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CONTENTED WORKERS IN INFERIOR JOBS?
RE-ASSESSING CASUAL EMPLOYMENT
IN AUSTRALIA

1IaAN WaATSON*

T he increased number of casuals in the Australian workforce has generated consid-
erable concern about a proliferation of inferior jobs in the labour market. Critics
of casualisation have pointed to poor outcomes associated with casual work: job insecurity,
lack of training and career paths, marginalisation in the workplace and so forth. Those who
defend casualisation argue that non-standard employment provides greater choice within
the labour market, and that casual employees are no less dissatisfied with their jobs than
permanent employees. In this paper, I re-assess this debate by examining a recent analysis
of job satisfaction among casual employees by Wooden and Warven in 2004. 1 argue that
findings of contentment among casual employees are subject to both methodological and
philosophical weaknesses. In place of subjective measures of job satisfaction, 1 argue that the
quality of jobs should be directly assessed by objective criteria like remuneration. Following
this, I fit earnings equations to the HILDA data and find that part-time casual employees
earn only a modest premium over permanent full-time employees. When the loadings,
which casuals are paid, are taken into account, I find that part-time casual employees are
actually penalised by virtue of working as casuals. 1 conclude that casual jobs are inferior
Jobs, irrespective of the satisfaction levels of their incumbents.

INTRODUCTION

Over the last 20 years, the presence of casuals in the Australian workforce has been
increasing steadily, with dramatic changes evident during the 1990s. Between 1990
and 2000, casual density overall rose from 19% to 27%, while among the full-time
workforce it doubled from 6% to 12% (Campbell & Burgess 2001: 103). Although
the presence of casuals has always been a feature of the employment landscape
in industries like retail and hospitality, their increased presence in industries like
manufacturing, communications and finance and insurance has been a notable
development during the last 20 years. Between 1985 and 2002, the proportion
of casuals in manufacturing doubled, while in communications and finance and
insurance, the proportion more than trebled (Watson et a/. 2003: 69).

At least two responses to these developments have emerged. On the one hand,
the critics of casualisation are concerned that these trends erode labour market
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standards. In their view, casualisation means a growth in the proportion of inferior
jobs in the labour market. Research has shown that casual jobs are associated with
low levels of training, poor career opportunities and adverse occupational health
and safety outcomes (e.g. ACIRRT 1999; Hall ez 4. 2000; Campbell 2001). More-
over, casuals themselves appear to be particularly disadvantaged. In the labour
market, they are more likely to have experienced ‘job churning’, where people cy-
cle in and out of work without finding a long-term secure job (ABS 1997; Burgess
& Campbell 1998a).! In the workplace, they can find themselves marginalised,
particularly when it comes to workplace decision-making and access to career
paths (Pocock et al. 2004). As Hall ez 4l. (1998: 77) concluded:

contingent work (particularly casual part-time work) continues to be characterised by
low pay, limited control and discretion, relative exclusion from workplace decision-
making, a lack of task diversity and a high level of dissatisfaction with the amount of
work provided by employers.

For critics like Burgess and Campbell (1998b), Campbell and Brosnan (1999)
and Watson et 4l. (2003), it is the precarious nature of casual employment which
is most distinctive: the concern that casual jobs do not measure up well on many
of the dimensions of security, which Guy Standing argued constitute decent work
(Standing 2002). Similarly, Pocock et al. (2004) are concerned that the lack of
rights for casual workers means they do not enjoy full workplace ‘citizenship’.

Not only do the critics of casualisation emphasise these shortcomings, but they
also point with alarm to the growth of casualisation among the full-time work-
force, and its increasing spread into industry sectors not traditionally associated
with casual work, such as manufacturing (Watson ez 4/. 1999). Their concern is
not just with the increased numbers of casuals at work, but with the process of
casualisation, particularly the conversion of existing non-casual jobs into casual
jobs. This is linked with other changes in the way labour is deployed, such as the
spread of outsourcing and the recruitment of workers through labour-hire firms.
In discussing the process of casualisation, Buchanan (2004: 4) argued:

Australian casualisation does not necessarily entail cuts in wages or the universal im-
positon of crude forms of hours flexibility. It is, however, integral to a new approach
to managing labour that boosts labour productivity by pushing many of the costs and
risks of employment onto workers.

For critics like Buchanan, it is not simply a matter of whether casual workers
are treated fairly or not, or whether they feel sadsfied with their employment
situation. Rather, it is the proliferation of inferior jobs which is at stake, and
the erosion of labour market standards which is accelerated by this process of
casualisation.

However, the defenders of casualisation take a different view. They contest the
uniformly gloomy picture which the critics paint, arguing, for example, that:

Non-standard employment arrangements, such as casual and fixed-term employment,
have both good and bad features, and as a result employment arrangements have no
overall effect on job satisfaction. Indeed, if anything, the persons who are most content
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with their jobs are those in part-time jobs, and it appears to matter little whether these
workers were hired on a permanent, casual or fixed-term basis. (Wooden 2001a: 65)

Evidence for this view can be found in the Australian Workplace Industrial
Relations Survey (AWIRS; Hall & Harley 2000; Wooden 2001a). Although these
data have not overturned all of the negative aspects attached to casual employment,
they have allowed researchers to assess many of the more subjective aspects of
work, aspects which have been largely apprehended in the past through qualitative
methods. The defenders of casualisation have come to rely heavily on these more
subjective aspects of work, particularly measures of job satisfaction.

Despite some recognition of the negative aspects of casual employment, the
defenders of casualisation argue that it represents greater choice within the labour
market. They point to the large numbers of married women and students found
among the part-time casual workforce as evidence that casual work provides a
desirable form of employment for those seeking to balance work and non-work
actvites. From this point of view, the needs of both employers and workers for
flexibility come together in the shape of casual jobs. Summing up his AWIRS
findings on non-standard employment, Wooden concluded:

... the increased diversity in working arrangements associated with the shift away
from the standard working time model has facilitated a better matching of worker
preferences to the preferences of employers. (Wooden 2001a).

Despite its usefulness for exploring non-standard employment (Hall ez 4/. 1998;
Hall & Harley 2000; Wooden 2001a), the AWIRS data has become somewhat
dated and it has now been replaced by the Household, Income and Labour Dy-
namics in Australia (HILDA) survey as the main source for analysing workplace
aspects of non-standard employment. Drawing on this source, Wooden returned
to the defence of casual employment. In an important article, Wooden and Warren
(2004) presented a comprehensive picture of casual and fixed-term employment
in Australia and explored in some depth the issue of job satisfaction. They found
that it was mostly male full-time casuals—who constituted just 4% of employees—
who were most dissatisfied with their jobs. They concluded with sentiments which
echoed Wooden’s earlier appraisal:

... the evidence presented in this analysis suggests that it is extremely misleading
to characterise non-standard jobs as substandard jobs. It thus follows that inidatives
intended to inhibit the diversity of employment options that are available to employers
will often not result in changes in working arrangements that will be unambiguously
preferred by employees. (Wooden & Warren 2004: 295)

In this paper, I examine this recent analysis by Wooden and Warren and argue
strongly that we need to assess casual jobs according to whether they are inferior
jobs or not, rather than by how contented or otherwise their incumbents may
be. I begin this paper by suggesting that the Wooden and Warren results change
if one looks at a different measure of satisfaction: job security. When workers
are asked about this issue, all categories of casuals respond more negatively, even




374 THE JOURNAL OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS December 2005

those workers whose sentiments around job satisfaction overall are positive. This
is not a particularly surprising result and is evident in Wooden and Warren’s own
analysis of this survey item.

The core of my argument, therefore, lies elsewhere. I argue that measuring
job satisfaction is an inadequate way to analyse casualisation, and that there are a
range of methodological and philosophical reasons for not pursuing this strategy.
Instead, I argue for the analysis of the objective conditions of casual employment,
specifically remuneration. It is more fruitful to directly confront the question of
whether casual jobs are inferior jobs by asking if casuals are paid adequately for
their labour. I pursue this strategy by fitting earnings equations to the HILDA
data and testing whether the earnings of casual workers—particularly the part-
time casuals—are better or worse than full-time permanent workers, once a range
of workplace and individual characteristics have been controlled for. The results
from these equations suggest that casual workers are worse off and that their jobs
are indeed inferior jobs when it comes to earnings.

DATA AND DEFINITIONS

For the analysis in this paper, I draw upon the unit record files from the HILDA

survey, a national survey carried out by the Melbourne Institute on behalf of the

Federal Department of Family and Community Services.” HILDA is a household-

based panel survey whose first wave commenced in 2001 and which provides

data on 13 969 individuals. The households for this survey were selected using

a complex sampling design, involving both stratification and clustering.’ The

great advantages of HILDA for labour market researchers are that it provides

longitudinal panel data for a large representative sample of Australian households,
and that it offers a rich collection of individual and labour market variables.

Recent debates in Australia about the classification of casuals have raised a
number of questions:

1. Should casuals be defined by an absence of leave entitlements, or according

to self-identification? (see, in particular, Murtough & Waite 2000)

2. Are estimates for the numbers of casuals in Australia inflated by the presence
of owner-managers of incorporated enterprises, and are they deflated by the
absence of dependent-contractors, sometimes called the ‘fake self-employed’
(see Campbell & Burgess 2001: 90)

How should workers on fixed-term contracts be categorised?
Should short-term casuals be distinguished from long-term casuals? (e.g.
Owens 2001)

The exchange between Campbell and Burgess (2001) and Murtough and Waite

(2001) ranged across these issues, and one clear point of agreement which emerged

was that owner-managers of incorporated enterprises should be excluded from the

category of casuals. Fortunately, the questions in HILDA allow one to distinguish
these ‘employees’ from the remaining employees, and this makes it feasible to
exclude them from the category of casuals.

The HILDA data also allows one to distinguish casuals on a leave basis, or
according to their self-reported ‘contract of employment’. The latter has the ad-
vantage of separating out fixed-term contract employees, who are often included

»ow
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among permanent employees (because of their leave entitlements), but who have
no expectation of ongoing employment. Although the definitional debate over
self-identification is far from settled (Campbell & Burgess 2001), the practical
consequences of this for data modelling are probably quite limited. As Wooden
and Warren (2004: 282) showed, ‘access to leave entitlements is highly correlated
with self-reported casual employment status’. The importance of distinguishing
between permanent (or ongoing) employment, casual employment and fixed-
term contract employment has been evident in recent research (Hall et 4l. 1998;
Hall & Harley 2000; Wooden 2001a). Therefore, in the following analysis I fol-
low Wooden in employing the self-reported ‘contract of employment’ approach.
Finally, the hours dimension to casual employment is critical, because differ-
ences between part-time casuals and full-time casuals are evident in much of the
research.

CONTENTED WORKERS?

According to Wooden and Warren (2003: 26) behind trade union campaigns to
regulate casual work lies the questionable assumption that ‘casual employment
and other types of non-standard employment necessarily involve inferior types of
employment’. In order to test this supposed linkage between job quality and casual
employment status, Wooden and Warren (2004) developed an analysis based on
workers’ self-reported job satisfaction. They argued that it was too difficult to
directly measure the quality of casual jobs because: first, there are a great many
dimensions to jobs that contribute to overall worker well-being; and second, there
is likely to be great variation across individual workers in the weight assigned to
different jobs attributes (Wooden & Warren 2004: 282-3).

Their analysis relied, therefore, on subjective measures of job satisfaction, rather
than the objective characteristics of jobs. Their multivariate analysis of HILDA
data found that fixed-term employees were the most satisfied with their jobs,
while casuals were the least satisfied: This was particularly so for men, and for
those employed through labour-hire agencies. For women, the results were not
statistically significant.

Although gender mattered, hours of work mattered even more. In a second
specification (in which casual status was interacted with hours of work), Wooden
and Warren found that ‘the negative associations between casual employment and
job satisfaction are entirely restricted to those working 35 hours or more’ (2004:
293). In other words, the part-time casuals were not less satisfied than permanent
employees; it was only the full-time casuals—particularly the men—who were
more dissatisfied. In addition, the negative effects associated with employment
through labour-hire agencies for men became a positive effect.

Although the specific results from Wooden and Warren’s analysis are robust
to various specifications, their approach raises two important questions. First, is
‘overall job satisfaction’ the best dependent variable for assessing the sentiments
of casuals? Second, even if one could find an ideal way to measure such sen-
timents, can it be interpreted in the way which Wooden and Warren suggest?
In other words, does self-reported job satisfaction really measure the quality of
jobs?
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Table 1 Overall job satisfaction and satisfaction with job security, mean scores
(010 scale)

Male Female
Overall Security Overall Security
Permanent 7.46 7.92 7.72 8.31
Casual 7.18 6.77 7.68 7.32
Fixed-term contract 7.75 7.26 7.90 7.28

Source: Wooden and Warren (2004: 284).

Although Wooden and Warren considered a range of satisfaction items in
their univariate analysis—pay, job security, the work itself, the hours worked,
job flexibility and overall job satisfaction—they chose only the last item for their
multivariate analysis. However, it could be argued that casual workers may indicate
that they are generally satisfied with their jobs, but this does not mean they are
satisfied with the fact that their jobs are casual (e.g. Pocock et al. 2004). It is
notable that the item which comes closest to measuring this aspect of their work—
the question on job security—scores much lower among casual workers, both male
and female, in the univariate analysis conducted by Wooden and Warren. Table 1
presents an excerpt from this analysis.’

In developing their model for job satisfaction Wooden and Warren followed
the approach developed by Clark (1996; 1997), citing his comment that ‘job sat-
isfaction may be as close as we are likely to come to a proxy measure of utility at
work’ (Wooden & Warren 2004: 283). They also acknowledged Clark’s insights
into the importance of expectations determining satisfaction, and they included a
variable which measured the importance of paid work in the lives of their respon-
dents. As they argued:

... those who expect less from their jobs would, for any given job, be more satisfied . . .
If [non-standard] employment has traditionally been linked to relatively lowly-paid,
unskilled jobs, then it seems reasonable to believe that workers who accept such jobs
will not have high expectations of those jobs. (Wooden and Warren 2004: 289)

However, Wooden and Warren did not appear to register another one of
Clark’s key insights: the importance of ‘relative utility’, the way in which the sat-
isfaction expressed by individuals may hinge on the comparisons they make with
some reference group (Clark 1996: 192). Clark cited Veblen—who pioneered
the term ‘conspicuous consumption’ with its idea of ‘positional goods’—when
he presented the notion that ‘well-being’ may be dependent on ‘some kind of
comparison process’. A moment’s reflection reinforces the cogency of this in-
sight. How you feel about your job on a particular day may depend on who you
compare yourself with: a school peer who has reached dazzling heights in their
professional career and who drops into the office to gloat; or a bored factory
worker you meet on the bus on the way home. You either feel jealous, or you feel
fortunate, depending on which context you are in. Yet your job has not
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objectively changed between these two episodes in the day. Although this ex-
perience does not eliminate episodes of absolute satisfaction, where the rewards

from the work itself engender ‘well-being’, it does emphasise the significance of

‘positional satisfaction’.

The methodological implications of this are quite important. In the absence of
knowledge of the context in which respondents assess their job satisfaction, how
do we know if questionnaire items are tapping into ‘absolute satisfaction’ or ‘po-
sitional satisfaction’? It is dilemmas like these which have led some sociologists to
emphasise qualitative methodologies, such as in-depth semistructured interviews,
as the most appropriate vehicle for gauging attitudes (e.g., the discussion of the
‘paradox of context’ in Watson 1994: 25-6).

Context matters not only in the expression of attitudes, but also in their forma-
tion. It is well known that working time preferences are often interdependent—
shaped by the exigencies of family life, for example—rather than the pure
expression of a solitary individual. Similarly, young people’s predilections are
often formed within the context of peer group activities and discussions. Clearly,
both the expression and the formation of sentiments about workplace experiences
will be strongly shaped by the social context in which individuals live and work.
In picking a number to indicate their level of job satisfaction in a questionnaire,
individuals are trying to summarise complex sentiments. For one worker: at this
stage in my life, with my family commitments and my new mortgage, this job is
OK, but ... While for another: among my network of friends, my job stacks up
pretty good and so on. The comparisons are also internal: better this job than
being unemployed, like I was this time last year . ..

Clark did not engage with the issue of context. However, he did discuss the
objection that ‘the use of job satisfaction responses as measures of individual well-
being is subjective and hence cannot be compared across individuals’ (1996: 193).
He resolved this concern with the argument that behavioural outcomes, such as
job quits, are highly correlated with satisfaction scores.

It may well be the case that there is some consistency in how individuals answer
across a range of job satsfaction items, and it may be the case that individual
behavioural outcomes correspond with levels of self-reported satisfaction as mea-
sured in questionnaires. However, even if the methodological reservations around
context could be assuaged, there remains an important philosophical problem in
equating job satisfaction with job quality.

The key philosophical issue can be summed up in the distinction between the
job structure and the incumbents of that structure.¢ The incambents may well be
satisfied with their jobs as individuals, but this does not mean that the job structure
is composed of quality jobs. Within neoclassical economics this distinction is
often ignored. The preoccupation with the Benthamite notion of utility erases
the relevance of social structures, that is to say, the importance of supraindividual
entities such as job structures. This is because all that matters for Benthamites is

the summation of individual utilities to arrive at an aggregate measure of utility.
In Bentham’s words:

The community is a fictitious body, composed of the individual persons who are
considered as constituting as it were its members. The interests of the community
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then is, what>—the sum of the interests of the several members who compose it.
(cited in Keen 2001: 26)

However, as a social structure, the job structure both predates the incambents
and survives after their departure. Like natural ecosystems, such structures are
vulnerable to deterioration by the presentincumbents whose indifference to those
who follow them may induce short-sighted and self-interested activities. In the
case of the job structure, present incumbents may trade away some of the core
conditions of those jobs for the sake of immediate gain. Enterprise bargaining in
Australia has witnessed this phenomenon (ACIRRT 1999). In the case of casual
jobs, the key issue is not the contemporary contentment or otherwise of these
incumbents, but the prospects for decent employment for tomorrow’s workers. If
casual jobs are indeed inferior jobs—the argument I pursue in the next secion—
then their proliferation has serious implications for the overall integrity of the job
structure. Itis something of an irony that the defenders of casualisation emphasise
‘choice’, and see a variety of employment modes as equivalent to greater choice.
Yet, a deterioration in the job structure means limited choices for society’s future
workforce, in the same way that a poisoned biosphere limits the options for future
generations.”

INFERIOR JOBS?

Premium or penalty?

There are many aspects to the quality of employment, but only a handful is ob-
jectively measurable.® Sometimes this is because the aspect is difficult to quantify,
but more often because good data are not available. For example, of the many
career-related aspects to casual employment, only access to training is regularly
collected through the ABS 4-yearly surveys of training and education. Analysis of
this data certainly suggests that casuals fare poorly when it comes to training out-
comes. The scope for pursuing this line of analysis in HILDA is limited because
no training data was collected before Wave 3. The data available with HILDA,
which is most unambiguous when it comes to assessing the objective quality of
casual jobs, is earnings data, specifically, hourly rates of pay.'” The earnings data
from the first wave of HILDA has already been analysed by Rodgers (2002) who
looked at the wages gap between full-time and part-time employees. In this section
T also use the earnings data from the first wave of HILDA and I fit cross-sectional
regression models to these data.

Wooden and Warren (2003: 12) argued that ‘it cannot be concluded that casual
employees are necessarily poorly paid, especially given they tend be relatively less
educated and skilled than other groups of workers’. However, by estimating their
earnings and controlling for these characteristics (as well as others), one can indeed
establish if they are poorly paid, relative to permanent full-time workers. In this
section of the paper I follow this strategy, fitting multivariate regression models to
the hourly rates of pay for employees in the HILDA data. The earnings equation
fitted to the data takes the following form:

1) yi=a+x;f+empy +¢
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Table 2 Wage premiums and penalties for categories of employee (percentages)

Females
Male
1 2 3t
Permanent: working less than 35 hours 4 3 1
Permanent: working 35-40 hours (reference) 1 ’ -8 -8
Permanent: working 49 hours or more -6 -10 -9
Casual: working less than 35 hours 10 7 4
Casual: working 35-40 hours 2 0 0
Casual: working 41-48 hours 7 -6 =5
Casual: working 49 hours or more -4 1 -3
Fixed term: working less than 35 hours 1 1 0
Fixed term: working 35-40 hours 2 -5 -5
Fixed term: working 41-48 hours 3 -12 -1
Fixed term: working 49 hours or more -5 -13 -14

tBased on Heckman procedure. Note: Numbers 1, 2 and 3 refer to the models from which these figures
are derived. See Appendix 1. These percentages have been derived from the model coefficients using the
formula 100(e” — 1).

Source: HILDA Wave 1. Population: employees.

where y; takes the form of the natural log of hourly earnings for the jth individual,
a is the constant, x; is a vector of workplace and individual characteristics" for
the jth individual, emp; (status and form of employment) captures the casual and
hours status of the jth individual, and ¢; is the usual error term. The casual and
hours status dummy variables follow the same (interacted) form used by Wooden
and Warren (2004). Interest centres on the y for the part-time casual category,
because these are the casual jobs which predominate in the labour market. As we
have seen, it is also the incumbents of part-time casual jobs who fare no worse
than full-time permanent workers when it comes to job satisfaction. In essence, the
earnings equations seek to determine if the wages of part-time casuals are better
or worse than those of permanent workers on standard hours, the benchmark
category. ‘Better’ or ‘worse’ can be expressed in terms of a wages ‘premium’
or ‘penalty’, which each category of employee earns relative to the benchmark
category.

The earnings equations are fitted separately for men and women. The estimates
from these are shown as models 1 and 2 in Appendix 1, and the key results for
casuals are summarised in Table 2 as percentage premiums and penalties. These
results show that part-time casuals earn a wages premium of approximately 10%
(males) and 7% (females). There are some wages penalties for employees working
longer hours, particularly among women fixed-term contractors. For example, for
those working more than 49 hours a week, the penalty is 14%. A likely reason for
these results is that the hourly rates used in this modelling are not nominal rates
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of pay, but derived rates of pay, based on the actual hours of work undertaken.
Consequently, long hours of work which are formally unpaid have the effect of
reducing the derived hourly rate of pay. In practice this means that the hourly
rates for managers and professionals are likely to be understated in the data,
as these occupational groups are more likely to work extended (unpaid) hours.
Although this may bias downwards the estimates for fixed-term contractors—who
are more likely to be drawn from the ranks of professionals—it should have little
effect on the estimates for casuals. Although there are a considerable number of
professionals among those casuals working in industries like education and health,
the majority of casuals are working in sales, clerical and labouring occupations.
Although the regression results are likely to be accurate for male workers,
there is a possibility that the results for female workers are less accurate due
to selectivity bias. This arises because the wages of some women workers go
unobserved because they were not working, and hence not earning, at the time of
the survey. If participation in the labour force were purely random, this would not
be a problem. In reality, participation is far from random, particularly for women
with children. Women earning lower wages are more likely to be absent from the
labour market, because the relative cost of using paid child care is much higher
for them than for their better-paid counterparts. As a consequence, the sample of
observed wages for women may be biased upwards (e.g. Gronau 1974). To resolve
this problem I have followed the Heckman procedure of fitting a two-stage model,
in which participation in the labour force is modelled first as a selection equation,
and then the results of this are incorporated into the wages equation (Wooldridge
2002; Stata 2003a, volume 2: 64). As before, the earnings equation takes the form:

) yi=a+x;8+emp,y + &

However, as just noted, the dependent variable is not always observed. It will
be observed for the jth observation if

3) 2,0 +¢;>0

where z is a vector of characteristics thought to influence women’s labour force
participation (e.g. age, education, marital status and number of children). Again,
the interest centres on the y for part-time casuals in the earnings Equation (2),
though the results from both the earnings equation and the selection equation are
shown together as model 3 in Appendix 1. The premium and penalty percentages
for casuals from this modelling are shown in the last column in Table 2. These
findings suggest that the initial regression results overestimated the extent of
the part-time casual premium for women. Instead of the 7% advantage found in
model 2, the results for the Heckman regression suggest a figure of 4%.

Effect of loadings

The vast majority of casuals are paid a loading in lieu of sick leave and holiday
leave, to which they are generally not entitled. This loading can vary anywhere
between 15 and 3314%. The average casual loading in the enterprise agreements
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Table 3 Average casual loadings for enterprise agreements, Australia, 1994-2002

Casual loading %

Less than 15% 2
15% to less than 20% 22
20% to less than 25% 59
25% to less than 30% ‘ 13
30% or more 4
All 100

Source: Unpublished data from ACIRRT’s ADAM database. Population: all agreements with casual load-
ings, 1994-2002 (n = 2632).

Table 4  Typical casual loadings for awards, federal and state

Award . %
Retail Distribution Centres (SDA Award 1995) 334
Retail Industry Minimum Wage Order (Victoria 1997) 25
Bi Lo Pty Ltd (Retail Award 2002) 22
Shop Employees (NSW State Award 2004) 15
Nationwide Venue Management (Employees Award 1999) 25
Restaurants and Employees (NSW State Award 2003) 20
Clerical & Administrative Employees (NSW State Award 2004) 20

Source: Federal and Victorian from wagenet.gov.au and NSW from Awards Online (www.
industrialrelations.nsw.gov.au).

in ACIRRT’s ADAM database over the period 1994-2002 was approximately
21%. The range of these loadings is summarised in Table 3 and this shows that
nearly three-quarters of these agreements had loadings in the range of 20-29%.
In the award stream, casual loadings are upwards of 15% and in many cases
20%, with some typical loadings shown in Table 4. An audit of 50 awards by the
Commonwealth Government found that 47 allowed for casual employment, and
all but two of these provided pay loadings, typically approximately 20% (cited in
Wooden 2001b: 877).

On the basis of casual loadings in both awards and agreements, one should
expect in these earnings equations a premium of between 15% and 20% for part-
time casual employees if they were being paid commensurate with comparable
workers in permanent full-time positions. Instead, we find a wages premium of
only 10% for men, and either 7% or 4% (Heckman) for women. If we wish to
compare them with permanent part-time workers, on the grounds that this is a

more relevant comparison, we find a wages premium of 5% for men, and either
4% or 3% (Heckman) for women."
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Table 5 Wage premiums and penalties for categories of employee where bourly earn-
ings are discounted before modelling (percentages)

Male Female
Permanent: working less than 35 hours 4 3 1
Permanent: working 35-40 hours (reference) 1 -8 -8
Permanent: working 49 hours or more -6 -10 -9
Casual: working less than 35 hours -12 -14 -17
Casual: working 35-40 hours -19 -20 -20
Casual: working 41-48 hours -14 -25 -24
Casual: working 49 hours or more =23 -19 -22
Fixed term: working less than 35 hours 1 1 0
Fixed term: working 35-40 hours 2 -5 -5
Fixed term: working 41-48 hours 3 -12 -Nn
Fixed term: working 49 hours or more -5 =13 -14

Notes: Models follow same specifications as models 1, 2 and 3, but results not included (available from the
author). Hourly earnings are discounted by 20% for casual employees. Second column for females based
on Heckman procedure.

Source: HILDA Wave 1. Population: employees.

Is it possible to quantfy this earnings deficit, the actual penalty which casu-
als experience when we take loadings into account? In her analysis of low-paid
workers, Dunlop (2000) adopted a strategy of discounting the earning of casual
workers to take account of their loadings. I follow a similar strategy and discount
the hourly rates of casuals by 20% in the data, and then re-estimate the earnings
equations. The key results of this modelling are shown in Table 5 and show that
male part-time casuals experience an earnings penalty of 12%, while females expe-
rience a penalty of 14% (or 17% if the Heckman estimation procedure is adopted)
(the full results are shown as models 4, 5 and 6 in Appendix 1)."

CONCLUSION

As the modelling in this paper has shown, male part-time casuals earn a mod-
est premium of approximately 10%, while female part-time casuals earn an even
more modest premium of approximately 4%. If we take into account the loadings
which casuals are paid, then both men and women are penalised by virtue of their
employment status, with women worse off. The men are penalised by approxi-
mately 12%; the women by approximately 17%. In summary, from the point of
view of earnings, part-time casual jobs appear to be inferior jobs.

These results are in sharp contrast to the more positive findings for subjective
outcomes like worker satisfaction. Indeed, not only do casuals report higher levels
of overall job satisfaction, but they also report higher levels of agreement with
the notion that their jobs are fairly paid. This finding emerged from both the
Wooden and Warren analysis of HILDA and from earlier analysis of AWIRS
(Hall & Harley 2000; Wooden 2001a).
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To reconcile the contentment of casual workers with their location within
inferior jobs requires much more incisive research into the construction of worker
subjectivity, a task that will need to move beyond simply looking at expectations.'*
Such an agenda is more likely to bear fruit through in-depth qualitative research,
rather than through attitudinal items in quantitative surveys. The field of life
history and work history analysis (Bertaux 1981; Plummer 1983) is well suited to
this agenda, and the work of sociologists like Connell (1991) has shown just how
insightful this approach can be.

As for progress on the objective measures of job quality, the best prospects lie
within surveys like HILDA through the inclusion of career-related items, items
dealing with occupational health and safety, and items dealing with workplace
decision-making. Although HILDA does contain some useful objective workplace
items (such as promotions and supervisory status), the lack of career items remains
a major shortcoming. Although the wish list for HILDA no doubt continues to
grow, more objective workplace items would be a valuable addition to a rich data
source.

ENDNOTES

1. Though research also suggests that for some unemployed workers, casual jobs can assist in
gaining permanent employment (Gaston & Timcke, 1999; Chalmers & Kalb, 2000).

2. For details, see www.melbourneinstitute.com/hilda and Watson and Wooden (2002).

3. These sample design aspects of HILDA need to be taken into account when analysing the data
since they impact on the size of the standard errors. Fortunately, the HILDA datasert provides
identifiers for this sample design allowing the design effect to be corrected for. The regression
models in this paper were estimated using Stata’s survey regression estimators, procedures,
which take account of the design effect. See Stata (2003b).

4. Wooden and Hawke (1998: 102) had earlier highlighted the likely bias in the ABS estimates for
casuals due to the inclusion of owner-managers. They also pointed to a similar problem result-
ing from the ‘cashing-in’ of leave entitlements by permanent employees as part of enterprise
bargaining.

5. As noted, these results are for the univariate analysis. A model with the same specifications
as the Wooden and Warren model was run against the same data using ‘satisfaction with
job security’ as the dependent variable and it sEowed that satisfaction with job security was
negative among both casual and fixed-term contractors, and among both part-time and full-
time workers. Moreover, both female casuals and male casuals scoreg poorly when job security
was the dependent variable. Results of this modelling are available from the author.

6. For the importance of this distinction in understanding the wages structure, see Galbraith
(1998) and for its relevance in understanding labour market segments, see Freedman (1976).

7. Problems with choice are already apparent for today’s workers. According to key informants
in Western Sydney, the situation already exists where unemployed blue-collar workers find
that the only choice they have for gaining employment is through labour-hire recruitment.

8. For example, the ‘Quality of Work Life’ index developed by Considine and Callus (2002)
from a survey of employees, incorporated a range of workplace aspects which are objective in
character, but which were assessed on a subjective basis (i.e. employee satisfaction with pay,
job security, health and safety standards and so forth).

9. Training data was collected in Wave 3, but this only became available after the analysis in this
article was completed. The earlier waves did contain an item in the self-completion survey,
which asked if respondents were required to learn new skills in their jobs.

10. Hourly rates of pay is a derived variable, and there are some measurement problems here with
the HILDA data, g’ut they are minor. A number of observations had extreme values for hourly
earnings as a result of a problem in the conduct of the survey (which is likely to be corrected in
future waves). These observations have been recoded to more realistic values using imputation
methods based on regression predictions. Details of this are available from the author.

11. The full list of variables entered into the model are listed in Appendix 1, and summary statistics
for them are found in Appendix 2.
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12. Results for earnings regression when permanent part time is the omitted category. Results not
shown but available from the author.

13. John Buchanan (pers. comm.)} points out that the issues of over-award payments and job clas-
sifications have not been incorporated into this analysis. Although the range of workplace
controls used in the modelling is quite extensive (see Appendix 1), it has not been possible to
control for the impact of over-award payments on the hourly rates variable, nor to control
for the level of job classification (though supervisory positions are included in the controls).
Research suggests that casuals have less access to over-award payments and that they occup
lower job classifications within the broader occupational groupings (Hall ez a/. 2000; PococK
et al. 2004). This suggests that to be consistent with this discounting approach, the hourly rates
for some permanent employees should also be reduced to take account of these factors. The
size of such a discount is, however, very difficult to estimate, as is the scope of its application
to the workforce. Nevertheless, its impact is likely to moderate the size of the wages penalty
reported for this analysis.

14. Iain Campbell’s suggestion that cognitive dissonance should be explored in certainly one avenue
worth exploring. (Suggestion made at the RMIT ‘Quality of Part-time Work’ workshop held
in July 2004.)
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APPENDIX 1
EARNINGS EQUATIONS (DEPENDENT VARIABLE: LOG OF HOURLY EARNINGS)

(Model number) Population

(1) Males (2) Females (3) Femalest

Bl

Earnings equations

Employment status interacted with hours (contro! = permanent working
35-40 hours)

Permanent: less than 35 hours 0.043 0.029 0.012
(0.043) (0.016) (0.016)
Permanent: 41-48 hours 0.009 —0.083*** —0.079***
(0.016) (0.018) (0.018)
Permanent: 49 hours or more —0.067*** —0.107*** —0.099***
(0.019) (0.024) (0.024)
Casual: Less than 35 hours 0.093*** 0.068*** 0.041*
(0.025) (0.020) (0.020)
Casual: 35-40 hours 0.016 0.003 0.000
(0.031) (0.030) (0.030)
Casual: 41-48 hours 0.069 -0.061 -0.049
(0.047) (0.046) (0.044)
Casual: 49 hours or more -0.041 0.009 —0.029
(0.053) (0.128) (0.121)
Fixed term: less than 35 hours 0.007 0.010 0.002
(0.069) (0.029) (0.029)
Fixed term: 35-40 hours 0.019 —0.047 —0.046
(0.033) (0.026) (0.026)
Fixed term: 41-48 hours 0.032 —0.124*+ -0.117*
(0.037) (0.044) (0.046)
Fixed term: 49 hours or more —0.050 -0.134* —0.148*
(0.041) (0.060) (0.061)
Employed through agency 0.079* 0.038 0.022
" (0.039) (0.042) (0.040)
Age 0.031*** 0.025*** 0.022***
(0.004) (0.003) (0.003)
Age squared (div by 100) —0.034*** —0.030°** —0.030***
(0.005) (0.004) (0.004)
Location (control = metropolitan)
Inner regional -0.033* -0.034* -0.031*
(0.015) (0.013) (0.013)
Outer regional —0.059** -0.028 -0.027
(0.022) (0.017) (0.018)
Remote 0.118** -0.011 -0.001
(0.042) (0.023) (0.025)

(Continued)
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APPENDIX 1  (Continued)

{Model number) Population

(1) Males (2) Females  (3) Females!
Education (control =year 11 or less)
Degree or above 0.224*** 0.160*** 0.310***
(0.025) (0.022) (0.026)
Diploma 0.107*** 0.059** 0.168***
(0.026) (0.021) (0.023)
Certificate 0.031 0.002 0.085***
(0.017) (0.016) (0.018)
Completed year 12 0.089*** 0.044* 0.127***
(0.022) (0.019) (0.022)
Unknown 0.041 0.039 0.119**
(0.043) (0.027) (0.029)
Studying at school —0.228*** —0.301*** —0.272***
(0.043) (0.034) (0.033)
Tertiary or other post-school study —0.069*** -0.012 ~-0.009
(0.017) (0.016) (0.016)
Union member 0.022 0.019 0.022
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014)
Supervisor 0.055*** 0.028** 0.027**
(0.014) (0.011) (0.010)
Work schedule (control = regular day or evening)
Night 0.023 0.074 0.062
(0.046) (0.042) (0.041)
Rotating 0.115*** 0.029 0.025
(0.022) (0.018) (0.018)
Split —0.010 0.003 0.022
(0.041) (0.031) (0.032)
On call 0.086 -0.005 —0.000
(0.045) (0.038) (0.035)
Irregular 0.036 —0.007 -0.018
(0.024) (0.021) (0.020)
Firm size (control = 5000 employees or more)
Less than 20 employees —0.142%*+ —0.099*** —0.094***
(0.022) (0.017) (0.016)
20-99 employees -0.095"** -0.067**" —0.062***
(0.020) (0.016) (0.015)
100-499 employees —0.023 -0.013 -0.013
(0.023) (0.020) (0.020)
500-999 employees -0.002 -0.022 -0.026
(0.025) (0.022) (0.022)
1000-4999 employees 0.027 -0.021 —0.021
(0.021) (0.020) (0.020)

(Continued)
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APPENDIX 1  (Continued)

{Model number) Population

(1) Males (2) Females (3) Femalest
Firm size unknown —0.987*“ —0.045* —0.043*
(0.026) (0.019) (0.018)
Public sector —0.009 0.027 0.029
(0.021) (0.016) (0.016)
Occupational tenure 0.012*** 0.011*** 0.010***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Occupational tenure —0.002** —0.002*** —0.002***
squared (div by 10) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
State dummies Yes*** Yes*** Yes***
Occupation dummies Yes*** Yes*** Yes***
Industry dummies Yes*** Yes*** Yes***
Constant 2.290*** 2.536*** 2.405**
(0.086) (0.079) (0.080)
Selection equation
Age -0.031***
(0.001)
Married 0.194*+
(0.033)
Number children under 6 —0.476***
(0.035)
Number children between 6 0.055***
and 18 (0.013)
Education (control =year 11 or less)
Degree or above 1.050***
(0.044)
Diploma 0.7297+*
(0.048)
Certificate 0.477***
(0.038)
Completed year 12 0.472***
(0.048)
Unknown 0.435***
(0.066)
Constant 0.653***
(0.045)
R? 0.499 0.487
No. cases 3196 3099 7069

*P<0.05; **P<0.01; ***P<0.001. 'Heckman procedure. Estimation of earnings equations by

pseudomaximum-likelihood (Stata 2003b: 39). Robust standard errors (which take account of the design

effect) are in parentheses. Source: HILDA Wave 1. Population: employees, except for Heckman which is

all women.




CONTENTED WORKERS IN INFERIOR JOBS

389

COEFFICIENTS FOR STATUS OF EMPLOYMENT INTERACTED WITH HOURS
(EARNINGS EQUATIONS WITH DISCOUNTED EARNINGS)

(Note: OTHER COEFFICIENTS ARE THE SAME AS MODELS 1, 2 AND 3)

(Model number) Population

(4) Males (5) Females (6) Females'
Earnings equations
Employment status interacted with hours (control =
permanent working 35-40 hours)
Permanent: less than 35 hours 0.043 0.029 0.012
(0.043) (0.016) (0.016)
Permanent: 41-48 hours 0.009 —0.083*** -0.079***
(0.016) (0.018) (0.018)
Permanent: 49 hours or more -0.067*** —0.101*** —0.099***
(0.019) (0.024) (0.024)
Casual: less than 35 hours —0.130*** ~0.155*** —0.183***
(0.025) (0.020) (0.020)
Casual: 35-40 hours —0.207*** —0.220*** —0.223***
(0.031) (0.030) (0.030)
Casual: 41-48 hours —0.154** —0.284*** —0.273***
(0.047) (0.046) (0.044)
Casual: 49 hours or more —0.264*** -0.215 —0.253*
(0.053) (0.128) (0.121)
Fixed term: less than 35 hours 0.007 0.010 0.002
(0.069) (0.029) (0.029)
Fixed term: 35-40 hours 0.019 -0.047 —0.046
(0.033) (0.026) (0.026)
Fixed term: 41-48 hours 0.032 —0.124** -0.117*
(0.037) (0.044) (0.046)
Fixed term: 49 hours or more —0.050 —0.134* —0.148*
(0.041) (0.060) (0.061)
R? 0.565 0.575
No. cases 3196 3099 7069

*P<0.05; **P<0.01; ***P <0.001. 'Heckman procedure. Estimation of earnings equations by

pseudomaximum-likelihood (Stata 2003b: 39). Robust standard errors (which take account of the de-

sign effect) are in parentheses. Note: Earnings discounted by 20% for casual employees.

Source: HILDA Wave 1. Population: employees, except for Heckman which is all women.
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APPENDIX 2
SUMMARY STATISTICS: MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

Males Females Females!
Variable Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Permanent: less than 35 hours 0.038 ° 0.191 0.187 0.390
Permanent: 35-40 hours 0.301 0.459 0.279 0.449
Permanent: 41-48 hours 0.173 0.379 0.089 0.285
Permanent: 49 hours or more 0.199 0.399 0.057 0.232
Casual: less than 35 hours 0.122 0.328 0.253 0.435
Casual: 35-40 hours 0.049 0.216 0.033 0.180
Casual: 41-48 hours 0.009 0.097 0.006 0.077
Casual: 49 hours or more 0.017 0.130 0.003 0.056
Fixed term: less than 35 hours 0.008 0.089 0.034 0.182
Fixed term: 35-40 hours 0.032 0.176 0.033 0.179
Fixed term: 41-48 hours 0.022 0.148 0.013 0.113
Fixed term: 49 hours or more 0.028 0.165 0.011 0.103
Employed through agency 0.039 0.193 0.034 0.180
Age 36.542 12,515 36.355 12.375
Age squared (div by 100) 14.919 9.748 14.748 9.407
Metropolitan 0.663 0.473 0.667 047
Inner regional 0.240 0.427 0.231 0.422
Outer regional 0.081 0.273 0.088 0.283
Remote 0.016 0.125 0.014 0.116
Degree or above 0.227 0.419 0.272 0.445
Diploma 0.085 0.278 0.101 0.302
Certificate 0.314 0.464 0.214 0.410
Completed year 12 0.143 0.350 0.147 0.354
Year 11 or less 0.218 0.413 0.226 0.419
Unknown 0.014 0.116 0.040 0.195
Studying at school 0.031 0.172 0.040 0.196
Tertiary or other post-school 0.162 0.369 0.151 0.358

study

Union member 0.327 0.469 0.289 0.453
Supervisor 0.522 0.500 0.418 0.493
Day or evening shift 0.761 0.427 0.761 0.426
Night 0.024 0.152 0.024 0.152
Rotating 0.100 0.299 0.090 0.286
Split 0.009 0.094 0.014 0.116
On call 0.022 0.148 0.022 0.148
Irregular 0.085 0.279 0.089 0.285
Less than 20 employees 0.229 0.420 0.242 0.428
20-99 employees 0.170 0.375 0.157 0.364
100-499 employees 0.140 0.347 0.108 0.311
500-999 employees 0.069 0.253 0.064 0.244

Continued
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APPENDIX 2 (Continued)

Males Females Females!
Variable Mean sD Mean sD Mean SD
1000-4999 0.108 0.310 0.084 0.278
employees
5000 or more 0.208 0.406 0.253 0.435
employees
Firm size 0.076 0.265 0.092 0.289
unknown
Public sector 0.206 0.405 0.285 0.452
Occupational 8.841 9.583 7.693 8.529
tenure
Occupational 16.996 32.642 13.191 25.887
tenure squared
(div by 10)
NSW 0.334 0.472 0.321 0.467
Vic. 0.252 0.434 0.256 0.436
Qld 0.192 0.394 0.195 0.396
SA and WA 0.174 0.379 0.177 0.381
Tas., NT and ACT 0.048 0.214 0.052 0.221
Managers and 0.082 0.274 0.032 0.177
administrators
Professionals 0.199 0.399 0.261 0.439
Associate 0.106 0.308 0.111 0.315
professionals
Tradespersons 0.177 0.382 0.027 0.162
Advanced clerical 0.008 0.090 0.058 0.234
and service
workers
Intermediate 0.110 0.313 0.265 0.442
clerical, sales
and service
workers
Intermediate 0.135 0.342 0.024 0.152
production and
transport
‘workers
Elementary 0.075 0.263 0.153 0.360
clerical, sales
and service
workers
Labourers 0.107 0.310 0.068 0.252
Agriculture 0.035 0.184 0.009 0.095
Mining 0.026 0.160 0.003 0.052
Manufacturing 0.165 0.371 0.061 0.240
Electricity, gas 0.017 0.129 0.003 0.051

and water

(Comtinued)
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APPENDIX 2 (Continued)
Males Females Females!
Variable Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Construction 0.082 0.274 . 0.013 0.114
Wholesale trade 0.047 0.212 0.029 0.167
Retail trade 0.124 0.330 0.155 0.362
Accommodation 0.049 0.216 0.068 0.252
Transport and 0.066 0.249 0.020 0.142
storage
Communication 0.036 0.186 0.017 0.128
services
Finance and 0.033 0.178 0.052 0.223
insurance
Property and 0.097 0.295 0.108 0.310
business
services
Government 0.055 0.228 0.040 0.196
Education 0.059 0.237 0.151 0.358
Health and 0.044 0.204 0.211 0.408
community
services
Cultural and 0.030 0.171 0.023 0.150
recreation
services
Personal and 0.036 0.185 0.037 0.188
other services
Married 0.604 0.489
Number children 0.203 0.538
under 6
Number children 0.443 0.888
between 6 and
18
Degree or above 0.174 0.379
Diptoma 0.081 0.273
Certificate 0.202 0.402
Completed year 0.118 0.322
12
Year 11 or less 0.379 0.485
Unknown 0.045 0.207
No. cases 3196 3099 7069
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