age of
compulsory school attendance. This last is important to the present

sample, with many children in the workforce by 1967.

One further adjustment must be made to these distributions in
order to allow even a crude comparison between the increase of income
levels in the United Kingdom and Australia. This is to allow for
difference between the rate of inflation in the two countries. The basic
retail price indices of the two are used here: the Retail Price Index,
in the United Kingdoﬁ, and the Consumer Price Index, six capitals
weighted average, in Austfalia. In fact it turns out there is little
difference between them. If 1966/67 is assigned to unity (P = 1) in both
cases, then in 1961/62 P = 0.816 in the Unitedeingdcm and P = 0.896 in

Australia.
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The comparisons shown in Table 4.4 do not refer to absolute levels
of welfare. There is no information here about the change in real
incomes of the migrants from that enjoyed in the United Kingdom to
that enjoyed in Australia. Table 4.4 shows that the migrants seem to
have improved their incomes a little more quickly than did the
population of the United Kingdom. The data are not so strong that too
much account can be taken of the differences between increases at the
50;h and 75th percentiles, but the differences at the 25th and 90th
percentiles are quite striking. Bearing in mind the relative
smoothness of the distributions shown in Figures 4.1 and 2, it is
clear that the lower income households did better in Australia than
lower income earners in the United Kingdom. The trade cycle effect
could well be responsible for much of this, with the household income.
distribution being less positively skewed in 1967 than in 1961.
Because the sample's household income distribution lacks the extreme
tail of the population income distribution it is not unlikely that the
90th percentile of the sample's distribﬁtion would also be affected
by the trade cycle, with workforce participation higher in the second
year. Comparison of the income increase of the migrantsrwith the
increase for the United Kingdom individuals can. be said
to show that the migrants have not given up a faster rate of increase
of income for a slower one, but may have gained a faster growth in

"real”™ income.

Comparison of the two pairs of individual income distributions
lends some support to this conclusion. The increase of income in
Australia over the period was larger than for the United Kingdom at
each of the four percentiles chosen. Buf, apart from the 90th percentile

the margin was not great, and if there was an important change in the
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Table 4.4

Percentage increase in Income Level from 1961-62 to 1966-67, of Various
Percentiles, British Migrant Survey, United Nw:m&cs and Australia

Incomes Declared for Taxation Purposes

. British Migrants Survey . United Kingdom Australia
Percentile Family Income © Individuals Individuals
25 21.1 9.5 11.5
50 14.8 10.7 13.4
75 12.8 15.3 17.2
90 17.9 7.4 15.5

SOURCE: Tables A4,17, 18,.19.

The 25th percentile income is that income level below which
25% of families' or individuals' incomes lie. The income
level is calculated by linear interpolation.

Income level in 1961-62 calculated in this way was inflated

by the retail price index for that/year relative to 1966-67.

For United Kingdom figures the inflator is ,816, for the two
- pairs of Australian data the inflator is .896.

Ineo hange = 1 — 1966-67 level
ncome chang 1961~62 level (inflated)

‘TL
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concessional allowance system in the United Kingdom, it could yet
be that income available for disbursement on public goods (via taxation)
and private goods (via household expenditures) méy have not increased

faster in Australia than in the United Kingdom.

Comparison of thé'sample's household income distribution with
the Australian individual income distribution shows that/low income
househo;ds made somewhét better progress than low income individuals,
a fin&iﬁg again consistent with the trade cycle effect postulated
above. It would seem, then, that the sample of British higrants
experienced little différencevin income earning capacity from the
population generally. Their 1961/62 incomes appear to be, by and large,
consistent with the iﬁcomes of non-migrants to the extent that they
were consistentvwith non-migrants in 1966/67. This small piece of
evidence gives support to the idea that British migrants may be able
to earn up to their potential within a year or so of settlement. The
situation of nop—BriEish; non-English speaking migrants would be
interesting, as they would have more problems in fitting into the

workforqe initially than do British migrants.,

Summary

After the once and for all change of real incomes om first being
emplofed in Austfalia; it seems that Bfiiish migrants will‘increase
their incomes along with other wage and salary earners in Australié.
They géin, economicaliy, to fhe extent that real incomes rise faster
in Australia relative to the UnitedrKingdom, given that the share of
natioﬁal product going to employees doés'not change. - The 1960s was a
period in which no great differences in rates of change were evident,
between Australia and the United Kingdom. On balancé, Australian real

income probably increased faster. : ’ .



Table A4.1

Table of Population Percentages Migrant Vintage Classes

Bousehold Size AUSNZ  UKOLD  UKMED  UKREC WESMED EWESRE FEEMED SEMED SEREC OTHERS ~ TOTAL
One Person 10,1 215 6.3 1.3 3.1 3.2 5.9 6 3.3 8.9 9.4
Two Persons 25.4  46.3  27.9  16.6  18.4 18.3 16.3 5.7 . 8.1 . 18.9  24.7
Three Persons 17.8 14.1 20.1 20.9 22.5 20.4 . 23.2 13.0 31.7 20.1 18.3°
Four Persons 20,7 9.2 21,0 © 30.7  26.9 22,7 32.5 39.3 . 33.8 . 25.0 21.8
Five Persons 14.3 6.5 13.6  16.0  15.0 15.4  15.5  24.9 11.6 16.2 © 14.4
Six Persons 7.1 2.0 6.8 9,7 8.3 - 1.5 3.1 9.2 9.9 6.4 6.9
Over Six Persons 4.6 N 4,2 4,7 ; 5.8 8.4 3.5 7.3 1.6 4.7 4.5

: 100,0  100.0  100.0  100.0 - 100.0  100.0 100.0 :100.0 100.0 - 100.0 100.0
Ohe-Square 118.75  5.25 2912 17.34  '10.44 26.00 80.25 23.88 ° 9.15  8.09

df = 73 x2.995 = 20.3; .75 = 9.043 .25 = 4,25

N

Median Class Interval ::annwwmfm.

Tables a 4.1 to a4.10 dre from the Expenditure Survey

‘el
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