



































DIFFERENCES BETWEEN RELEVANT AWALI 2008 8& AWALI 2014 SURVEY FINDINGS

38.

39.

40,

41.

42,

We were asked to compare key 2008 and 2014 AWALI survey findings."® The 2008 Survey
was the only AWALI survey to ask respondents about working unsacial hours before the

2014 AWALI survey,

As the 2008 AWALI survey did not differentiate between working on Saturdays and
Sundays, the AWALI 2014 variables for Saturday and Sunday working were aggregated to
enahle a comparison. It should be noted that in the 2008 survey of 2444 employees, only
1194 employees were asked about working unsocial hours. Thus the 2008 sample was

smaller in number than the 2014 sample.

The proportion of employees who worked weekends in both 2008 and 2014 were broadly
similar. In 2008 it was 55.3% and in 2014 it was 50.7%. The 2008 sample of retail industry
employees (n=118) was smaller than the 2014 sample (n=223) and the proportion of retail
employees in both samples who sometimes, often or almost always worked on the
weekend was broadly similar. In 2008 it was 64.9% and in 2014 it was 69.0%.

An analysis of whether average AWALI scores for weekend work had changed between the
2008 AWALI survey and the 2014 AWALI survey was undertaken. This comparison uses the
2008 AWALI and 2014 AWALI means for those sometimes, often or almost always working

on the weekend.

Unpaired t test results indicated that there was no significant difference in average AWALI
scores in 2008 (46.1503) and 2014 (47.1157) for employees working sometimes, often or
almost always on the weekend.
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Employees spoke of Sunday being a day when informal gatherings and events were organised as
catch-ups for friends. One young woman said her social life was affected a lot by working on
Sundays:
You don’t get to go out with your friends because they're organising dinners on Saturday
nights and lunches on Sundays. (Sunday is) their time when they can leave the children with
their husbands and go shopping, to a shopping centre or something. So yeah, sa your social
life, you isolate yourself. (1V12)

53. Similarly other employees also said working on Sundays interfered with their social lives by
limiting their participation in Saturday night social activities. This was a problem identified by
employees of all ages. For example one young man said he felt for him ‘the balance is skewed
mare toward work' with his partner and friends all working Monday to Friday, holding most of
their social events on Saturday nights and able to ‘have their fun’ and ‘have recovery time on
the Sunday’ (IV19).

54. Other social and family events that employees commanly cited when talking of weekend and
Sunday work interfering with time with family and friends were weddings, christenings and
family functions which were invariably held on weekends, as was the case for this young
woman:

It does interfere, also like family functions. That's difficult too. Because you'll have like family
birthdays and whatnot, because obviously your family members, like your mother and father,
aunties and uncles, they've all got, you know, 9-5 Monday to Friday jobs, so it's obviously
always on a Saturday night for a party or family together on Sunday. So it does make it difficult
to attend, so you either have to take the whole day off .., .(IV08)

DECLARATION OF DR FIONA MACDONALD

| have made all the inquiries that | believe are desirable and appropriate and that no matters of
significance that | regard as relevant have, to my knowledge, been withheld from the Commission

Signed:

Dr Fiona Macdaonald

26 August 2015

24







































Table 21: Frequency you feel rushed or pressed for time x Saturdays work, retail employees

How often do you feel rushed or Never, rarely Sometimes, Total
pressed for time? work on often, almost
Saturdays always work on
Saturdays
Never, rarely ® 32 49
23.5% 22.1%
Sometimes 29 36 65
33.7% 26.5% 29.3%
Often, almost always 40 68 108
46.5% 50.0% 48.6%
Total 86 136 222
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

* cell size less than 20

Table 22: Frequency you feel rushed or pressed for time x Sunday work, retail employees

How often do you feel rushed or Never, rarely Sometimes, Total
pressed for time? work on Sundays | often, almost
always work on
Sundays
Never, rarely 26.4% 17.6% 22.4%
30 35 65
Sometimes 24.8% 34.3% 29.1%
59 49 108
Often, almost always 48.8% 48.0% 48.4%
121 102 223
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
26.4% 17.6% 22.4%

Chi square: p =.162
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Selected Socio-Demographic & Employment Characteristics:

Employees

Table 25: Sex by industry

Retail and Other Industry

Sex Other industry Retail Industry Total
Male 1086 52.3 94 42.2 1180 51.3
Female 990 47.7 129 57.8 1119 48.7
Total 2076 100 223 100 2299 100
Chi square: p =.004
Table 26: Age by industry
Age Other industry Retail Industry Total
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
18-24 263 12.7 75 33.9 338 14.7
25-34 493 23.8 62 28.1 555 24.2
35-44 468 22.6 27 12.2 495 21.6
45-54 461 22.2 31 14.0 492 21.4
55-64 324 15.6 20 9.0 344 15.0
65+ 66 3.2 o # 72 3.1
Total 2075 100 221 100 2296 100
* cell size less than 20
Chi square: p =.000
Table 27: Dependent children by industry
Dependent Other industry Retail Industry Total
children
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %
No 1142 55.0 133 59.6 1275 55.5
Yes 993 45.0 190 40.4 1023 44.5
Total 2075 100 223 100 2298 100

Chi square: p =.107
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Table 30: Full-time and part-time employment by industry

Full-time/part-
time

Other industry

Retail Industry

Total

Frequency | % Frequency | % Frequency | %
Full-time 1429 68.8 86 38.6 1515 65.9
Part-time 647 31.2 137 61.4 784 34.1
Total 2076 100 223 100 2299 100
Chi square: p =.000
Table 31: Weekly work hours
Weekly work Other industry Retail Industry Total
hours

Frequency | % Frequency % Frequency | %
1-15 190 9.2 48 21.7 238 10.4
16-34 454 22.0 89 40.3 543 23.7
35-47 1020 49.4 62 28.1 1082 47.3
48+ 402 19.5 22 10.0 424 18.5
Total 2066 100 221 100 2287 100

Chi square: p =.000
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To investigate whether the differences between these average AWALI scores were significant we
undertook a series of post hoc tests as shown in Table 4. These comparisons use the Bonferroni
corrections to adjust for multiple comparisons. The confidence interval was set at 0.05 which means
we can be 95% sure that all of the confidence intervals reflect the true value.

Table 4: Comparing the AWALI scores of working combinations of Sunday and/or Saturday working,
all employees

Comparison Mean 1 Mean 2 N1 N2 Signficant? t
(p<0.05)

Sat only v Sun 41.691 48.824 394 79 Yes 2,722

only

SatonlyvSun & | 41.691 50.322 394 720 Yes 6.480

Sat

SunonlyvSun & | 48.82 50.322 79 720 No © 1 0.596

Sat

The post hoc tests showed that sometimes, often, almost always working Sundays alone or in
combination with working Saturdays is associated with higher AWALI scores than sometimes, often,
almost always working Saturdays and not Sundays. These comparisons are as follows:

e Average AWALI scores for those sometimes, often, almost always working Sundays and not
Saturdays were significantly higher (p<0.05, t=2.722) than those for employees sometimes,
often, almost always working Saturdays and not Sundays.

e Average AWALI scores for those sometimes, often, almost always working Sundays and
Saturdays were significantly higher (p<0.05, t=6.480) than those for employees sometimes,
often, almost always working Sundays and not Saturdays

e However there was no significant difference in average AWALI scores between those
working Sundays and not Saturdays and those working Saturdays and Sundays (p>0.05,

t=0.596)
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APPENDIX 3: COMPARISONS OF AWALI 2008 & AWALI 2014 SURVEYS

Table 1: How often do you work on weekends, Saturdays and/or Sundays? All employees, retail
employees AWALI 2008

All employees Retail Industry employees
Frequency %t Frequency %
Never 366 30.7 27 22,5
Rarely 165 13.9 15 12.5
Sometimes 248 20.8 16 13.6
Often 206 172 29 24.9
Almost always 207 173 31 26.4
Total 1192 100.0 118 100.0 -

Table 2: How often do you work on weekends, Saturdays and/or Sundays? All employees, retail
employees AWALI 2014

All employees Retail Industry employees
Frequency % Frequency Percent

Never 767 33.1 52 23.4

Rarely 375 16.2 < -
Sometimes 426 18.4 37 16.7

Often 345 14.9 41 18.5

Almost always 403 17.4 75 33.8

Total 2316 100.0 222 100.0

Table 3 AWALI 2008 scores and weekend work, all employees

Work Weekends Mean N Std. Deviation
Never/rarely 33.6219 527 20.05587
Sometimes, often, almost 46.1503 655 22.10389
always

Total 40.5612 1182 22.10219

Anova: Between groups significance =.000
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Table 4: AWALI 2014 scores and weekend work, all employees

Work Weekends Mean N Std. Deviation
Never/rarely 36.4948 1138 19.66732
Sometimes, often, almost

always 47.1157 1156 22.38556
Total 41.8474 2294 21.73544

Anova: Between groups significance =.000

An analysis of whether average AWALI scores for weekend work had changed between the 2008
AWALI survey and the 2014 AWALI survey was undertaken. This comparison set out in Table 5 uses
the 2008 AWALI and 2014 AWALI means for those sometimes, often or almost always working on

the weekend.

Table 5: Comparing average AWALI 2008 and 2014 scores for weekend working, all employees

Comparison 2008 AWALI | 2014 AWALI | N1 N2 Signficant?
(p<0.05)
AWALI means 46.1053 47.1157 655 1156 No

The unpaired t test results indicated that there was no statistically significant difference in average
AWALI scores in 2008 (46.1503) and 2014 (47.1157) for employees working sometimes, often or
almost always on the weekend. That is, average 2008 AWALI scores for those sometimes, often or
almost always working weekends were not significantly different (p=.376, t=0.8858) to average 2014

AWALI scores for those sometimes, often or almost always working weekends.
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Did/does working on Saturdays have the same impact/effects as working on Sundays?

(need to draw here on what interviewee has said about Sundays —drawing on specific
activities/impacts one-by-one if applicable)

Why is that? What is same/different about it (Sunday from Saturday) for you? Why is it the
same/different?

Pay for Weekend Work
If Sunday work appears to be overtime/spillover only: Are /were you paid for your work on Sundays?

All: Do you/did you get paid a higher hourly rate for working on Sundays than for working on other
days?
If yes: What was the penalty rate?/How much extra did you get paid?

If yes: Did/do you get paid a higher hourly rate than you would if you were working on
Saturday?

Is it important to you that you get a higher hourly rate for Sundays? Why? Why not?
If yes, prompt for more information if pay and income have not been discussed already.

Would you work on Sundays if you didn’t get the higher rate?

Additional Information
Demographics (Checklist or follow up from above as relevant)

o Age: (18-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, 65+)
Other main activities involved in (while working on weekends):

e Caring or parenting (sole parent?)

e Otherjob/s: occupation, FT/PT,

e Study: FT/PT

e Other (voluntary/community activities etc)

e State of residence

Would you be prepared to participate in a follow-up telephone interview about your working
arrangements and work-life?

If yes: Is this the best phone number to contact you? Do you have another number we can contact
you on?

CLOSE: Thank you for your time. Any questions? (reminder —our contact details are on Info
Sheet).
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tion is adult non-managerial full-time employees and the earnings unit is weekly wages
in the main job. This is the population which most closely approximates the ABS Em-
ployee Earnings and Hours population discussed at length later in this chapter. The
next population examined expands this definition to include managers, since various
managerial categories are included in the award classifications.” The next stage in this
process sees the population expanded to all adult employees, which requires a different
earnings unit: hourly rates of pay in the main job. This unit is used to retain compar-
ability across industries, since the potential confounding from different proportions of
part-time workers is controlled. This is followed by the introduction of an adjusted
hourly rate, one which takes account of casual status by deflating their wages by 15%."°
Finally, the population is further expanded to include non-adult employees and the
impact of this on the adjusted rate is noted.

Table 3.3 shows the earnings for this first population—adult non-managerial full-
time employees—and Figure 3.2 presents these data graphically (with mining omitted
to provide greater clarity). Retail is the second lowest paying industry after accom-
modation and food services when measured by mean earnings. The mean weekly
earnings for these workers are $895 and their median earnings are $850. These rep-
resent 65% and 71% respectively of the averages in all industries. While the medians
for retail and accommodation and food services are the same, the mean shows a lar-
ger difference. The presence of lower paid workers in these industries is evident in
these data, with median earnings considerably lower than the mean. The trimmed
mean—in which the extreme values in a distribution are eliminated—confirms this.
Removing 5% of observations from the top and bottom of the distribution sees the
mean for retail workers rise to $909.

9. There are also difficulties with the definition of manager. For the HILDA data the definition is
based on the ANZSCO major group category, Manager. The ABS, on the other hand, provides
guidance to payroll officers for the selection of managers based on their functional role within the
organisation.

10. In recent years researchers have deflated the earnings of casuals by varying amounts. Watson and
Dunlop used a figure of 15% while Healy used a figure of 20%. See Ian Watson 2005, ‘Contented
Workers in Inferior Jobs: Re-assessing Casual Employment in Australia’, in: Journal of Industrial Relations
Vol. 47. No. 4, pp. 371-392, Y. Dunlop 2000, Labour Market Outcomes of Low Paid Adult Workers,
Occasional Paper (6293.0.00.005.) Australian Bureau of Statistics and Josh Healy 2010, The Minimum
Wage Workforce in Australia: Extending the Evidence, Working Paper No. 162, Flinders University, SA:
National Institute of Labour Studies.
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4. Changes in earnings over time

The last chapter suggested that over the last 5 to 6 years the relative earnings of work-
ers in the retail industry, vis-a-vis all industries, declined. This was evident in the
HILDA household survey data and the AWE employer survey data. This chapter takes
a closer look at these data sources, as well as other data sources, and take a longer-term
perspective on wages growth by examining the period since 2001.

Average weekly earnings

For a longer-term analysis of average weekly earning using AWE it is necessary to
use the former conceptual basis of the series, in which salary sacrificing is regarded as
in-kind remuneration. The ABS has ensured that the series remains consistent, even
after 2007 when a different conceptual basis (cash earnings) was implemented. (They
did this by revising the data for the period from 1996 to 2008.)

Cash earnings was used in the last chapter and this showed a decline for Division G
adult full-time workers from 73% of the all-industry average to 69% for the period from
2010 to 2014. In this chapter the time period is extended to cover the period from
May 2001 to November 2014 and the earnings for this series exclude salary-sacrificing.
The population for this series is full-time adult persons, a more expansive category than
employees (as well as including managers).

The results are presented below in two ways. Nominal earnings—which take
no account of inflation—and real earnings—which uses the CPI to take account of
inflation—are both used to track the growth in earnings of Division G relative to all
industries. Growth is analysed by indexing the earnings to 100 in 2001 and tracking
the change in the index over time. This is shown in Figure 4.1 and the data are shown
in Table 4.1. The results confirm the findings in the last chapter and show a steady
divergence by Division G from the all-industry average, a trend which starts in about
2009, coincident with the Global Financial Crisis (GFC). Prior to that period, the
Division G earnings tracked the all-industry average closely.

As well as providing a useful visual tool, the index numbers also allow one to
read off percentage changes. In nominal dollars, full-time adults in all industries ex-
perienced an increase in earnings of about 80%; for those in Division G the increase
was about 65%. In real dollars, the all-industry increase was about 26% while the

Division G increase was about 15%.'

16. The ABS advises that the standard errors for AWE are somewhat larger for the time series data
and it provides standard errors for the period after 2008. Assuming that these errors are reasonably
constant over the period from 2001 to 2014 allows one to estimate lower and upper bounds for the
earnings estimates for the period examined here. These suggest that the relative fall in weekly earnings
among Division G workers was statistically significant.
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CHANGES IN EARNINGS OVER TIME 33

Wage price index

Changes in earnings over time can be influenced by a number of factors which re-
flect changes in the work being done rather than actual changes in rates of pay. In
recognition of this, the ABS has developed a wage price index (WPI) which is not af~
fected by changes in the quality or quantity of work undertaken. The ABS wage price
index thus takes account of workers taking on different tasks, doing longer hours of
work, or working in different locations. In addition, changes in age or qualifications of
the job occupant are also accounted for. Finally, compositional changes in the labour
market—such as the occupational mix—are also taken into account. The result is a
time-series which comes closest to measuring pure movements in wages over time.

As with other employer surveys, the ABS samples employers from its Business
Register. It does this on a quarterly basis and constructs a sample of approximately
18,000 matched jobs. From these it constructs the WPI series. In this section the
ordinary time hourly rates of pay index is used. This series excludes the effects of
penalty payments, fluctuating allowances and bonuses.

The WPI results are shown in two ways. In Figure 4.2 (and in Appendix Table A5)
the trend in the index is shown for the period from 2001 to 2014, broken down by
Division G and all industries. In Figure 4.3 (and in Appendix Table A6) the data
are shown as price movements, that is, as percentage changes in the index from the
corresponding quarter of the previous year.

Looking first at the trend in the index (Figure 4.2) it is clear that over the period
between 2001 and 2014 ordinary hourly rates of pay lagged behind the all-industry
average. Despite some improvement in the period from 2007 to 2008, from 2009
onward the gap began to enlarge again. Over the entire period, the all-industry index
had grown by just over 61% but in Division G the index had grown by under 52%.

The reason for the differing outcomes is evident in Figure 4.3: it represents the
accumulating effect of lower annual wage increases. These data suggest that wages
growth for Division G employees consistently lagged behind the all-industry over the
period from 2001 to 2006. In 2006 they matched the average, before falling behind
again in 2007. In late 2007 and during 2008 Division G workers experienced wage
increases higher than the all-industry average. With the onset of the GFC, average
wages growth dropped dramatically, and for Division G workers the drop was more
severe. After a briefrise in wages growth in late 2010, wages growth began to decline
again, and a gap between the average wages growth for Division G workers and the
all-industry average persisted until late 2013. While the gap closed during late 2013,
by 2014 it appeared to widen again.

In summary, looking at the period as a whole, Division G workers consistently
lagged behind the all-industry average in wages growth. In only one brief period, over
several quarters from late 2007 to late 2008, did their annual wage increases exceed
the all-industry average in any substantial way. For most quarters and in most years,
their wage increases were below the all-industry average. As a result, by 2014 the
effect on the overall position of Division G workers was the considerable gap shown

in Figure 4.2.
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LOW PAID WORKERS IN THE RETAIL INDUSTRY 41

fit within the framework of relative poverty with an emphasis on social inclusion and
concerns about growing wage inequality in Australia. The needs of low paid workers
within the context of household finances are examined in detail in the next chapter.
Discussion of wage inequality in Australia is outside the scope of this report but it is
worth noting that Australia, like most Western countries, has seen considerable growth
in wage inequality since the 1980s."

5.1 Is the retail workforce lowpaid?

We saw in earlier chapters that there were a cluster of industries where wages were low,
in particular : agriculture, forestry and fishing; accommodation and food services and
retail. As Table 5.2 shows, these are also the industries which have largest proportion
of low paid workers using the various definitions outlined in the last section. In the
case of retail, about 23% of employees are low paid using the NMW definition. This
rises to 28% using the two-thirds median definition and reaches 36% using the bottom
quintile definition. The equivalent proportions across all industries are 13%, 16% and
20% respectively.

For comparison it is worth observing that the main contender for the lowest paying
industry—accommodation and food services—has proportions of 45%, 51% and 59%.
At the other end of the scale, one of the highest paying industries—electricity, gas,
water and waste—has proportions of 3%, 7% and 9%.>°

Table 5.2 also takes account of sampling error and provides upper and lower bounds
for a 95% confidence interval. In the case of retail this confidence interval is approx-
imately plus and minus 3.8 percentage points on either side of the estimate (NMW
low paid). Across all industries, the confidence interval is plus and minus 1 percentage
point on either side of the estimate (NMW low paid). This table contains the most
‘optimistic’ scenario, in the sense that it uses the largest population: all employees.
In the next section, where the population is increasingly restricted these confidence
intervals successively enlarge.”'

19. An extensive literature examining wage inequality emerged during the 1990s, particularly in the
United States and the United Kingdom (see, for example, Richard Freeman 1996, ‘Labour Market
Institutions and Earnings Inequality’, in: New England Economic Review Vol. May/June, pp. 157-168,
John DiNardo, Nicole M. Fortin and Thomas Lemieux 1996, ‘Labor Market Institutions and the
Distribution of Wages, 1973-1992: A Semiparametric Approach’, in: Econometrica Vol. 64. No. 5,
pp. 1001-1044 and James K. Galbraith 1998, Created Unequal: The Crisis in American Pay, Chicago:
University of Chicago Press). The onset of the Global Financial Crisis, and subsequent economic
stagnation in Europe, spurred another burst of research (James K. Galbraith 2012, Inequality and
Instability: A Study of the World Economy Just Before the Great Crisis, New York: Oxford University Press).
By 2014, a lengthy economic history of inequality had become an international best-seller
(Thomas Piketty 2014, Capital in the Tiventy-First Century, trans. by Arthur Goldhammer, Cambridge,
Mass: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press). In Australia, recent studies of wage inequality
include Ian Watson Forthcoming, “Wage inequality and neoliberalism: the Australian experience’, in:
Journal of Industrial Relations and Peter Saunders 2005, ‘Reviewing Recent Trends in Wage Income
Inequality in Australia’, in: Labour Market Deregulation: Rewriting the Rules, ed. by Joe Isaac and
Russell D. Lansbury, Leichhardt: The Federation Press.

20. T omit from this discussion the two industry divisions Agriculture, forestry, fishing and Mining
because they are so atypical.

21. The standard errors calculated for survey data take account of sample size, variability in the data,
and the sample design itself. The confidence intervals in this report have been calculated using the
survey package in R (Thomas Lumley 2014, survey: analysis of complex survey samples, R package
version 3.30 and Thomas Lumley 2004, ‘Analysis of complex survey samples’, in: Journal of Statistical
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Using the NMW definition, the gap between retail employees and those in other
industries has narrowed, though there does appear to be something of a reversal in
this trend for some populations. Using the two-thirds median definition the gap has
either stabilised, or widened over time, depending on the population. Finally, using
the quintile definition the gap has steadily widened for all populations.

The reason for these differences is not hard to discern. The NMW definition is
an absolute criteria while the other two are relative. Thus as the level of the National
Minimum Wage in Australia falls in relation to median earnings—a phenomenon ob-
served by many in recent years—so this cut-point catches fewer workers in its net.*”
Ultimately, the issue of which definition, or definitions, should be employed to as-
sess the extent of low pay in Australia becomes a matter of judgement. Is a relative
concept—with its focus on social inclusion and inequality—or an absolute concept—
with its focus on financial hardship—the more appropriate position to adopt?

The issue of inequality is not pursued further in this report but the issue of financial
hardship is raised in the next chapter.

22. See the discussion concerning the falling value of the National Minimum Wage in ACTU 2014,
Inquiry into Workplace Relations Framework, ACTU Submission to the Productivity Commission,
Melbourne: Australian Council of Trade Unions, pp. 118-199.
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6. Household situation of the retail workforce

In this chapter the household situation of the national retail workforce is examined
using the HILDA survey which is ideally suited to such a task. Collecting large amounts
of household-level information is one of the great strengths of the HILDA survey.

This chapter does not consider issues of income inequality. In the context of
households, this is a complex area, as it involves issues of equivalised household income,
a calculation which takes account of the composition of households and transforms
the income estimates accordingly. Rather, the task is a more modest one and addresses
three issues:

1. what is the household income situation of adult retail employees?

2. what are the expenditure patterns of the households where adult retail employees
live?

3. do the households where adult retail workers live face financial hardship?

Each of these questions is answered in the context of a comparison with households
without retail workers. ‘Retail households’ in this chapter are defined as those house-
holds where at least one adult retail industry employee lives. Those households where
no adult retail industry employees live are designated ‘other-industry households’ or
simply, ‘other households’. Note that for both categories, only adult employees are used
to define the households, though other persons will be living in these households with
them.

It needs to be kept in mind that these other-industry households will be quite
heterogeneous, and contain low paid workers from other industries (such as accom-
modation and food services). Furthermore, some households will be composed of
employees and self-employed, and the latter are known to under-report the level of
their income. For these various reasons, the real differences between retail households
and average ‘well off” households is likely to be much greater than is apparent in this
chapter. It also needs to be kept in mind that the population for this chapter are only
households with at least one adult employee. Households where all the members are
self-employed, or unemployed or outside the labour market (for example, retired) are
excluded.

Even though equivalised incomes are not used, it is important to take the compos-
ition of the households into account. If retail households are quite different to other
households, then this could influence the comparisons. Across several key variables—
household type, number of dependent children and housing profile—these two cat-
egories of household are almost identical. The sharpest difference emerges not at the
household level, but in the demographic characteristics of the individual whose an-
swers represented the household. This matters more for the self-response questionnaire
than for the main survey’s income and expenditure questions, where the HILDA team
reconciled answers from different household members.
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Table 6.1 shows that the wage and salary component of retail households is about
$87,000, which is is 84% of that of other households ($103,000). On the other hand,
government transfers to retail households are greater at $6,000 compared with §4,400
for other households (139%). The gross income of retail households is about $102,000,
or 86% of other households (at $117,000). Finally, the disposable household income—
the income remaining after tax is subtracted from gross income—sees the retail house-
hold average fall to about $88,000, which is now 91% of the other-industry house-
holds, who have seen their gross income fall by a proportionately greater amount. In
summary, on average retail households earn less wage and salary income than other
households, receive more by way of government transfers and pay less in taxation.
These various transfers leave retail households with average disposable incomes similar
to what their average wage and salary income was.

These summary measures are informative, but it can also be useful to consider the
full distribution of two of these income types. Figures 6.1 and 6.2 show density graphs
for the household wage and salary income, for the gross income and for the disposable
income. The first shows that in the region below $50,000 per annum there is a large
‘bulge’ of retail households. In the region between about $60,000 and $100,000 there
is a reasonable overlap between the two types of household. Then from about $100,000
onward, other households ‘bulge’ outwards. As mentioned earlier (page 16), bulges
in density plots indicate important differences in the distribution of a variable. In
summary, for wage and salary income, retail households are concentrated in the lower
parts of the distribution and are ‘under-represented’ in the top parts of the distribution.

FIGURE 6.1: DISTRIBUTION OF ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD WAGE & SALARY INCOME,
AUSTRALIA 2013

T
$l0 $50:000 $100,000 $15(;,000 $200I,000 $250|,000 $30(;,000

Retail = = Other industries

While the overall patterns in the distribution for gross income (Figure 6.2) is sim-
ilar to those for wages and salaries, an important difference is evident. The top of
the distribution has not changed, but the very bottom has—fewer retail households
are concentrated here—and the middle has also changed—more retail households are
found here. This suggests that other sources of income, primarily government transfers
for low income households, have lifted the gross household income situation of retail

workers.
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FIGURE 6.2: DISTRIBUTION OF ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD GROSS REGULAR INCOME,
AUSTRALIA 2013

T T T T T T T
$0 $50,000 $100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $250,000 $300,000

—— Retail = = Other industries

When it comes to the distribution of household disposable income (Figure 6.3)
the differences in terms of reduced inequality are evident—the distributions for both
categories of household are more peaked—Ilargely because the income taxation system
is a progressive one. The differences between the two categories of household are
more subtle but the gap between the two has narrowed in the income range between
$40,000 and $60,000.

FIGURE 6.3: DISTRIBUTION OF ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD DISPOSABLE REGULAR INCOME,
AUSTRALIA 2013

T T T T T T T
$0 $50,000 $100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $250,000 $300,000

—— Retail = = Other industries

6.2  Household expenditure

In this section the annual household expenditure is examined with a two-fold divi-
sion: items that are non-discretionary and items that are discretionary. The former
are where households have few choices in reducing their expenditure; for the latter
they have more flexibility. Again the trimmed mean is discussed and the comparison
is again between the actual dollar amounts spent by retail household versus other-
industry households, with a percentage indicating the relationship between the two.
This approach mirrors that taken with household income in the last section.

It is worth noting at the outset that the housing profile of the two types of house-
hold is reasonably similar: about one third are renting and two-thirds own or are
paying off a mortgage. Among the latter group, retail households are slightly less likely
to have fully paid oft their mortgages (20% compared with 25%). This similarity in
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Groceries were the next major item of household expenditure: between $9,000
and $10,000 per annum, and retail households were even closer in expenditure to
other households at 96%. The cost of utilities—electricity, gas, water—was also sim-
ilar between the two household categories (95%). While public transport costs saw a
lower comparison—just 63%—this was overshadowed by the larger comparison for
motor vehicle fuel, where retail households spent 106% more than other-industry
households. The actual dollars spent by households in the fuel category ($2,300 to
$2,400) also dwarfed the level of expenditure in the public transport category ($300
to $400). Overall, retail households spent in dollar terms an average of 98% of what
other-industry households spent on the non-housing elements of non-discretionary

expenditure.

This pattern of expenditure can be viewed in the context of available household
income. The last section showed that retail households earned only about 84% of the
wage and salary income of other-industry households. This rose to 87% through gov-
ernment transfers and other sources of income—and this constituted an actual increase
in dollars available. As a result of taxation the proportion rose again (to 91%)—largely
because other-industry households paid more tax—but the dollars available actually fell.
When it comes to non-discretionary expenditure, the average dollar outlays for retail
households almost match those for other-industry households (98%). This suggests
that the burden of cost-of-living is almost equivalent for retail households compared
with other-industry households. Yet their financial resources for meeting these needs

are relatively weaker.

The difference between the two categories of household are also evident in the
areas of discretionary expenditure, suggesting that retail households deal with their
cost-of-living pressures by cutting back on what might be viewed as non-essentials.
Table 6.3 outlines annual expenditure on these discretionary items and shows that
households spent between §2,500 and $3,000 on meals outside the home. The retail
household spent 81% of what other households spent and a similar percentage was
evident for alcohol expenditure. In the case of cigarettes retail households spent more
than other households but this was the only item of discretionary expenditure where
this was evident (though expenditure on medicines was about the same for both cat-
egories of household). On all other items the retail households spent considerably less:
69% on doctor’s fees; 75% on home repairs or renovations; 83% on car repairs and
maintenance. Overall, retail households spent in dollar terms an average of 81% of
what other-industry households spent on discretionary expenditure.

These patterns of expenditure are, of course, part of a more complex story about
how low income households function. Lower expenditure on an item can reflect less
access to that item, or a lower cost in purchasing that item. For example, members of
low income households may be less willing to visit the doctor, but their access to bulk
billing may be greater. Low income households may be less likely to use private educa-
tion, or take out private health insurance, and the lower costs incurred here will reflect
this. Despite this complexity, Table 6.3 does suggest that retail households have lower
levels of spending on nearly all areas of discretionary expenditure, and spent across all
these items just 81% of what other-industry households spent. Yet they spent 98% of
what other-industry households spent when it came to non-discretionary expendit-
ure. To what extent do these differences indicate that retail households face financial
hardship because of their limited financial resources? The next section addresses this

question.
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Author’s relevant expertise

I have been an applied labour market researcher for over 20 years. For 13 years I worked
at Sydney University in the Australian Centre for Industrial Relations Research and
Training (acirrt). For the last 8 years I have worked as a freelance researcher, specialising
in labour market analysis.

Over this period of time I have published books and journal articles analysing the
Australian labour market. I have also worked for three state governments (Victorian,
NSW and Queensland) on the development of industrial relations workplace surveys.
I have undertaken detailed analysed of the findings from these surveys. My research for
the Victorian Industrial Relations Taskforce in 2000 was included in the final report
of that Taskforce. All of these surveys, and the reports produced, have examined the
earnings of employees in great detail. A full list of my publications is available on my
website: http://ianwatson.com.au/pubs.html.

Since 2001 I have worked extensively with the Household Income and Labour
Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey and published a number of articles based on
these data. This data collection is a longitudinal study and one of the most compre-
hensive datasets yet developed in Australia. I have used the HILDA data at length in
this current report.

Since 1999 I have been a member of the Australian Bureau of Statistics Labour
Statistics Advisory group. I have an Honours Degree and a PhD from the Australian
National University. I also hold a Diploma in Education, and a Masters Degree in
Education, from the Canberra College of Advanced Education (now the University
of Canberra).
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4, To what extent, if any, has the earnings situation of the national retail workforce
changed over time?

5, Describe the household situation of the national retail workforce by reference to relative
living standards and the financial circumstances of households.
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