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Abstract

The objective of this research is to assess whether stress associated with the trnsition to a
new country combined with additional stress arising from unemployment affects not only
principal immigrants but also other immigrant family members. T use the Longitudinal
Survey of Immigrants 1o Australia (LSIA) to examine the effect of labour force status on the
menial health of immigrants. By using a rich longitudinal data setT am able to control for
individual differences between immigranis and 10 examine whether changes in mental health
are causing changes in labour force status rather than changes in labour force status causing
changes in mental health. I find that causality runs from unemployment to mental health and
that unemployment significantly adversely affects the mental health of immigrants. Other
characteristics associated with poor mental health inciude, age, gender, Visa category, marital
status and educational atiainment. 1 also examine the impact of the family in alleviating the
stress of migration and unemployment. 1 find that the mental health of immigrant couples is
positively comelated. 1 also find that the negative effects of immigrant unemployment are not

alleviated by spouse employment.

! Steven Kennedy, Economics Program, Research School of Social Seiences, The Australia National University,
Caniberra, ACT, Australia 0200. skenred dicoombs.anuedusy. The Austratian Department of Immigration and
Multicultural Affairs provided the data for this study. T am grateful for the guidance provided by Deborah Cobb-
Clark and Tom Crossley and for helpful comments from Yvorne Dunlop and Garry Barreft.

1. Introduction

It is apparent from studies in Australia and overseas that migration irself
does not necessarily threaten mental health. The mental health status of
immigrants and refugees becomes a concern when additional risk factors
(pre-migration and post-migration factors) combine with the stresses of

migration (Jayasuriya et al., 1992).

The impact of unemployment on the mental health of immigrants is an essential piece of
information for policy makers who seek to improve the welfare of all citizens and reduce the
potential for increased health care costs. This paper examines the effect of labour force status
in particular, unemployment, on the mental well being of Australian immigrants. The paper
examintes whethet the stresses associated with the transition to a new country {or culture)}
combined with additional stress arising from unemployment affects not only principal

immigrants but also other immigrant family members.”

There is a large literature exploring the mental health of immigrants. Studies have typically
focused on the incidence of psychiatric illness amongst immigrants (for a review of
Australian studies see Jayasuriya et al., 1992). Some studies have focused on the transition
experience of immigrants. For example, Kuo etal. (1986) examined the impact of social
support networks on the transition experiences of immigrants. This paper focuses primarily
on the transition experience of immigrants and uses 4 well-known psychiatric evaluation

instrument to measure mental health,

There is also a literatute that explores the effect of unemployment on mental health or well
being (see for example, Clark and Oswald, 1994; Flatau et al., 1998; Theodossiou, 1998;
Wart, 1987). In general, this literature finds that the unernployed have poorer mental health
compared to those whom are employed. The relationship between unemployment and mental
fealth depends in part on individual characteristics and the duration of unemployment. This
paper takes an informal theoretical approach {similar too much of the unemployment mental
heaith literature) in identifying causal links between labour force status and mental health,

? Principal immigrants (termed principal applicants in this Australian data set) being persons who applied to
migrate.




Most studies of unemployment and mental health focus on individual responses to
employment status. However, many decisions such as participation in the lsbour market and
the decision to migrate are made in a family or househeld setting. In addition to exploring
how an immigrant’s labour force status affects them, I examine mental health responses to
different labour force states in a family context. This aspect of the paper is an important

contribution to the existing literature, {fora review of related studies see Mathers and

Schofield, 1998).

Section 2 of the paper briefly examines the existing literature on unemployment, immigration
and mental health. Section 3 discusses the data set and presents some descriptive results. In
section 4, a number of regression models and associated results are presented and discussed.

Section 5 concludes with a discussion of key results.

2. Lterature Review

2.1 Unemployment and Mental Health

There are a number of good reviews of the unemployment and mental healih literature (for
example, Flatau et al., 1998; Ezzy, 1593; Warr et al., 1988; Jahoda, 1988). Itis not my
intention to repeat this work instead; 1 focus on theoretical underpinning of this literature and

relevant empirical studies.

Most studies of the effect of unemployment on mental health are in what Clatk and Oswald
{1994) describe as the psychologists® tradition. That is, researchers use broad descriptive

models to represent the effects of different stresses on individuals. * * The theoretical focus of

! Psychologists have developed many sophisticated models of stress and there are a number of different
psychological medels through which behavieur can be interpreted. The psychological or behavioural maodel
underlying tost unemployment mental health studies appears to be a simple model of stress or perhaps more
accurately chranic stress. According to Talyor et at (1997), Seyle (1956) first discussed the effect of chronic
stress on health in his articulation of the General Adaptation Syndrome. The General Adaptation Syndrome is a
mode! of stimulus —resistanice — exhaustion. Seyle suggested repeated cycling through these phases would lead
10 health problems. Models similar to that suggested by Seyle (1956) and other psychologists are starting to find

their way into the econornic literature se¢ for example, Smith {1999).

4 See Jahoda {1988) and Theodossiou (1 998) for a discussion of why studies in this area have tended to be
descriptive rather than directed by economic theory.

this literature has been on why unemployment stresses the individual (not how stress itself
impacts on the individual). Flatau et al. (1988) notes that Jahoda (1982) and (1992} further
developed the theoretical basis of her work by relating how the unemployment experience
equates to the deprivation of positive influences associated with work. Some of the positive
influences of work include income, social contact and structured time. Deprivation of the
positive aspects of work even in cornparison (o poorly paid work is also a feature of other

authors work (for example, Theodosstou, 1998).

Wart’s (1987) Vitamin model is 2 more elaborate model of the mechanism by which
unemployment stresses individuals. This model treats different aspects of the work
environment as if they were vitamins contributing towards mental healih. In this model too
much of some aspects of work can be deleterious fo mental health in the same way too much
of some vilamins can adversely affect physical health. Similarly, too litile (deprivation) of
some aspects of work through unemployment will also adversely affect mental health, The
Vitamin model also carefully reflects the notion of equilibrium. That is, persons need

stimulation but not too much or not too little.’

A nice illustration of how individual health states are built around equilibrium is in Warr’s
{1988) paper in which he discusses the adaptation of individuals to a long duration of
unemployment. Warr (1988) proposes that there is a inverted U shaped response to a duration
of unemployment where initially stress levels rise (mental health declines), followed by a
period of higher sustained stress (further deciine in mental health) followed in turn by
adaptation (o unemployment and an increase in mental health. However, this final

(equilibrium) level of mental health is still below the pre-unemployment mental heaith level.

Other studies have also found evidence of mental health adaptation to labour market shocks.
For example, Kasl et al. (1975} examined individuals’ health in firms that were about to close
down and the effect of different social support networks on mental health. Differences in
social networks were isolated through a rural urban differentiation where it was assumed that

social networks would be stronger in the rural setting. Kasl et al. (1975) found that stress

% One important notion in this psychological literature which also central to economics is that of equilibrium. As
Seyle in Kutash et al (1980) points out “complete freedom from stress is death™. That is, niot all siress is bad
there is some healthy level of stress {ot stimulation) a1 which people funetion optimally.




levels were highest in the anticipatory phase of fimn shutdown (prior to actual
unemployment) and some evidence that the stress of unemployment was alleviated for

individuals with stronger support networks.

An aspect of an individual’s life that may alleviate stress caused by unemployment is their
family. It may be the case that when one member of a family is unemployed their stress is
partly offset by another member of the family being in employment. It might also be the case
that the family is negatively affected by having any unemployed members. Warr (1987)
reviews studies of the effect of unemployment on families and finds mixed evidence, some
studies suggesting adverse effects of unemployment on families other studies showing no

effect

The role of economic theory in the unemployment and mental health literature is small. Some
anthors have displayed a clear preference not to incorporate existing economic theory
suggesting that a descriptive based approach is most appropriate, see Jahoda (1988) and
Theodossiou (1998). Clark and Oswald {1994) whilst adopting a peychological (stress based)
approach interpret their resuits in a utility framework. They treat a decline in mental health as
an indicator of a person’s utility thus when they observe that poorer mental health is
associated with unemployment they infer that unemployment is primarity an involuntary
phenomena with an associated reduction in utility. Flatau et al. (1998) notes that Grossman’s
(1972) model of health capital is an economic model whereby unemployment might be
related to mental health (or health more generally). In this model, an episode of
unemployrtient could be treated asa negative shock to health investment ot acceleration in

the depreciation of the stock of health.

2.2 immigrants and Mental Heaith

Studies of the mental health of immigrants have tended to focus on the incidence of mental
illness in immigrant populations usually comparing this o the incidence in native
populations, Jayasuriya et al, (1992} reviewed Australian studies of the mental health of
immigrants and found that it was difficult to draw conclusions about the relative heatth of

immigrants compared to other Australians. Vega and Rumbaut (1991) reviewed USA studies

of the mental health of ethnic minorities and found mixed evidence for a higher incidence of

mental illnesses.®

Longitudinal studies of the transition experience of immigrants have found that immigrants
typically adjust to their new country in an approximate 3 year cycle of euphoria,
disenchantment, and finally acceptance or equilibrium, see for example Rumbaut (1 985),
Portes and Rutbaut (1989), and Ying (1988) (as cited in Vega and Rumbaut, 1991). The
pace of adjustment is affected by a mumber of factors including; the ability to speak the
adopled countries language, social support mechanisms, family issues and the situation from
which the immigrant has come (for example, immigrants leaving a stresstul situation for

humanitarian reasons have been found to be more anxious in their new environment).

Kuo et al. (1986) exammined the impact of different social networks on immigrants well being
and found that ethnic support networks can play an important role in promoting immigrant
mental health. The role of the family is central in most support networks, particularly where

family members or relatives have sponsored an immigrant.

The behavioural model underlying studies of the mental health of immigrants appears © bea
mode! of stress {similarly 1o the literature on unemployment and mental health) where
immigration or factors associated with immigration stress the individual. Vega and Rumbaut
{1991) noted that most research on whether there are inherent features of minorities
{including immigrant minorities) that cause menta) illnesses is “guided by social
psychological stress theory”. This theory suggests that life stresses are more significant and
timerous for minerity groups. The concepts of alienation and conflicts of cultural practise
feature strongly in the immigration mental health literature as sources of stress. This literature
also highlights pre-migration stresses such as persecution and torture and how this impacts on

the transition experience of refugees (for example, Krupinski et al., 1986).

“Vega and Rurnbaut (1991) noted that the recorded high incidence of mental illnesses in some ethinic groups
could be because a large propostion of these ethnic groups are part of lower sociveconomic groups and it is these
groups that are more likely to experience mental illness.




3. Data

The Longitudinal Survey of Immigrants to Australia (LSIA)} first collected information from
5192 principal applicant immigrants and their spouses commencing in March 1994
(approximately 6 months after arrival).” Of the 5192 principal applicants, 1837 had spouses.
The LSLA was designed 1o be representalive of the principal applicant immigrant population
arriving in Australia in the period September 1993 1o August 1995, {(approximately 75,000
people). Waves 2 and 3 of the survey were subsequently collected commencing March 19935
(approximately 18 months after arrival) and then again in March 1997 (approximately 42
months after arrival). In wave 3, 3752 of the original 5192 principal applicants where able to

be interviewed. See appendix 3 for a discussion of attrition in this data set.

The focus of this paper is on all (adult) immigrants and immigrant families (couples). All
immigrants include the 5192 principal applicants and 1837 spouses of principal applicants.
After excluding those who did not respond to all 12 mental health questions there was 6889
immigrants in wave 1. Household income, number of children and visa category data were
only cotlected from principal applicants, all other information was collected from principal

applicants and their spouses via separate personal interviews.

All variables of interest and their definitions are listed in Table 1. The measure of mental
health used in this study was the 12-question version of the General Health Questionnaire
(GHQ). The 12 questions that comprise the GHQ are presented in Appendix 1. The GHQ was
primarily developed in the UK in the 1960 and 1970s and has been used in numerous studies
mainly as an instrument for “detecting psychiatric disorders” see Goldberg (1972), (1988).
The GHQ has been widely tested, used in many couniries and is considered to be an
instrument largely free of cultural biases, see Bowling (1991). Argyle (1989) as citedin
Oswald and Clark (1994) suggests that the GHQ is a very good measure of psychological

disadvantage.

There are primarily two ways Lo code responses to the GHQ. Firstly, using a Likert scale
where the four possible responses 10 each question are coded 0, 1, 2 or 3. In this scale 0

comesponds to a good outcome and 3 abad outcome, Secondly, using binary scoring

7 The survey and associated data sets are maintained and released by the Australian Department of Immigration
and Multicultural Affairs (DIMA).

where responses are scored 0, 0, 1, L. In this case 0 scores correspond to the two better health
responses and 1 scores to the two feeling worse responses.” Using binary scoring the
minimum GHQ seore & person can obtain is 0 and the maximum is 12. 1 use binary scoring in
this study.

In many studies a benchmark GHQ score is adopted. Scores above the benchmark indicate a
higher probability of psychiatric disorder or psychological disadvantage. This is known as 2
caseness score as the benchmark score comesponds to those found in typical psychiatric
cases. The benchmark commonly used for the 12 question GHQ is 2. This benchmark is
adopted in this study.

3.1 Descriptive Features of the Data

GHQ mean and caseness (the percentage of respondents scoring 2 or more) scores for each
wave are presented by gender, age, labour force status and visa category in tables 2 and 3.
GH(Q mean and caseness scores for other variables of interest are presented in Appendix 2
tables A2.1 and A2.2. GHQ mean and caseness scores were higher for all groups in wave 1
than in wave 2 and wave 3 indicating that psychological disadvantage is on average worse for
immigrants 6 months after arrival in Australia than at 18 months and 42 months. Whilst the
pattern of adjustment observed in other studies of euphotia, disenchantment and acceptance is
not observed in this study it is possible that the initial period of euphoria observed in other

studies has passed before immigrants are surveyed in this study.

Female GHQ mean and caseness scores were higher than male scores in all waves a result
often obsetved, see Vega and Rumbaut (1991), Goldberg (1988). Immigrants aged 35 to 54
years tended to have higher GHQ scores in waves | and 2.° However, this age effect was not

present in wave 3.

Unemployed persons displayed higher levels of psychological disadvantage compared to
employed persons for all waves and the relative disadvantage of the unemployed compared to

i Binary scoring has the advantage that “it eliminates errors due to *end users’ and ‘middle users’, since they

will score the same irrespective of whether they prefer Columns 1 and 4 or Columns 2 and 37 (Goldterg, 1972).

9 T statistics where calculated for GHQ caseness scores for gender and age hoth set of diffarences where

significant at the 5 percent level.




the employed grew over time. In waves 2 and 3 immigrants who had been unemployed for
less than 6 months tended to have higher caseness scores compared to immigrants’
unemployed for greater than 6 months.'® This result is consistent with Ware et al (1987)
observation that unemployed persons adapt to their sttuation though ultimately their mental
health is still worse than employed persons. There were some minot differences in caseness
scores for employed persons disaggregated by the number of hours worked with higher
scores {poorer mental health) for those working 15 to 34 hours. This maybe indicative of
somme underemployment in these groups, for a discussion of immigrant underemployment
issues see Wooden et al. (1994). Persons immigrating on humanitarian grounds had higher
GHQ scores than all other immigrant groups. The difference between the humanilarian visa
category and other visa categories was greatest at 42 months possibly indicating that this

e : N i
group experiences greater transition difficulties.”

Inwaves | and 2, immigrants with higher education tended to have higher GHQ scores
compared to less well educated immigrants, see table A2.1 and A2.2. However, inwave 3
there was little or no difference in GHQ scores between different education groups. Vega and
Rumbaut (1991) note that other authors {Portes et al., 1990 and Ying et al,, 188) found that
more highly educated immigrants adjust more rapidly to their new environment than less well
educated immigrants. The results of this analysis suggest that more highly educated
immigrants also have more pronounced adjustment phases compared too less well educated
immigrants. lmmigrants who reported their marital siatus as separated had higher caseness
scores than all other martial status groups. Differences in family size (the number of children)
did not appeat strongly related to differences in GEIQ scores. As expected immigrants who
report poor general health also report poor mental health. Immigrants who spoke English
poorly had higher GHQ scores in wave 3 than other immigrants perhaps indicative of a

relatively harder adjustment process for this group of immigrants.

Immigrants in households with higher household income, particularly those in households
with more than 50000 AUD per anmum had lower GHQ) scores than those in households with

less than 35000 AUD per anmum. Low income household GHQ scores remained the same or

1 However, this difference was not significant for GHQ caseness scores at the 5 percent level.

11 For o discussion of afirition issues and possible impacts on these descriptive statistics see Appendix 3.

increased through time whilst higher income household caseness scores fell, thus by wave 3

the difference in GHQ scores between high and low income households had increased.

Immigrants were also asked about how they felt about their job. Immigrants who did not like
their job had higher GHQ caseness scores than those who did like their job and interestingly,
those who were unemployed. This is an indication that a *had” job can be worse than no job
atall.

The GHQ mean and caseness scores from this data set were broadly consistent with those
found in other studies. For example, Clark and Oswald (1994) found that 49% of unemployed
males and 58% of famales had GHQ caseness scores of 2 or more whilst in this study 33% of
males and 38.5% of famales had caseness scores of this order. An Australian study of
teenagers by Rickwood et al. (1596) also reports broadly similar GHQ) caseness scores apart

from scores for young females, which were much higher in Rickwood et al. Cwo&.n

4. Method and Results

4.1 Probit Regressions on Immigrants

Probit regressions were run separately on each wave (cross-section) where the dependent
variable was the GHQ caseness score.”* Independent variables were selected after considering
possible stresses, individual characteristics and the relevant literature. Independent variables
included disaggregated labour force status, age and age squared, sex, family size, household
income, martial status, education, visa category and country of birth. Table 4 displays the
marginal effects (calculated at the mean of regressors) on aggregate and disaggregated labour

force status vatiables from probit regressions on wave 1.

12 1 Rickwood ¢t al (1996) 40.8% of females aged 16 to 24 had GHQ scores of 2 or more whilst in this study
25.7% of females aged 15 to 24 scored 2 or more.

13 Ordered probit regressions were also run on each wave where the GHQ variable was ordered 0 to 12, A series
of fixed and random effects panel models were also run where the GHQ variable was treated a3 continuous, The
results from these regressions are discussed where they varied substantially from the probit regressions on GHQ

Casetless seores.

" The regression results from other waves were very similar, Simifar coefficients were also obtained when
regressions were also nun separately for males and females.
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The marginal effect of unemployment was positive and significant indicating that
unemployed immigrants were more likely to report lower levels of mental health compared to
those out of the labour force whilst employed immigrants were more likely to report higher
levels of mental health. In regressions, where unemployment and employment variables were
disaggregated according to the duration of unemployment and hours worked the marginal
effect of full-time employment was negative, relatively large and significant. The marginal
effects of other hours worked variables were insignificant. The marginal effects of
unemployment duration of 2 to 6 months and greater than 6 months were positive and
significant indicating these groups tended 1o report poorer mental health after controlling for

other stresses and individual characteristics.

Full regression results are presented in Appendix 2 see table A2.3. The marginal effects of
most explanatory variables were signed similarly to those in previous studies. In particular,
age was nonlinearly related to mental health, the martial status category separated had a
negative and significant effect on tmental health, whilst the visa category humanitarian had a

negative and significant effect on mental health compared to other visa categories.

4.2 Panel Regresslons on Immigrants

A second series of regressions were estimated 10 take advantage of the longitudinal aspect of
the data'® The coefficients on disaggregated labour force status variables are presented fora
probit regression on wave 1, a balanced panel random effects probit model and an unbalanced
panel random effects probit mode!. Full regression results are presented in Appendix 1, see
iable A2.4. A Hausman (1978) test between the balance and unbalanced panel andom effects
models was used 1o test for the effect of attrition. The test indicates that attrition was not
affecting these regressions. A likelihood ratio test of whether panel level variance is an
itnportant component of overall variance is significant. Thus, the panel model is preferred to

a pooled regression model.

1% The longitudinal data set allows me to control for individual differences in responses to unemployment and
immigration. In examining, how individuals respond to changes in their environment there is likely tobe
comsmon or average response actoss all individuals. However, du¢ to personality differences or {earnit coping
rnechanisms, each individual's response will differ. When data is not available on these individual differences

panel models are able to control, in part, for these effects unlike models estimated on cross-section data.
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In general, panel results were similar to those obtained from the probit regression on wave 1.
The coefficient on immigrants employed full time was significant and negative indicating that
this group relative to those out of the labour force has lower GHQ caseness scores (or higher
levels of mental health). All coefficients on unemployment duration variables were positive
and significant except for the coefficient on unemployed for less than 2 months, which was

insignificant.’®

The crdered probit and the panel regression results are largely consistent with the picture
provided by the descriptive results. In terms of labour force status, immigrants who are
mmemployed particularly those who have been unemployed for more than 2 months appear
least mentally healthy. Adjustment to unemployment is also consistent with descriptive
results with immigrants who are unemployed for greater than 6 months having poorer mental
health than employed persons but better than those who have been unemployed for 2 to 6
months. Similarly to the descriptive results the regression results indjcate that other
characteristics associated with poor menial health include, marital status - separated, the
humanitarian visa category, immigrants in households with low income and poot English
language skills. It is also clear that the general immigrant population goes through some
adjustment process after arrival in Australia with psychological disadvantage higher at 6

months after immigration than after 18 months and after 42 months.

4.3 Teslting for Causallly

Studies that use cross-section data are unable to determine whether changes in mental heaith
are causing changes in labour force status rather than changes in labour force status
{unemployment) causing changes in mental health. Bank et al (1982) and Jackson etal (1983)
(as cited in Warr et al., 1988) have found evidence that causality runs from unemployment to
mental health, Barks et al (1982) examined causality in the context of school leavers where
GHQ scores were taken before leaving school and at a latter time when persons were in the
labour force. They found that early GHQ scores (during schooling) did not predict labour

force status.

16 podels were also estimated for males mnd females separately, results were very similar to those for all

immigrants.
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The issues of causality between mental health and unemployment are complicated by a
number of other factors. Studies have found that job insecurity or impending plant closures
also have large mental health effects, see for example Kasl et al. (1975). These results suggest
that it would be easy to ascribe to poor mental health a causal relationship with labour force

status when in fact job insecurity is the underlying mechanism of change.

In this study, I tested the notion that underlying mental health might be predicting labour
force status. Multinomial logit models were estimated with wave 2 labour force status as the
dependent variables and GHQ scores in wave 1 as an independent variable. Y Other
independent variables were age, education, gender, English fanguage ability and visa
category. Three multinomial logit models were estimated with each model conditioned on
immigrant labour force status in wavel. Most coefficients on wave 1 GHQ scores were
insignificant, indicating that the mental health status of immigrants did not predict labour
force status (in particular the transition from employment to unemployment) in wave 2, see
table 6.'* Full regression resulis are presented in Appendix 2, see tables A2.5a, A2.5b and
A2 5¢c

4.4 Immigrant Families and Mental Heaith Regressions

Results discussed thus far have focused on immigrants as individuals, examining the
relationship between labour force status and their mental health. There is an important
emerging literature that focuses on immigrant behaviour from a family perspective (for
example, Baker et al., 1997). I examine the impact of labour force status and mental health on
couples. For example, if a male partner is finding it difficult 10 obtain work is his

psychological distress somewhat offset by his female pantner working.'*

7 The period between waves 1 and 2 was | year.

* I the regression resuits presented GHY) scores ini wave | were treated as a set of dummy variables. Results
from regressions where the GHQ score is treated as a continuous variable were similar with the coefficient on
thie GHOQ score always being insignificant. Regressions were also rn where wave 2 GHO) scores were used to
predict wave 3 labour force status, the results from these regressions were consistent with regressions results

obtained using wave 1 and wave 2 data.

!* All couples in this analysis are male female ¢ouples.
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GHQ caseness scores for immigrant couples for nine family labour force status groups are
presented in tables 7a and 7b. Combinations of couples lzbour force status define family
labour force status groups. For example, one group is both partners employed; another group
is both partners unemployed and so on. There are substantial differences in mental health for
different couple labour force groups and over time. The most consistent result to emerge
from tables 7a and 7h is that male and female mental health is usually higher when they are in
employment. However, there does not appear to be a clear story emerging for differences in
partners labour force status. For example, in wave 1 males who are unemployed with partners
wha are employed have significantly higher GHQ caseness scores (report poorer mental
health) than males who are unemployed and their partner is unempltoyed whilst in waves 2

and 3 there is no significant difference between these 2 groups.”

In table 7¢, the GHQ caseness scores for couples and non-couples by labour force status are
presented. Ii is not clear from this table whether unemployed males and females in couples
are better off than those who are not in couples. Whilst in wave | GHQ caseness scores were
higher for the unemployed not in couples compared to those in couples there is little ot no

difference between these groups in waves 2 and 3.2

Correlation coefficients were calculated for partners’ GHQ scores. A significant correlation
coefficient of 0,34 was estimated indicating that pariners mental health is positively
associated. Descriptive results suggest that whilst there is a relationship between the mental
health of partners the Jabour force status of partners (a possible source of poor mental health
fot partners) is not strongly associated with immigrant mental health

Panel probit regression models were estimated separately on males and females (in couples)
to further examine the effect of partner labour force status. Independent variables included
the set of independent variables used in earlier regressions as well as the labour force status
of partners and the labour force status of partners interacted with labour force status of
immigrants. Panel regression results for coefficients on labour force status variables are

presented in table 8. Hausman tests indicate that attrition was not affecting these regressions.

2 Ttests at the 5 percent level.

2 Only female GH(Q caseness scores were significantly different at a 5 percent level,
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In male panel probit regressions, employment remains an imponant and significant predictor
of good mental health. Interestingly, the coefficient on female partners” employment is
significant and positive indicating a negative effect on male mental health. The coefficient on
the interaction of male unemployment and their female pariner’s employment whilst not
significant in panel probit regressions was significant in panel regressions where the GHQ
variable was treated as continuous,” Using the panel probit model, a Likelihood ratio test
calculated after excluding female partners labour status and interaction terms suggesis that
these variables are important in explaining male GHQ caseness scores. However, their lack of
individual significance in panel probit models means that the individual effects of partner

labour force states are difficult to identify.

For female panel probit regressions, coefficients on their male partners labour force status are
insignificant as are coefficients on their own labour foree status. Coefficients on interaction
variables were also mostly insignificant. Likelihood mtio tests on the exclusion of their male
partners labour force status and interaction variables indicate that these variables were not
statistically important in explaining variations in female GHQ caseness scores. When these
variahles are excluded the effect of female labour force status on female mental health is also
better identified but surprisingly with a positive coefficient on employment compared to out

of the labour force 2

It appears from these regressions that an immigrant’s employment positively impacts on their
mental heaith compared to unemployment and out of the labour force. When a female is
employed and their male partner is unemployed this may be having a negative effect on the
mental health of the upemployed male. When both partners are employed this may be
positively impacting on the mental health of male immigrants. Femnale mental health appears

to be unaffected by their male partners labour force status.

2 gimilarly when the GHQ score was treated as continuous, where both partners are unemyployed and where
both are employed, the effects on GHQ scores were significantly negative and positive regpectively.

I regressions where the GHQ variable is treated as continuous, the results for female mental health are very
similar to those described for males. For example, when females are unemployed they are negatively affected by

their partners’ employment.
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5. Conclusions

An interesting feature of this study was the examination of the effect of labour force status on
couples. Whilst the mental health of partners was strongly positively associated, the effect of
labour force status on partners mental health was less clear. A tentative conclusion that can be
drawn about partnets labour force status is that it appears that when male partners are
unemployed and their female partner employed this has a negative effect on their mental
health. Also, females appear to be unaffected by their partners labour force status. These
effects would seem to run counter to a model of household utility whereby each partners
utility is essentially the same. It suggests that each partners utility is derived independently
though decisions maybe made in a household setting.2* A more robust conclusion that can be
drawn from the analyses of individuals and couples is that immigrant employment is a strong
predictor of good mental health compared to both unemployment and being out of the labour

force,

An examination of the issue of causality between immigrant mental health and labour force
status found that causality ran primarily from labour force status 1o mental health, and not

visa versa.

The results of this study are largely consistent with the unemployment and mental health and
the immigrant and mental health literature. Unemployment has a significant negative effect
on the mental health of immigrants. Other variables associaled with immigrant mental health
include age, marital status, education level, household income and visa category. Australian
immigrants also display a pattern of adjusiment to their new country similar io immigrants to
other couniries. In this study, psychological disadvantage is highest at 6 months after

immigration compared 1o immigration after 18 months and after 42 months.

Unemployed immigrants also seem o display a pattern of adjustment to unemployment
similar to that found in other studies of unemployment and mental health. That is, mental
health was poorest for those who had been unemployed for 2 to 6 months and slightly better
for those unemployed for more than 6 months. However, immigrants’ unemployed for longer

than 6 months still reponted poorer mental health than employed immigrants.

 See Browning ¢t al {1998) for a discussion of intra-household allocation issues.
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Table 1: Variable Definitions

Variable

Definition

General Health Questionnaire
Age

Gender

Labour force status

Visa categories

Country of birth
Qualifications

English Speaking / Non English
Speaking

Number of children

Marital status
Self assessed health status

Houscehold income

Hours worked

Adttitude to current job

Duration of unemployment

Pemons answer 12 questions related to their mental health. Details about
the scoring and construction of this instrument can be found on page 6.

Age is defined 2 ways either as a continuous variable or in 10-year age
groups.
The dummy variable in regressions is (Males=0, Fernales=1)

Persons are asked which category best describes their current main
activity. Answers are coded into 3 groups employed, wmemployed or out
of the labour force. People who report their main activity as wage and
salary eamer, conducting own business but not employing others,
conducting own buginess and ¢mploying others, other employed are
coded employed. People who report their main activity as unemployed
looking for full time work or wnemployed looking for part time work are
coded unemployed. People who report their man activity as student,
home duties, retired, aged pensioner, other pensioner or other are coded
out of the labour force.

There are 5 visa categories, Preferential Family, Concessional Family,
Business skills, Independent, and Humanitarian.

A persons country of birth.
This refers to qualifications obtained prior to immigrating to Australia, It
does not include qualifications since anriving in Australia,

This includes people who speak English and people for who English is a
second language. For those people whom English is not their first
language there are 4 self rated groups, speaks English very well, well,
not well or not at all,

‘This collected only for Principal Applicants and is therefore has to be
matched to Principal Applicants spouses

The marital status of all persons at the time of survey

Self assessed health status is assessed as excellent, very good, good, fair,
or poor.

Principal Applicants are asked to match to a list of categories what their
tota] household mcome is before tax from all sources. This information is
onty collected from Principal Applicants.

Employed persons are disaggregated according to hours worked in main
job.

Persons are asked how they feel about their current job

Currently unemployed people are disaggregated according to the
duration of their unemployment




Table 3: Caseness Proportions General Health Questionnaire Scores
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Table 2: Mean General Health Questionnaire Scores
Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3

Number Mean 5D Number Mean sSD Number Mesn sD
Al BHED 135 2.06 5956 1.03 198 5017 705 708
Male 3274 1.22 2.09 2928 0.57 195 2400 0.94 192
Female 3815 147 218 2128 1.09 200 2617 116 217
AGE 15-24 603 113 1.98 700 0.94 179 567 112 196
AGE 25.34 3160 141 2.26 2721 100 187 2228 1.02 1.98
AGE 35-44 1781 145 239 1572 1.1 210 1352 101 2.08
AGE 45-54 830 132 245 525 118 224 n 120 236
AGE 55-64 308 111 218 259 ag0 202 235 0.95 1.9%
AGE 65+ 209 0.74 132 179 097 226 154 105 239
Employed 2235 1.05 188 2748 0.84 178 27607 077 1.64
Unemploysd 1447 1.78 257 7 145 229 453 177 278
Outof LF. 3207 1.36 232 2442 1.12 2,08 ked 131 24
Unemployed < 2 mihs 249 1.49 248 ] 152 238 4 202 286
Unemployed 2-6 mihs 101 1.84 259 123 150 2.8 80 215 296
Unemploysd > 6 mihs 50 208 264 563 142 234 324 165 276
Unemployed other 47 157 259 19 153 2,04 2 195 238
Hours < 15 123 137 227 g9 0.99 2.02 % 079 189
Hours 15-24 173 1.55 252 167 0.80 161 197 0.85 177
Hours 25-34 162 1.09 187 201 1.00 197 185 0.8 181
Hours 35+ 1758 0.98 177 21852 .90 17 2162 0.73 157
Hours other 19 0,79 1.40 134 $.08 207 149 1.07 209
Visa Prel Family 2269 130 220 1924 102 1.99 1614 115 212
Visa Con Family 1251 128 228 10485 0.8 186 o886 0.85 185
Viza Bus Sklls Bo7 0.97 190 754 0.92 1.68 859 .76 170
Visa Independent 1277 1.4t 222 1112 1.02 1.95 B79 092 187
Visa Humanitarian 1195 182 257 1061 121 218 879 1.43 250

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3
Froporhion §Bs  Proparton §Es Froportien B
Al 6574 Ga05 0275 0005 0274 0.006
Male 0.253 0.008 0.193 o007 0.1%0 0.008
Female 0292 2.008 0.235 0.008 0237 9.008
AGE 15-24 0.249 0015 0211 0.015 0.235 0.018
AGE 25-34 0287 0.008 4211 0.008 0.218 0.009
AGE 35-44 02%0 0011 0226 0.0m 0.202 0.011
AGE 45-54 0.251 0017 0244 0019 8223 0.019
AGE 55.64 0227 0024 2.170 0023 0213 0027
AGE B5+ 0.158 0025 0.173 0.028 0175 0.031
Employed 0.224 0.009 0.177 0.007 9.188 0,007
Unemployed 0386 0.012 0319 0.017 0333 0022
Qutof LF. 0.270 0.008 0229 0.008 0.261 0.010
Unemploysd < 2 mths 0277 0.028 0384 0.089 0383 0.071
Unemployed 2-6 mihs 0.a74 £.015 0341 0.043 0417 0064
Unemployed > & mihs 0.400 0.069 0295 0.019 4308 0.028
Unemplayed other 0.2%8 0.067 0.368 o111 0409 0.105
Employed Hours < 15 0.260 0.040 0.202 0.043 0.180 0.038
Emphyed Hours 15-24 0269 0.034 0.198 0.030 0103 0.028
Employed Hours 25-34 0.247 0.034 0199 0.028 0155 0029
Employed Hours 35+ 0.243 0.010 8.170 0.008 a.158 0.008
Employed Hours ather 021t 0.094 0.231 0.036 0208 0.033
Visa Pref Family 0.265 0.009 ¢.207 0.009 0.243 0.011
Visa Gon Family 0.273 0.013 0.212 0.012 o168 0.012
Visa Bus Skils 0.2t 0.014 ¢.202 0.015 0.155 0014
Visa [ndependent 0.304 0.013 0214 0.012 0.153 0.013
Visa Humanitadan 0.302 0013 0.244 0013 0273 0.015

2t




Table 4: Mental Healih Regressions: Dependent variable General Health
Questionnaire Caseness Score {Probit} — Wave 1

Vanables Marginal Ettect tatistic  Marginal Effact 1 sidtistic
Emploved -0.060 383

Unemployed 0079 5.10

Hours < 15 0028 074
Hours 15.24 0.003 0.09
Heurs 25-34 L0417 1.16
Hours 35+ £.079 4.72
Hours other 0.024 0.23
Unemployed < 2 mths -0.002 007
Unemployed 2-€ mths 0.096 563
Unemployed > & mihs 0123 1.85
tnemployad ather 0027 0.42
No of Obs 5889 6889

Log iikedhood -3906 3997

“ Omifiad calegaries; Oul of the labour force, Mamed, No Kids, Higher Dagree, Engish Speaking or
speaks English very well, Visa Humanitarian, Oceanla, Income — nohe.
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Table 5: Menta!l Health Regressions: Dapendent variable General Health

Questionnaire Caseness Score

23

Prakit Wave1 Random Effects Probit Pansl  Random Effects Probit Panel
{(Balanced} {Urbalanced)
Varsbles Coatitcients istdistic  Cosfficients tstaistc  Goefliclents 1 statistic
Hours < 15 £.094 [XE] 0.1685 142 £.181 175
Hours 15-24 0.00¢ 609 -0.147 168 -0.130 166
Hours 25-34 0.132 118 -0.140 1587 -0.145 183
Hours 35+ -0.253 472 0276 596 0272 663
Hours other 0.072 .22 -0.221 181 0.110 1.07
Unemployed < 2 mhs -0.006 0.07 Q.132 132 0.138 159
Unemployed 2-6 mths 0.279 583 0.320 528 0.332 6.49
Unemployed > B mths 0.344 1.84 0.235 363 0.251 425
Unempleyed other 0.082 041 0.398 213 0.329 197
Imarcept -9.812 287 1218 852 -1.108 4.40
SE sk
Sigma_u 0724 4027 0.733 ¢.025
Rho 0.343 ¢.017 C.349 0.015
Hausmasan test 38.30 (0.90)
No ol Gbs 6864 14268 17860
Log Likelhood -3897 -7136 9214

* Omitted calegories; Out of the labour force, Mamied, No Kids, Higher Degree, Englsh Speaking or spasks Englsh very

well, Visa Hum anharian, Oceania, Income —none, Wave 1,




Table 6: Labour Force Status Regressions; Dependent variable Labour Force Status
in Wave 2 - Base Case Employment Wave 2 (Multinemial Logits).

Outcoms - Unemployment

Quicome— Out of LF

Varables Coefiidents 1 statistic Coslliclents 1 siaisiic
Wave 1 Conditien - Employed

GHG =0 o0 e.02 055 249
GHQ =1 o 070 -0.3% -1.24
GHQ =2 -058 -0.84 -0.65 -1.E0
Wave 1 Condiion - Unamployed

GHO =0 026 1.51 Q0% -0.29
GHQ =1 0.33 158 .01 -0.05
GHQ =2 0.26 101 003 012
Wavs 1 Condifion —Oul of LF.

GHGQ =0 0.25 132 012 0.96
GHG =1 0.30 1.30 0.10 0.56
GHQ =2 062 223 026 136

* Omined ceiegartes: GHQ = 3 or more. Higher Degree, English Speaking or speaks English very well, Visa

Humanfarian.
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Table 7a. Caseness Proportions GHQ Scores - Males In Couples
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Family Lahour Force Status Wave 1 Wave 1 Wave 3

Male Female Proportion SEs  Proportion SEs  Proportion SEs
Employed Employed 0163 0023 0120 0013 0073 0,008
Employed Unemployed 017 0.042 0.150 0045 ooz 0.027
Employed Out of LF 0.203 6019 0.122 ams 01x 0.01€
Unemployed Employed 0514 0.084 0.447 o031 0351 0.078
Unemployed | Unemployed 0292 0.0% a3r? 0.087 0455 0.106
Unemploved | Out of LF 0274 026 0269 ¢.030 0268 0.045
Qut of LF Employed 0.304 Q.068 0.220 0.065 0.347 0.068
Out of LF Unemployed 0.182 Q.o C.348 0.099 0143 0.094
Out of LF Out of LF 0.253 0.02t G184 0.024 0249 0032
Table 7b. Caseness Proportions GHQ Scores — Females in Couples

Family Labhour Force Status Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3

Male Female Proportion S5Es  Proportion SEs  Proportion SEs
Employed Employed 0252 0025 0.117 0013 Boes 0009
Unemployed Employed 0257 0.074 0132 0.058 3243 0071
Out of LF Employed 0.152 0.053 0.17¢ 0.059 D082 0.03%
Employed Unemployed 0.395 0.054 0.333 0.061 0297 0075
Unemployed | Unemployed 0.317 0.037 0.302 0.083 0364 0.103
Qut of LF Unemployed 0.227 0.089 0174 0.079 0214 0.110
Employed Out of LF 0296 0421 0213 0018 0202 0018
Unemployed | Out of LE 0274 0028 0255 ©.030 0258 0.044
Out of LF Out of LF 0275 0021 0211 0.025 0249 0032
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Table 7c. Caseness Proportions GHQ Scares — Males and Females by Couples
Labour Force Status Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3
Proportion SEs  Propottion SEs Proportion SEs
Females in Employed 0.220 0.029 0.166 0.021 0.169 0.01%
Couples Unemployed 0.304 0.033 0290 0.045 0.308 0.064
Out of LF 0.276 0.014 0210 0.014 0.208 0.017
Females not Employed 0.311 0.020 0.242 0.017 0.202 0.016
inCoples | Upemployed 0.429 0.026 0.328 0.035 0.377 0.043
Out of LF 0.268 0.012 0.250 0.013 0.294 0.016
Males in Employed 0.212 0.038 0.152 0.020 0.115 0.025
Couples Unemployed 0287 0.044 0.339 0.062 0.405 0.081
Out of LF 0.172 0.035 0.228 0.047 0.333 0.064
Malesnotin | Employed 0.191 0.011 0.155 0.009 0.155 0.009
Couples Unemployed 0.345 0.017 0.303 0.022 0.303 0.030
Out of LF 0.280 0.016 0213 0.01% 0.266 0.024

Table 8: Family Mental Health Regressions: Dependent variable General Health

Questionnaire Caseness Score
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Random Etfacts Probit Panel Modsl
Male Parners

Handom Effects Problt Panel Model
Female Parinems

ki Coal 1314,
Male pariner employad 0.236 238 0338 285
Mals pariner unemployed 0102 108 0.172 217
Female partner employed 0.325 20
Femals partner unsmployed -0.092 D4t
Both pariners employed 0328 1.82
Both pariners unemploysd 0.242 0.94
Male empkwed Fomale unemployad Qa1 Q.44
Mele unemployed Fomale employed 0234 1.04
SE
Sigma_u 0.741 0.05
Rho 0.354 0.03
Hausman test {or attrition 462 (040)
Likelihood Ratio test 1699 (0.01}
No ol Obs 47T

Sol.... 1808 G0l LA Coel tatd

0047 051
0008 009
0238 118 0199 285
0161 089 0472 207
0631 035
0265 101
os06 182
0286 105
sE
0701 004
0328 003
5096  (0.25)
896  {0.a2)
4687

* Cmitted categories; Out of the labour forcs, Manted, Ma Kids, Higher Degres, Engiish Speeking or spesks Englsh very well,
Visa Humanilarian, Oceania, Incoma — nene.




Appendix 1 - General Health Questionnaire

Have you recently been able to concentrate on
whatever you're doing?

Better
Same
Less
Much less

Have you recently been able to enjoy your normal
day-to-day activities?

More so
Same
Less
Mugch less

Have you recently lost much sleep over worry?
Notat all
No more than usual
Rather more

Much more

Have you recently been able to face up to your
problems?

More so
Same
Less

Much less

Have you recently felt that you are playing a
useful part in things?

Have you recently been feeling unhappy and
depressed?

More g0 Not at all
Same No more than usual
Less Rather more
Much less Much more
Have you recently felt capable of making Have you recently been losing confidence in
decisions about things? yoursel?
More s0 Not at all
Same No more than usual
Less Rather more
Much less Much more
Have you recently felt constantly under strain? Have you recently been thinking of yourselfas a
Not at all worthless person?
No more than usual Not at all
Neo more than usual
Rather more
Much more Rather more
Much more

Have you recently felt that you couldn’t overcome
your difficulties?

Not at all
No more than usual
Rather more

Much more

Have you recently been foeling reasomably happy
all things considered?

More so
Same
Less
Much less

28
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Appendix 2
Table A2.1; Mean General Health Questionnaire Scores

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3

Number Mean  _SD _ Nomber  Meap  SD  Number ~ Meap 8D

Highet Degres 653 144 7.2 563 108 240 473 0.50
Post Graduate Diploma 409 169 247 47 124 230 289 1.02
Bachelor Degres 1523 157 235 1304 118 208 1097 108
Technical / Diploma 1448 1.34 228 1272 102 193 1078 1.09
Trade 424 140 259 876 0.95 198 328 107
12 + Years of Schooling 1159 117 203 986 092 187 841 0.8
10-11 Years Schoolng 508 1.00 2.00 422 0.64 157 263 1.05
79 Years of Schoolng 204 130 2.1 u7 110 212 2 1.20
6 - Yoars of Schoong 323 140 2.00 275 094 141 237 119
Other 40 142 227 4 0.98 210 0 230
Marled 8295 133 223 4680 0.9% 130 4043 097
Separsted 7 230 240 121 208 420 156 195
Dlvorced 129 150 278 116 1.30 222 149 174
Widowed 165 138 239 145 140 248 132 155
Never marfed 1220 135 2.21 891 105 200 535 106
No KIDS 5054 134 226 4045 1.02 2,00 3124 1.05
KIDS 1 876 150 238 %49 107 197 B 1.08
KIDS 2 868 133 222 681 1.09 1.96 748 103
KIDS 3 200 1.06 163 198 .68 168 193 084
KIDS 4+ 9 111 191 £ 197 1.97 <) 134
Health Very good 578 0.98 182 2604 089 152 1990 063
Health Good 277 151 235 2641 1.04 194 2264 096
Health Fair 480 247 115 563 190 285 575 183
Health Poor g8 421 268 s 335 220 148 436
Health Very Poor 4 450 433 22 473 423 24 533
Englsh Specking 1752 121 224 1569 101 185 1357 087
Spesks English v well 796 142 226 735 099 197 753 0.87
Speeks Englsh wel 1552 134 221 1768 104 201 1659 105
Spaaks English not wek 1998 130 22 1563 1.08 1.9 1078 132
Speaks Engleh notet alf 791 1.48 251 281 125 222 172 158
Income Nane 138 142 248 29 154 1.86 16 275
Income 1 10 BO0O 243 143 242 140 131 252 92 129
Income B0O1 1o 16000 682 151 253 425 128 237 218 173
Income 18001 o 25000 1225 159 248 1014 112 2,00 628 143
income 25001 to 35000 799 145 227 g52 102 200 719 114
Income 35001 fo 50000 26 123 209 953 098 191 838 0.61
Incoma >50000 1318 1.19 2.04 1513 064 1689 1780 0.04
Income NA 1658 127 215 1030 11 212 628 1.05
Job Love it 316 051 114 286 048 124 am 0.54
Job Liks it 832 0.83 159 1152 087 142 1235 085
Job okey B37 1.18 1.91 1150 100 196 1116 092
Job Don't care 118 191 258 208 118 222 13 147
Job Distke 74 3.00 220 62 168 241 ) 303
Job Digtke a lot N 229 3.38 16 189 247 12 292
Job Hate It 17 282 230 3 400 349 1”7 294
Qosanla 140 090 191 120 056 158 12 0.61
Europe & USSR 2262 149 243 1981 110 210 1654 1.04
Middle East Nonh Africa 791 127 2.05 689 112 204 574 1.64
Southeast Asia 110 1.08 194 931 077 183 B24 0.78
Norheast Asla 898 140 240 764 103 187 585 0.0
Sauthem Asla 830 128 213 558 1.00 187 497 098
Norhern Amerca 175 1.38 2.10 140 1.16 1.94 1n? 0.80
South Amerlca 389 143 239 338 120 234 276 1.30
Atica 295 148 247 a3 113 2.02 378 118

187
183
198
212
223
190
211
239
228
243
1.8%
275
28
285
2m
210
202
1.84
151
280
148
1.90
254
382
4.08
182
175
20
242
279
324
2.2%
280
252
209
1.68
1.77
208
119
1.3%
188
259
248
330
329
128
2.03
263
162
181
202
1.7%
228
235




Tabie A2.2: Caseness Proportions General Health Questionnaire Scores

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3

Proportien SEs Proportion Mesn Proportion Mean
Higher Degree 0303 0.018 0226 0017 0188 0018
Post Graduate Diploma 0.350 0.024 0.245 0.023 0215 0.024
Bachelor Degres 0.321 0.012 0.238 a.012 0210 0.012
Teachnical / Diplome 0.263 0012 0222 0.012 0.225 0.0%3
Trade 0.248 0021 015 0.020 0215 0.023
12 + Ysars of Schecling ¢.252 013 0.198 M3 0209 0014
10-11 Years Schoolng 0.193 ¢018 0.164 0o1e 0.200 o021
7-9 Years of Schooling 0.234 0.0 0219 0622 0224 4.025
& - Yoars of Schookng 0.220 0.023 0.196 0.024 0232 0.027
Oher 0.250 0.083 03.205 £.061 0.400 0083
Mamisd 0272 0.006 0.207 0.006 0203 0.006
Separated 0.342 0.053 0.364 0.044 0.385 0.039
Divorced 0.248 0.038 0270 0.041 03158 0.038
Widowed 9.291 0.035 0241 0.036 0280 0.039
Never marded 2.274 2018 0.226 0.014 9215 0.018
No KIS 0.269 Q.006 0.210 0.006 0207 0.007
KIDS 1 0.306 4016 0218 0.013 0224 014
KIDS 2 0277 am7? 0.244 0018 0233 L.o1s
KIDE 3 0215 0.029 0207 D028 Q207 0029
KIDS 4+ 0.264 0.045 0241 0.047 0223 ©.046
Health Very good 0212 0007 £.146 0007 0.14¢ 0.008
Health Good 0312 0.009 0.226 Q.008 0200 0.008
Haalth Falr 0427 0023 0.380 0.020 034 0.020
Hesalh Poor 0648 0.049 0.5%5 0.044 0713 0.028
Healh Very Poor 0571 0132 0.636 0103 0.792 0.083
Enghish Spasking 0.265 0.011 0212 0010 0178 0.016
Speaks Englsh v wall 0.302 0.016 0.205 0.015 0.185 0014
Speaks Englsh wel 0277 oon 0212 0.010 0225 0.01¢
Speaks Englsh not wed 0.261 0010 0.218 0.010 0.256 0.013
Speaks Englsh notat all 0.266 0.016 0.280 0.026 0.267 0.034
Incoma Nans 0.304 0.039 0.379 0.090 0.500 0.125
tncoms 1 10 BOOO G.276 o029 0.236 0.036 0272 0.048
Income BECQ1 to 16000 ¢2n 0.017 0.278 0.022 o3 0.026
Incoma 16001 10 25000 0314 0.013 0.232 0.013 0.285 0018
Income 25001 10 35000 0.270 0.016 0211 0014 0245 0.016
Income 35001 10 50000 0.268 0.015 0.198 0013 0.177 0.013
Incoma >50000 0253 0.012 0.188 0.010 0172 0.009
Income NA 0.281 0.07¢ 0.227 0013 0.215 0.6
Job Love it 0.104 0.057 0101 Q018 0127 ;s
Job Uke 0.188 0.013 0.150 oo 0.143 9.010
Job okay 0260 0.015 0210 0.012 0.192 o012
Jeb Don't care 0.3%0C 0.045 0.235 6.029 0.290 0.040
Jab Diskke 0.581 {4.057 0.33%9 0.050 0543 0,084
Job Dishhke & lot 0429 Q0.132 0.375 0121 0462 0.138
Job Hate it 0.765 0.103 0742 0.079 0529 R3]
Qceania 0.186 0033 0117 0.029 9125 0031
Europs & USSR 29 0010 0.226 0.009 o212 0.010
Middle East North Afrca Q279 0016 023N 016 0.324 0.020
Southeest Asla 0.229 0.013 0.166 0.012 Q178 0013
Nonhsast Asia 0262 0.015 0216 0.015 0178 0.018
Southam Agia 0.252 0017 0220 os 920 0018
Nonharn Amerca 0288 0.034 0243 0.036 0.137 0.032
South America 0278 0.023 0230 0023 0.264 0.027
Atica 029 0.020 0.247 0.021 0230 0.022
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Table A2.3: Mental Health Regressions: Dependent variable General Health

Questionnaire Caseness Score (Probit)

Varlables Marginal Eftect 1 statigiic Marginal Etfect 1 statigtic
Emplayed -0.061 -393

Unemployed 4.079 510

Hours < 15 -0.030 -0.74
Hours 15.24 o0z (HLiL]
Hours 25-34 -0.042 -1.18
Hours 35+ -0.079 -4.72
Hours olher 0.024 023
Unemployed < 2 mths -0.002 -0.07
Unemployed 2-6 mihs 0.097 563
Unemployed > & mths 0123 185
Unemployed olher 0028 042
Age 0.008 257 4008 251
Age Squared 0.000 -3¢ o000 -335
Separated 0eTs 143 Q078 145
Divorced -0.026 -0.64 -0.025 -0.67
Widowsd 0.084 203 0098 207
Never married 0.001 0.03 0,000 -0.02
KBS 1 0.002 021 0.002 C.1
KIDS 2 D.007 o4 Q.006 0.33
KIDS 2 -0.621 116 -0.034 -1.27
KIDS 4+ -a.0ta 033 0015 -0.38
Post Graduate Diploma 0.025 0.92 0026 0495
Bachaior Degree 0004 -0.20 -0.006 -027
Technical / Diploma 0062 -8.03 -0.061 -3
Trade -0.065 -243 -0.064 -2.38
12 + Years of Schooling -0.081 376 «0.082 -38%
10-11 Years Schooling 0121 -4.86 -0.123 -4.94
7.9 Years ol Schooling -0.097 -351 -0.098 -355
& - Years of Schooking 0113 -3.76 0.113 -3.75
Speaks Enghsh wel 0037 -2.34 -0.039 -245
Spasks Enghsh pot wel -0.036 -212 -0.038 -2.29
Speaks Englsh nolat all 0.020 &) 0019 [+F:]
Visa Pref Family -0.022 +1.20 -0.019 -1.02
Visa Con Family 0047 -2.36 -0.042 -212
Visa Bus Skilla -0.098 -4.33 0094 415
Visa Independent -0.035 170 0031 146
Femals | 0.042 150 0.03 313
Europe & USSR 0.117 2.64 0.117 254
Mddte East North Alrica 0.082 174 0081 1.7
Southeast Asla 0.042 092 0.041 o491
Nonheasl Asia 0.143 292 0.143 291
Southern Asia 0.034 0.73 0032 .89
Northern Amedca 0124 2.1t 0127 215
South Amerca 0,095 1.86 00092 1.79
AMrica 0127 2.56 0127 253
lncome 1 1o BOOD -0.058 -129 -0.058 -1.3
Incoms BOO1 10 16000 A.06% 1.7 -6.070 -1.78
Incoma 16001 te 25000 -0.028 -0.59 -6.029 07
Income 25001 fa 35000 .050 -1.24 -0.049 -1.21
Income 35001 10 50000 -0.040 -098 -0.087 051
Income >50000 0045 -1.15 -0.040 -1.01
Incoma NA -0.049 -126 -0.048 -1.22

* Omitied catagorat; Out of the labour force, Manled, No Kids, Higher Degree, English Speaking or spesks

Englsh very well, Visa Humanitarian, Qceania, Income — none.
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Slama u " 300 e I—
Table A2.4a: Mental Health Regressions: Dependent variable General Health Rho “ww “uﬂ me mmw
Haus
Questionnaire Caseness Score men e 3630 (0:80)
No of Obs €899 14268 17860
Probit Wavel Random Eftects Probil Panel  Random Etfects Probit Panel Log likedhood 3897 7138 9214
{Batanced) {Unbalanced) * Gmitied catagaries; Oul of the labour force, Manied, No Kids, Higher Degree, English Speaking or speaks English very

Vadables Costlidients L sigtistic___Costlicents 1siatistic __Coetficlents 1 statistic well, Viss Hurs anitarian, Oceania, Income— none, Weve 1.

Hours < 15 -0.094 074 0.186 -143 181 -1.78

Hours 15-24 o0 009 0147 -1.68 -0.120 <188

Hours 25-34 -0.133 -1.18 0141 -158 0.145 -183

Hours 35+ 5252 4.73 0276 -5.96 £273 -5.64

Hours ather 0.073 0.23 -0221 191 D111 -1.07

Unemployed < 2 mths -0.008 -0.07 0,138 132 0.13¢ 159

Unemployed 2.8 mths 0.280 563 0.320 527 0.333 6.50

Unemploysd > 6 mths 0,344 185 Q236 363 0.252 4.26

Unemployed other 0082 0.42 0.396 213 0.330 198

Age 0.024 252 0.028 293 0.026 3.20

Age Squared 0.000 338 £.600 -3.64 0,000 399

Separaied 0220 145 0536 544 0508 574

Divorced D077 -0.61 4.238 232 0.197 213

Widowed 0.248 207 0.248 209 0267 282

Naver married -0.001 -0.02 0.1698 184 0.0M 180

Wave 2 0127 364 -0.356 521

Wave 3 0,073 201 2108 a0

KIDS 1 0,008 0.10 0.029 085 0.018 041

K0S 2 0.018 0.33 04079 163 0.070 163

KIDS 3 £.197 127 -0.048 065 D042 0.62

KIDS 4+ -0.045 -0.38 -0.027 -0.25 -0.033 033

Post Graduate Diplema 0078 095 0.053 059 0038 047

Bachslor Dagree 0.017 027 £.042 064 £.033 057

Techrical/ Dipkoma 0193 a0 0137 202 0,157 267

Trade 0.207 248 0,181 168 0.181 .2.08

12 + Years of Schooling 0266 483 0281 83 0295 465

10-11 Yoars Schoolng 0427 454 .0.842 379 .93 5.04

7.9 ‘Years of Schoolng -0.332 355 04279 -285 -0.282 329

§- Yaans ol Schookng 0.393 -175 -0.298 277 0.345 472

Speaks English wel 0.120 248 0.039 090 0.037 097

Speaks Enghsh not wal -0.119 228 0.020 039 0,030 087

Speaks Enghsh note alt 0.057 080 e 139 0.097 142

Visa Prel Family 0.057 1.02 0.146 373 0.183 480

Visa Gon Fariy 0.132 212 0042 075 0.049 £.99

Visa Bus Skills 0.312 4.15 0167 268 .0.183 331

Visa Independent 0095 1.48 0104 261 0273 419

Femala| 0117 314 082 -1.23 0,126 -2.16

Europe & USSH 0.346 2564 0.465 45¢ 0462 382

Middle East Nonh Alrica 0233 1.70 0494 354 0.450 356

Seuthaast Asla 0123 0.92 0.182 138 0.195 157

Northeas! Asla 0.403 291 0.468 329 0437 242

Southem Asla 0.096 0.89 0.315 224 0202 229

Northern America 0.355 2.15 0.4%4 283 0.469 205

South Amernca 0.263 179 0.49¢ 330 0.438 3.26

Alfica 0,356 253 0525 ase 0.504 388

Income 1 10 BOO0 0188 -1.30 0315 <179 0262 -1.84

Income 8001 10 16000 -0.226 -1.78 0269 -1.68 -0.269 -2.09

Income 16001 1o 25000 -0.089 ' ¥al {266 +1.69 -p.258 2,05

tacoma 25001 10 35000 £.154 121 -0.293 -1.85 -0.260 221

Incoms 35001 to $0000 -0.118 0.91 0378 239 £0.327 -2.59

Income >50000 0.126 -1.01 -0.357 246 0385 290

Income NA 0.14% -122 0323 -205 0293 235

Inercepl -0.812 2.98 -1219 416 -1.108 441
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Table A2.5a: Labour Force Status Regressions: Dependent variable Labour Force
Status in Wave 2 - Base Case Employment Wave 2 - Condition Wave1 = Employed
{Multinomnial Logits)

Ouicoms - Unemployment Ouicome=Out of LF
Variables Coetliciens 1 slalistic Coslticems 1 gtalistic
“GRA =0 Co1 0.02 -0.55 240
GHO =1 o0 0.70 -0.35 -1.24
GHG =2 -0.58 .84 -065 -1.80
Age -0.08 054 -0.20 290
Ageeq 0.60 054 2.00 360
tlachelor Cegree 0.BS 176 217 059
Techrical / Diploma 055 1.98 <015 -049
Trade 0.07 0.19 2011 028
12 + Years ¢f Schooling 0.68 115 0.04 on
10-11 Years Schooling 1.70 2$ -0.18 -043
7.9 Years of Schookng .42 0.48 -0.15 -0.30
5 - Years ol Schooling 1.99 278 -1.30 -1.20
Spaakas Englich wel 081 199 .81 387
Spoaks English nel wek m 2,90 173 674
Speaks Engleh notet all 0.65 0.95 -33.38 000
Visa Pref Family 027 -0.52 0.03 Ho7
Vise Con Family £.34 «0.80 -028 -057
Visa Bus Skills 0,90 144 -058 -1.21
Visa Indepandent 001 042 -0.82 An
Female -0.19 -0.65 159 B3z
Constant A0 -1.38 040 029
No of Obs 2238
Log Likefheod -753

* Omitied categories: GHG = 3 or mors, Higher Degree, English Speaking of speaks Englsh very
well, Visa Humanharan.
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Table A2.5b: Labour Force Status Regressions: Dependent variable Labour Force
Status in Wave 2 - Base Case Employment Wave 2 - Condition Wavet =
Unemployed (Multinomial Logits})

Qutcome - Unemployment Outcome—Cun of LF

Vadables Goaflidents t sl aistc Cooificents Tstalistic
GHQ = 0 926 159 005 029
GHQ = 1 0.33 158 -0.01 -0.05
GHQ =2 Q.28 1.01 0.0 012
Age .02 030 -0.19 358
Agesq 0.o0 .21 0.00 411
Bachelor Degres -0.49 233 -0.23 0.99
Tachnicat / Diploma -0.36 -153 -0.10 040
Trade -0.58 -181 072 -1.78
12 + Years of Schooling -0.43 -1.68 -6.35 -1.24
10-11 Years Schoolng -053 -166 -0.50 -145
7-9 Years af Schooling .36 <118 -0.90 239
6 - Years of Schoofing 015 .36 -0.13 -0.29
Speaks English wel 1.23 744 148 8.19
Speaks Englah not well 1.62 B35 187 890
Speaks Englsh notat all 1.48 270 237 435
Viga Prai Family -0.58 -295 -0.30 -149
Viza Con Family .38 -1.7% -0.44 -198
Visa Bus Skills -145 219 018 -0.20
VisaIndependent .48 210 -0.62 -2.39
Fornale s} 07 127 8.8
Constan -1.71 -159 133 125
Ne ol Qbs 1447

Log Likekhood -1308

* Omitted categories: GHQ = 3 or mere, Higher Degree, English Speaki paaks E
well, Visa Humanitarian. ¢ i " o noteh ey




Table A2.5¢: Labour Force Status Regressions: Dependent variable Labour Force
Status in Wave 2 - Base Case Employment Wave 2 - Condition Wave1 = Cut of

Labour Foree {Multinomial Logits)

Ouicome - Unemployment

Quicome—Out of LF

Varlabies Coeflicianis 1 s1alislic Coeflicienis | statistic
= 025 1.32 .12 056
MHM nw 030 1.30 0.10 .66
GHG =2 062 223 0.26 138
Ags 0.09 233 -0.0% 415
Agesq .00 257 0.00 512
Bachelkr Degree -0.19 0.74 -7 £.99
Tachnical / Diploma 0.25 -0.97 004 021
Trade 076 216 057 228
12 + Ysears of Schoeling -0.44 -163 015 087
10-11 ¥ears Schoolng Q.17 052 -0.07 -0.35
7-9 Years of Sehooling 0.07 0.19 -0.1% -0.8¢
&- Years of Schooling -1.08 -2.69 -0.72 293
Spaaks Eaghsh wel 210 10.32 165 1491
Speoks English not wel 268 12.48 227 1763
Speaks English notat all 315 7.31 245 958
Visa Pret Family 026 -1.39 -0.09 066
Visa Con Family 0.02 Eali] -0.27 -1.87
Visa Bus Skills -1.44 -3150 -0.08 -035
Visa indepsndent -0t -0.38 0.40 227
Female -0.35 242 1.20 125
Constan EXal 435 Q.17 03s
No of Obs 3207
Log Likefhood 2359

* Omitted calegories. GHG = 3 or more,

well, Visa Humantarian.

Higher Degrae, English Speaking or spasks Englsh very
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Table A2.6: Family Mental Health Regressions: Dependent variable General Health

Questionnaire Caseness Score {Panel Models)

Random Efiects Probit Panel Model

Random Effects Probit Panal Modal

Male Pariners Female Partners
- Yaoabies ool st Cosl i ...Goe isfat __ Goal .. lmnt

Mate pariner employed -0.236 238 0338 395 0047 052

Mate partner unemployed Q.102 .08 0172 217 0.008 Q.10

Famale partnar employsd 0325 20t 0239 -120 0172 207
Fomale parnier unsmpleyed -0.002 0.41 0.1681 -069 0.032 205
Both pariners employed -0.926 1.82 0.032 AL

Both pariners unemploysd 0242 0.94 0.266 102

Male employed Female unemployed -0.421 044 ¢.507 1.92

Male played Female employed 0.234 104 0.296 105

Age 0.072 204 0075 320 0.032 204 -0.200 288
Age Squared -0.000 208 -0.000 338 0.000 -2.08 0.000 207
Wave 2 -0.103 182 .0.089 154 4219 -392 -0223 402
Wave 3 -0.135 323 .0.098 153 £.202 -324 0209 -3.38
KIDS 1 -0.208 033 0210 258 D026 -033 8027 -0.34
KIDS 2 -0.102 018 0112 139 0015 019 L0198 -0.24
KIDS 3 -0.151 038 0183 159  -0.043 033 -0.047 043
KIDS 4+ -0.097 112 013t 078 0154 -113 D184 113
Poat Graduate Diploma -0.213 185 0220 159 0297 195 0.284 1.87
Bachelor Degrae -0.008 126 0012 012 0.150 127 0.141 119
Tachnical / Diploma -0.128 0.04 0133 -1.2% 0.005 004 000 .01
Trade -0.163 040 -0.161 132 -0.081 041 0097 -0.48
12 + Years of Schooling -0.271 049 0270 201 -0.081 -05¢ 0068 -0.56
10-11 Years Schoolng -0.238 187 -0.230 133 0277 -188  -D283 -192
7.9 Years of Schooling -0.253 021 -0.278 142 0038 -0.21  -0.046 024
6 - Years of Schooling -0.534 150 0535 242 0278 -151 0285 -1.55
Speaks English wel -0.34% 217 -0.049 0z Lo 217 L.469 216
Speaks English not wel 0.080 984 0081 064  -DDS6 064 0052 080
Spaesks English notat afl 0.378 059 0360 240 0.075 059 4.080 0.63
Visa Prel Family -0.270 256 0272 149 0428 257 0434 -2.60
Visa Gon Family -0.112 126 D082 081 -0 -1286 0125 -1.32
Visa Bus Skille -0.253 12¢ 0214 174 0.148 -1.30 0181 -1.45
Visa independent 0614 020 0043 038 0021 020 0028 028
Income 1 10 8000 0502 229 0470 209 0.136 261 0.143 0.64
Incoma 8001 to 16000 -0.175 693 0195 1.04 0.071 0.41 0.057 ¢33
Income 16001 1o 25000 0104 cgs 0079 067 0086 <073 Q082 £.71
Income 25001 10 35000 0118 119 0092 097 0040 043  -003% £42
Income 35001 o S0000 0031 031 0038 037 D089 -0892 -00BS £.49
Income 50008 -0.097 0BS 0077 078 0.0068 0.07 0.004 0.04
Income NA -0.097 059 -0.090 093  -DD&% -0.75 00688 094
Europe R USSR 0605 202 0865 191 1.042 343 1.028 338
Middle East North Africa 0775 249 om2 23 1.002 316 0.9%4 314
Southsast Asia 0215 070 0180 0.59 0.642 207 0.629 202
Nonheast Agia 0407 131 0374 1.21 0.765 244 0.748 239
Southemn Asia D445 145 0379 135 0787 25% 0777 260
Nonhemn America 0657 184 0522 1.76 0613 166 0.588 180
South Amefica 0.623 1943 0573 179 1.041 320 1.020 15
Affica 0.825 264 0784 254 0870 274 0852 269
Tntercept -2.554 424 2503 418 1975 421 1969 422
Sigma_u o 0.08 0.701 0.04

Rhe ¢354 0.03 0.329 003

Hausmar 1ost 462 (040) 5096  (0.25)

UkeBhood ratio test 16.9¢  (0.01) 695 (0.32)
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No of Obs 4777 4667
 Omitted categories; Out of the lebour force, Marded, No Kids, Higher Dagree, Englsh Spesking ot spenks English vely
weil, Visa Humanitarian, Oceanls, Income —none.

r.i_,&mw h 19€27, i992)
W (1981) Vi
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Appendix 3

Table A3.1 presents mean GHQ scores for immigrants in wave 1 who could notbe
interviewed in wave 2 and wave 3. Mean GHQ scores were significantly higher for the
attrition groups compared to those who could be interviewed in all 3 waves. This means that
GHQ scores for wave 2 and wave 3 are likely to be biased downwards. However, a
preliminary analysis of immigrants who could be interviewed in all 3 waves indicates that the

descriptive features of the data derived using all observations available in each wave remain.

Labour foree status proportions are relatively stable between the different groups except for

those who did not answer all GHQ questions in wave 1 where a large proportion of this group

were employed.

Table A3.1: Atirition Stafistics

All Answered  Didn’t Out in Qut in Inforal 3
all GHQ} Answer all Wave 2 Wave 3 ‘Waves
questions  GHQ

questions
Number of Obs 7029 6889 140 994 1920 4756
GHQ Mean (8D) na 1.35(2.26) na 1.56 (2.46) 1.55(244) 126(217)
Employed (%) 33 324 60.7 30.3 313 330
Unemployed (%} 20.8 21 10.0 24 217 20.8
Out of labour Force (%) 46.2 46.6 293 457 472 462

Note, some immigrants who couldn’t be interviewed in wave 2 were able to be interviewed in
wave 3 therefore the number who could be interviewed in 2l 3 waves is less than wave 3

attrition subtracted from wave L.




