




2. The workplace

In this chapter the focus shifts 
to the workplace practices of 
employers and the workplace 

experiences of employees. The first 
section looks in detail at how skills 
are utilised in the workplace and the 
second section examines more briefly 
the issue of work- related training.

2.1 The use of skills in  
the workplace

How much use do workers make of 
their existing skills and abilities? How 
much scope do they have to enhance 
their skills? These are clearly crucial 
questions for the issue of workforce 
development. Fortunately, several of 
the datasets used for this report relate 
directly to these questions.

The NCVER’s Student Outcome 
Survey (SOS 2005) and its Down the 
Track Survey (DTT 2004) asked its 
respondents to agree or disagree with 
these two statements:

1. “My job lets me use my skills and 
abilities”; and

2. “My job provides training and 
learning opportunities to improve my 
skills and knowledge”.

In the case of the Household, Income 
and Labour Dynamics in Australia 
Survey (HILDA) survey, the skills 
questions were phrased differently 
and respondents were asked to offer 
agreement on a scale from 1 to 7. 
Nevertheless, they are reasonably 
comparable to the NCVER questions. 
The great advantage of the HILDA 
data is that it represents the employed 
population as a whole, not just VET 
graduates (nor just young people, 
as in the DTT). While the currently 

available HILDA data covers five 
‘waves’ (from 2001 to 2005), the data 
items used below cover the period 
2003 to 2005, the years in which the 
training question was asked. HILDA 
also asked some other questions 
which went beyond skills, and which 
dealt with other dimensions of work. 
The questions which have been 
examined for this report are:

1. “I use many of my skills and abilities 
in my current job”;

2. “My job often requires me to learn 
new skills”;

3. “My job is complex  
and difficult”;

4. “I have a lot of freedom to decide 
how I do my own work”.

Data on the last two items are briefly 
analysed below. The main focus 
in this section is on the first two 
items: the utilisation of skills and the 
opportunity to enhance skills (that is, 
learn new skills). These are essentially 
the same items which the NCVER 
data provides. Finally, at times, a 
subset of HILDA respondents—those 
whose highest level of education was 
a VET qualification—has also been 
included in the analysis in order to 
make the HILDA population more 
closely correspond to the NCVER 
populations.

2.1.1 Skills usage

This section examines the extent 
to which workers’ skills are under-
utilised. The focus is essentially on 
investigating which respondents 
replied in a negative way to the 
questions on skills usage outlined 
above.

According to the SOS, about 10 per 
cent of respondents disagreed that 
they used their skills. Another 10 per 
cent were ‘fence sitters’ and did not 
positively agree that they used their 
skills. The DTT put these figures at 
14 per cent (disagreed) and 15 per 
cent (neither). The figure from HILDA 
closely corresponds to this: about 
14 per cent scored from 1 to 3 on 
the 7 point agreement scale, which 
constitutes a very low response (since 
the mean figure is 5.3 and the median 
is 6). The HILDA VET subpopulation 
figure of 11 per cent corresponds 
more closely to the SOS figure. It 
seems clear from these four different 
measures that the rate of skills under-
utilisation lies somewhere between 10 
and 15 per cent, though it is probably 
closer to 20 per cent if one splits the 
‘fence sitters’ in half.

Skills under-utilisation shows no 
gender differences in any of the 
datasets, while the results for age 
differ slightly. In the SOS, for example, 
the proportion disagreeing that they 
used their skills rose to 16 per cent 
for those aged 15 to 19, and to 13 
per cent for those aged 20 to 24 
(compared to the overall average  
of 10 per cent).
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Table 2.1:  Employees not using skills and abilities by occupation, comparison  
of data sources

	 HILDA (All)	 HILDA (VET)	 SOS	 DTT

Managers	 4	 5	 4	 2

Professionals	 5	 2	 4	 7

Associate professionals	 8	 7	 6	 8

Tradespersons	 8	 6	 5	 4

Adv clerical & serv workers	 14	 12	 7	 5

Interm clerical, sales & serv	 16	 12	 9	 13

Inter production & transport	 21	 15	 16	 39

Element clerical, sales & serv	 33	 38	 23	 31

Labourers & related workers	 32	 25	 20	 24

Total	 15	 11	 10	 14

Notes: Data weighted. Specific question: “My job lets me use my skills and abilities (SOS & DTT);  

“I use many of my skills and abilities in my current job (HILDA).

Sources: HILDA 2005, Student Outcome Survey 2005, DDT 2004.

Population: HILDA (All): All employed respondents; HILDA (VET): All employed respondents with VET 

as highest qualification; SOS: All survey respondents who were employed in May 2005; DTT: All survey 

respondents who were employed in August 2004.

Figure 2.1: Under-utilisation of skills, by occupation

Source: HILDA 2005 & SOS 2005 (see Table 2.1)

Occupation and industry

As one would expect, the strongest 
differences between respondents 
lies in the occupations in which they 
work. Because skills attainment is 
closely matched to occupational level, 
managerial and professional jobs 
invariably score better than lower level 
jobs when it comes to skills utilisation. 
For example, the SOS shows that 
whereas about 4 per cent of these 
two occupations indicate under-
utilisation of skills, the proportions for 
elementary clerical, sales and services 
workers and for labourers are 23 per 
cent and 20 per cent respectively. 
It is worth noting, however, that 
some of the intermediate level 
occupations—such as tradespersons 
and intermediate clerical, sales and 
services—are closer to the higher 
level jobs than they are to these lower 
level jobs (with proportions of under-
utilisation at 5 per cent and 9 per cent 
respectively).

There is a reasonably close 
correspondence between the data 
sets when it comes to the higher 
level occupations, but some sharp 
differences in the lower level 
occupations. As Table 2.1 shows, the 
rate of skill under-utilisation among 
intermediate production and transport 
workers ranges from 15 per cent 
(HILDA VET and SOS) to 21 per cent 
(HILDA All) and 39 per cent (DTT). The 
DTT figure needs to be treated with 
caution, given its restriction to young 
people, a group whom one would not 
expect to achieve the same levels of 
skill utilisation as older adults in jobs 
requiring working with machinery.
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Another quite sharp difference 
is evident in the under-utilisation 
rate for elementary clerical, sales 
and service workers. HILDA (VET 
subpopulation) puts this at 38 per 
cent whereas the SOS gives a figure 
of 23 per cent. Given that these two 
populations are the most comparable, 
this anomaly is somewhat perplexing. 
The closeness of these two datasets 
are shown in Figure 2.1, which 
also emphasises the almost linear 
relationship between occupational 
level and skills utilisation.

The industry perspective on these 
findings for the VET population are 
shown in Figure 2.2 and Table 2.2. 
Two industries stand out with high 
rates of skills under-utilisation, with 
figures in the low 20 per cent range: 
retail trade, and accommodation, 
cafes and restaurants. Industries 
with the best performance include 
education, government, transport and 
storage and construction. When the 
population is broadened to include 
all workers (not just those with a 
VET background), the rates of skills 
under- utilisation reach nearly 30 per 
cent in accommodation, cafes and 
restaurants (Table 2.2).

The DTT figures show the most 
fluctuation across industries, and are 
probably less reliable because of their 
restricted population (those under 
25). For example, in mining the rate  
of skills under-utilisation is 27 per 
cent, well out of line with the other 
data sources (which range from 5 to 
12 per cent). 

Similarly, communication services 
shows 39 per cent of workers 
are under-utilised: a substantial 
difference from the 10 to 15 per 
cent shown by the other data 
sources. On the other hand, in 
property and business services, the 
DDT figures are much closer to the 
HILDA figures. This suggests that 
in industries where youth work has 
atypical characteristics—such as some 
of the ‘blue collar’ industries—the 
DDT figures should be treated with 
caution. The HILDA data, on the other 
hand, is likely to be more reliable 
across all industry groups and would 
come closest to what an ABS labour 
force survey might show.
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Figure 2.2: Under-utilisation of skills, by industry

Sources: HILDA 2005 & SOS 2005 (see Table 2.2)
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Contingent work

As noted earlier, contingent work 
has been on the rise in the Australian 
labour market over the last two 
decades (ACIRRT, 1999; Watson et al., 
2003). In their overview of workplace 
change over the last decade, Martin 
and Healy (2008, p. 7) observe that 
a major component of organisational 
change for many firms has been ‘a 
drive to reduce operating costs’. And 
‘the principal routes to this form of 
change have been downsizing and 
increasing use of ‘non-standard’ 
forms of employment such as casual 
and agency staff.’ While such changes  
can lead to employees undertaking 
a more diverse range of tasks and 
more on-the-job learning, they 
can also lead to increased work 
intensification and high job turnover. 
Certainly, the adverse impact of 
contingent work on workplace 
training is well documented (Hall et 
al., 1998, 2000). But what about 
skills utilisation? Is contingent work 
adversely related to that dimension of 
skills development? For example, do 
casual jobs involve less skills usage? 
And what about part-time workers? 
To explore questions like these, two 
strategies are employed. First, the 
large number of observations in 
the SOS data makes it feasible to 
tabulate the occupational results 
to show detailed disaggregation of 
both hours and employment status. 
Secondly, regression modeling of the 
HILDA data allows us to examine the 
net effect of hours and employment 
status on skills utilisation.

Table 2.2: Employees not using skills and abilities by industry, comparison  
of data sources

	 HILDA 	 HILDA	 SOS	 DT T 
	 (All)	 (VET)	

Agriculture, forestry & fishing	 14	 7	 6	 5

Mining	 10	 12	 5	 27

Manufacturing	 16	 12	 11	 15

Electricity, gas & water supply	 9	 10	 6	

Construction	 8	 6	 5	 5

Wholesale trade	 15	 11	 12	 17

Retail trade	 26	 22	 19	 25

Accommodation, cafes & restaurants	 28	 22	 14	 19

Transport & storage	 14	 4	 9	 8

Communication services	 15	 10	 10	 39

Finance & insurance	 10	 11	 7	 13

Property & business services	 16	 15	 9	 17

Government administration & defence	 6	 5	 7	 3

Education	 5	 4	 5	 1

Health & community services	 9	 10	 6	 3

Cultural & recreational services	 15	 12	 9	 11

Personal & other services	 14	 7	 8	 4

Total	 14	 11	 10	 14

Notes: Data weighted. Specific question: “My job lets me use my skills and abilities (SOS & DTT); “I use 

many of my skills and abilities in my current job (HILDA).

Sources: HILDA 2005, Student Outcome Survey 2005, DDT 2004.

Population: HILDA (All): All employed respondents; HILDA (VET): All employed respondents with VET 

as highest qualification; SOS: All survey respondents who were employed in May 2005; DTT: All survey 

respondents who were employed in August 2004.
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Looking first at the tabulated data 
(Table 2.3), it is evident that skills 
utilisation in the higher level jobs— 
managers and professionals—is not 
influenced by contingent work. In 
the case of middle level jobs, some 
impact is evident. For example, 
among technicians and associate 
professionals 9 per cent of casual 
part- time workers report under-
utilisation, a figure nearly twice that 
of permanent full-timers.

 The more severe impacts, however, 
are evident in the lower level jobs. 
Among intermediate production 
and transport workers, for example, 
the proportion of casual part-time 
workers reporting under-utilisation of 
their skills is 34 per cent, more than 
three times the rate for permanent 
full- timers. For elementary clerical, 
sales and service workers the figures 
are 27 per cent and 13 per cent; and 
for labourers the figures are 27 per 
cent and 12 per cent.

It is clear from this data that there 
are both occupational effects, hours 
effects and employment status effects. 
The indexed results, for example, 
show that the ratio between labourers 
and professionals in the permanent 
full-time category is about 4:1. Among 
the other employment categories, 
the difference ranges from over 4:1 
(permanent part-time) to 9:1 (casual 
full-time) to 7:1 (casual part-time).

What is notable about the figures in 
Table 2.3 is the relative rankings of 
the different modes of employment. 

Table 2.3: Employees not using skills and abilities by occupation, hours and 
employment status

	 Perm FT	 Perm PT	 Cas FT	 Cas PT	 Total

Percentage in each category					   

Managers & administrators	 4	 8	 2	 5	 3

Professionals	 3	 5	 2	 4	 4

Technicians & assoc professionals	 5	 6	 6	 9	 6

Tradespersons	 4	 9	 5	 7	 5

Advanced clerical & service workers	 7	 9	 5	 7	 7

Intermmediate clerical, sales & service	 6	 7	 10	 12	 9

Intermediate production & transport	 10	 27	 16	 34	 16

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 13	 28	 17	 27	 23

Labourers & related workers	 12	 23	 19	 27	 20

Total	 6	 12	 9	 18	 10

Indexed to Perm FT managers					   

Managers & administrators	 100	 200	 50	 125	 75

Professionals	 75	 125	 50	 100	 100

Technicians & assoc professionals	 125	 150	 150	 225	 150

Tradespersons	 100	 225	 125	 175	 125

Advanced clerical & service workers	 175	 225	 125	 175	 175

Intermediate clerical, sales & service	 150	 175	 250	 300	 225

Intermediate production & transport	 250	 675	 400	 850	 400

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 325	 700	 425	 675	 575

Labourers & related workers	 300	 575	 475	 675	 500

Total	 150	 300	 225	 450	 250

Notes: Data weighted.

Source: Student Outcome Survey 2005.

Population: All survey respondents who were employed in May 2005.
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For most of the occupations,  
casual part-time work is clearly at  
the bottom, but even permanent  
part-time work has high rates of 
under- utilisation. Full-time casual 
work represents a small, but 
discernible, improvement, and full-
time permanent work is, as expected, 
at the top. This suggests that the 
opportunities to utilise one’s skills and 
abilities hinges not just on the mode 
of engagement and how contingent 
the work is. It also depends on one’s 
presence in the workplace, and the 
way in which part-time workers 
are excluded from these kinds of 
opportunities.

The second strategy for dealing with 
contingent work and examining the 
net effects of hours and employment 
status is to fit regression models to 
the HILDA data. The implementation 
of this is detailed in Appendix A, 
but the overall approach has been 
to transform the HILDA individual 
data into aggregate data, and to 
analyse the characteristics of the 
jobs in this aggregate data. In what 
follows I do not model individual 
skills usage and how this relates to 
demographic, workplace and labour 
market characteristics. Rather, I model 
the associations between ‘jobs’ and 
these various characteristics.1 A job 
is defined as an occupation in an 
industry (for example, an automotive 
trades worker working in retailing, or 
a cleaner working in accommodation). 
This has the advantage of using the 
more finely disaggregated two digit 
occupational coding (eg. cleaners 
or factory labourers, rather than 
labourers). Controlling for broad 
occupational skill levels in the 
regressions2 takes account of the 
obvious link between the nature of 

the job (eg. cleaning or teaching) and 
its pre-existing, generic skill level (5 
and 1, respectively).

In what follows, the questions posed 
to the data take the form: are jobs 
with poor mean scores on skills 
usage associated with jobs with high 
concentrations of casuals, or jobs with 
high levels of unionisation, and so 
on? In other words, the dependent 
variable in these regressions is the 
mean score for skills usage and 
the independent variables are the 
proportions of workers with various 
demographic, workplace and labour 
market characteristics in those jobs.  
In a few cases, these are not 
proportions but mean values 
(eg. average number of years of 
education, or average number of 
years of occupational tenure).

The detailed results are found in 
Appendix A and the key findings 
are presented in graphical form. 
The panels in the graphs show 
the strength and direction of the 
association between the outcome 
variable, and the various explanatory 
variables which are in the model. 
If the line slopes backwards, this 
indicates a negative association. 
The steepness of the line indicates 
the strength of the effect. The data 
behind these graphs are based on 
predicted values, with all other 
variables set to their mean values. 
Essentially, this means that each panel 
in the graphs shows the net effect 
of that variable (eg. occupational 
tenure) on the outcome (eg. skills 
use), controlling for the influence of 
all other variables in the model.3

Figure 2.3 shows the results for skills 
use. There are positive associations 
for occupational tenure, proportions 

of small business, youth intensity, 
public sector employment and VET 
qualifications. A negative association 
exists between skills use and the 
degree of casualisation. The positive 
effect for occupational tenure is to 
be expected: occupational tenure is a 
measure of career development, with 
longer years associated with greater 
seniority and more scope to use one’s 
skills and abilities. The other positive 
effects are not only considerably 
weaker, but are also less precise.  
At first glance, the positive effects for 
small business and the public sector 
may appear contradictory. 

1 It is important to stress 
this distinction between 
individuals and jobs. The latter 
is an aggregate unit of analysis, 
composed of the characteristics 
of many individuals. As with the 
ecological inference problem one 
needs to be aware that results 
at this aggregate level may not 
apply at the individual level. See 
Robinson (1950) and King (1997).

2 Based on the five fold 
occupational classification of 
skill levels used by Cully (2003, 
p. 13).

3 The dashed lines indicate 
confidence intervals around 
the predictions and allow one 
to assess how precise the 
predictions are at different levels 
of the explanatory variable. 
Wherever feasible, the x-axis 
scales have been kept consistent, 
to facilitate direct visual 
comparisons.



 

16

But on reflection they do make sense. 
Small businesses typically require their 
workers to be `jacks of all trades’, and 
opportunities to show initiative in 
such workplaces are often available. 
The public sector provides structured 
opportunities for career development, 
as well as movement between 
departments. As for the negative 
effect for casualised work, this is one 
of the strongest effects in the model 
and shows that the links between 
contingent work and skills use is 
not just a question of occupational 
differences.

Occ Tenure

U
s
e
S

k
il
ls

!1.0 !0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

4
.0

4
.5

5
.0

5
.5

Casual

U
s
e
S

k
il
ls

!1.0 !0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

4
.0

4
.5

5
.0

5
.5

Small Business

U
s
e
S

k
il
ls

!1.0 !0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

4
.0

4
.5

5
.0

5
.5

Youth

U
s
e
S

k
il
ls

!1.0 !0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

4
.0

4
.5

5
.0

5
.5

Public Sector

U
s
e
S

k
il
ls

!0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

4
.0

4
.5

5
.0

5
.5

VET

U
s
e
S

k
il
ls

!1.0 !0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

4
.0

4
.5

5
.0

5
.5

Skill Level

U
s
e
S

k
il
ls

One  Two  Three Four Five 

4
.0

4
.5

5
.0

5
.5

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!

!
!

Figure 2.3: Factors influencing the usage of skills in jobs

Sources: Regression results from HILDA data. See Table A1.



Table 2.4: Changes in skill usage over time: 2003–2005 

	 Decrease	 No change	 Increase	 Total

Occupation				  

Managers	 8	 85	 7	 100

Professionals	 6	 82	 12	 100

Associate Professionals	 10	 78	 13	 100

Tradespersons	 13	 76	 11	 100

Advanced clerical & service	 13	 75	 12	 100

Intermediate clerical & service	 14	 70	 16	 100

Intermediate production & transport	 15	 71	 15	 100

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 23	 64	 13	 100

Labourers & related workers	 22	 62	 16	 100

Total	 12	 75	 13	 100

Industry				  

Agriculture,forestry&fishing	 12	 78	 10	 100

Mining	 9	 79	 12	 100

Manufacturing	 14	 73	 13	 100

Electricity, gas & water supply	 13	 77	 9	 100

Construction	 10	 79	 11	 100

Wholesale trade	 11	 75	 14	 100

Retail trade	 18	 71	 12	 100

Accommodation, cafes & restaurants	 15	 68	 17	 100

Transport & storage	 12	 72	 15	 100

Communication services	 17	 69	 14	 100

Finance & insurance	 6	 80	 14	 100

Property & business services	 16	 70	 13	 100

Government administration & defence	 7	 80	 12	 100

Education	 4	 85	 10	 100

Health & community services	 10	 76	 13	 100

Cultural & recreational services	 14	 69	 17	 100

Personal & other services	 15	 71	 14	 100

Total	 12	 75	 13	 100

Notes: Data weighted.

Sources: HILDA 2005.

Population: HILDA: All employed respondents.
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2.1.2 Changes over time

Three quarters of employees 
experienced no change in their 
usage of skills in the period from 
2003 to 2005. About 12 per cent 
experienced a decrease and 13 
per cent an increase. These results 
are based on analysing the HILDA 
data, a longitudinal survey which 
re-interviews the same people each 
year. ‘Change’ here was measured 
as a difference in skills usage scores 
between two points of time for the 
same individual (in 2003 and again, 
in 2005). Skills usage was defined as 
decreasing if the person’s score fell by 
more than one point. The no change 
measure was defined as scoring the 
same, or one point above or below. 
Finally, an increase in skills usage was 
defined as improving on the scale by 
more than one point.4 The full set of 
results are shown in Table 2.4.

As we might expect, the occupational 
impact on skills usage is quite 
pronounced. Among the two 
lowest-skilled occupations, over one 
fifth of respondents experienced a 
decrease in their skills usage, figures 
which considerably outranked the 
proportions who experienced an 
increase (from 13 to 16 per cent).  
On the other hand, the three highest-
skilled occupations experienced very 
small decreases in skill usage.
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4 This is quite a conservative 
approach and favours the no 
change. For example, if increase 
and decrease are defined as 
simply a higher or lower score 
than two years before, the 
proportion reporting these 
outcomes each jumps to 31 
per cent, and the proportion 
reporting the no change falls  
to 39 per cent.

Somewhat surprisingly, there was little 
variability among those reporting an 
increase in skills usage. This might  
reflect, for the lower skilled occupations, 
a lack of opportunity to deepen their 
skills; while for the higher skilled 
occupations they may already be 
working at a high level of skill.

The industry profile, shown in the 
bottom panel of Table 2.4, also shows 
very little variability when it comes 
to increases in skills usage. In the 
case of skill declines there is greater 
diversity among industries. Three 
industries have relatively poor results: 
retail trade, communication services 
and property and business services. 
By contrast, three industries which 
show good results (with minimal 
proportions reporting declines) are 

education, government and finance 
and insurance.

The HILDA survey also offers some 
insights into how workplace training 
relates to skills. As we shall see in the 
next section respondents were asked 
about their participation in work-related 
training or education over the last 12 
months. 

This training question was repeated 
over three years and thereby provides 
an opportunity to gauge whether 
participation in training was related to 
skills utilisation. Because there is no 
measure of how much training they 
received (in terms of hours, or number 
of courses etc), the best option is to 
rate respondents’ training according 
to whether they had no training, 
whether they had participated in 
training in all these waves (three 
years), or only one or two waves  
(ie. one or two years). 

Table B.16 shows these results in  
full, and Figure 2.4 presents the 
general picture.

The results of this analysis are quite 
striking. In general, about 15 per cent 
of employees improved in their skills 
usage between 2003 and 2005, and 
this increased to 19 per cent among 
those who had one year of training. 
However, the figure then dropped 
sharply for those with more years of 
training. As one might expect, more 
years of training was associated with 
a decline in the proportions whose 
skills usage had decreased, but these 
numbers mainly transferred to the ‘no 
change’ category rather than to the 
‘increased’ usage category.

Figure 2.4: Change in  skills usage by frequency of training
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Sources: HILDA 2005  (see Table B.16)
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2.1.3 Skills enhancement

About 14 per cent of employees 
lacked the opportunity to enhance 
their skills on the job.5 As one might 
expect, this situation was very much 
influenced by occupation: the least 
skilled occupations had the most 
limited opportunities. 

As Figure 2.6 shows, over one fifth of 
all labourers and elementary clerical, 
sales and service workers both lacked 
the opportunity to enhance their 
skills. By way of contrast, only about 
one tenth of associate professionals 
and tradespersons were in this 
situation.

From an industry perspective (Figure 
2.5), a number of industries had 
high proportions of their workforce 
with limited opportunities for skills 
enhancement: wholesale and retail 
trade, accommodation, cafes and 
restaurants, manufacturing, and 
transport and storage. 

It is noteworthy that most of these 
belong within the ‘low wage’ 
sector of the economy. Industries 
where workers did have greater 
opportunities to enhance their 
skills included mining, utilities, 
construction, government, education 
and health and community services. 

It is worth noting that this mix of 
industries includes those with either 
high proportions of professional 
workers or high proportions of 
tradespersons.

5. These figures come from 
the SOS (14 per cent) and the 
DTT (15 per cent). The specific 
question asked respondents 
if they agreed with the 
proposition that: ‘My job 
provides training and learning 
opportunities to improve my 
skills and knowledge’. The 
figures reported in this section 
are for those who disagreed. 
The Figures from HILDA, for a 
similar question, were much 
higher: 28 per cent among all 
HILDA respondents and 25 per 
cent among HILDA respondents 
with VET qualifications. Across 
most occupations, the HILDA 
figures are generally about 
double what the NCVER data 
sources indicate. Among the 
lower level occupations, the 
figures in HILDA reach nearly 
half of the population (47 per 
cent), while among the DTT the 
highest figures are just under 30 
per cent.
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Figure 2.5: Limited opportunities for skills enhancement, by industry

Sources: SOS 2005
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Figure 2.6: Limited opportunities for skills enhancement, by occupation

Sources: SOS 2005
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As with the skills usage question,  
a more detailed breakdown of the 
skills enhancement question  
is possible with the SOS data. Table 
2.5 shows these findings in the same 
fashion as before, with both cell 
proportions and indexed results.  
As with skills usage, casual part-timers 
fare the worst when it comes to 
enhancing their skills. 

However, the middle of the hierarchy 
differs slightly: permanent part-
timers fare slightly better than casual 
full-timers, though both still fall 
well behind permanent full- timers. 
This outcome very much reflects 
the circumstances of managers and 
professionals, for whom learning 
opportunities among permanent  
part-timers are on par with—or  
even better than—for permanent 
full-timers.

In these occupations, even casual  
full-timers fare reasonably well.  
It is the casual part-time workforce 
in these occupations which loses 
out most: some 14 per cent of these 
workers miss the opportunity to 
enhance their skills, compared with 
figures of half that magnitude among 
the permanent (full-time and part-
time) workforce.

At the lower occupational levels, 
the permanent part-timers and the 
casual full-timers are closely matched: 
around one fifth to one quarter  
don’t get the opportunity to enhance 
their skills. Among the casual part-
timers these proportions rise to more 
than one third. By contrast, among 
the permanent full-time workforce 
the proportion missing out never 
rises above 14 per cent, even among 
labourers.

As with skills usage, these findings 
for opportunities to enhance 
skills suggests that even when we 
take account of the occupational 
dimension, there is still a strong effect 
coming from contingent employment 
relations. This is particularly so for the 

most marginal group: the casual part-
time workforce.

As with the issue of skills usage, this 
investigation of skills enhancement 
can also be extended using 
multivariate analysis of the aggregate 

Table 2.5: Limited opportunities to enhance skills, by occupation, hours and 
employment status

	 Perm FT	 Perm PT	 Cas FT	 Cas PT	 Total

Percentage in each category					   

Managers & administrators	 8	 3	 8	 14	 8

Professionals	 7	 7	 10	 14	 8

Technicians & assoc profess	 8	 11	 9	 16	 10

Tradespersons	 8	 13	 11	 14	 10

Adv clerical &serv workers	 12	 15	 15	 18	 14

Interm clerical, sales & serv	 10	 10	 18	 18	 13

Inter production &transport	 14	 23	 20	 34	 19

Elementclerical,sales&serv	 14	 22	 20	 26	 22

Labourers & related workers	 14	 24	 23	 28	 22

Total	 10	 13	 15	 22	 13

Indexed to Perm FT managers					   

Managers&administrators	 100	 38	 100	 175	 100

Professionals	 88	 88	 125	 175	 100

Technicians & assoc profess	 100	 138	 112	 200	 125

Tradespersons	 100	 162	 138	 175	 125

Adv clerical & serv workers	 150	 188	 188	 225	 175

Interm clerical, sales &serv	 125	 125	 225	 225	 162

Inter production & transport	 175	 288	 250	 425	 238

Element clerical, sales & serv	 175	 275	 250	 325	 275

Labourers & related workers	 175	 300	 288	 350	 275

Total	 125	 162	 188	 275	 162

Notes: Data weighted. Top panel figures show the percentages disagreeing with the statement: ‘My job 
provides training and learning opportunities to improve my skills and knowledge’.

Source: Student Outcome Survey 2005.

Population: All survey respondents who were employed in May 2005.
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HILDA data. While the question 
was worded slightly differently, the 
concept is essentially the same.6  
The results are shown in Appendix A, 
and the key findings—which are quite 
dramatic—are illustrated in Figure 
2.7. There are positive associations 
for the youth intensity of jobs, public 
sector employment and holding 
VET qualifications. In other words, 
jobs which have high proportions 
of these are also jobs where skills 
enhancement is more likely. On the 
other hand, jobs with higher levels of 
part-time employment and under-
employment are jobs where there 
are fewer opportunities for skills 
enhancement. 

While the pre-existing skill level is 
included in the model as a control, 
to take account of occupational 
confounding, it is interesting to note 
pre-existing skills only appear to 
matter among the highest skilled 
(professional occupations). There is 
little variation among the other four 
skills levels. This contrasts with the 
skills usage results, which showed an 
almost linear association between skill 
levels and skills usage (see Figure 2.3).

In summary, the overall impression 
conveyed by Figure 2.7 is consistent 
with the findings for skills usage. 

Again, contingent work appears 
to have an adverse effect on skills 
development. However, where 
casual employment impacted more 
negatively on the opportunity to use 
one’s skills, it is part-time work and 
underemployment which appear 
to have the greatest effect on the 
opportunity to enhance skills.

6 The HILDA question was:  
‘My job often requires me to 
learn new skills.’

Sources: Regression results from HILDA data. See Table A.2.
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Table 2.6: Correlations between skills 
and job complexity and autonomy

	 Autonomy †	 Complexity ‡

Use skills §	 0.53	 0.79

New skills ¶	 0.44	 0.83

Notes: Bivariate correlations for HILDA job 
data. See discussion of regression results for an 
explanation of this data (page 47).

¶ “I use many of my skills and abilities in my current job.”

§ “My job often requires me to learn new skills.”

† �“I have a lot of freedom to decide how I do my 
own work.”

‡ “My job is complex and difficult.”

Source: HILDA Wave E (Release 5.1).

Population: All employed persons 2001 to 2005.

2.1.4 Job autonomy  
and complexity

As noted earlier, two other questions 
from the HILDA survey were analysed: 
one dealing with job complexity 
and one dealing with job autonomy 
(freedom to decide how to do the 
work). It has been argued that 
the link between these areas and 
skills enhancement is a strong one. 
For example, Abrahamsson et al. 
(2004, p.16) develop the concept of 
‘underlearning’—where workers fail 
to develop their skills—and suggest 
that this problem may be due to the 
characteristics of the workplace and 
the nature of the job:

Underlearning. . . is not only an 
issue of inefficient learning at work, 
but also a situation in which work 
organisation and corporate culture 
is rejecting learning opportunities or 
supporting a negative learning climate 
. . . underlearning tends to be more 
common in situations of high skills 
demands, low level of control and 
influence as a well as a non-supportive 
social setting. (2004, p.16)

Autonomy has also been emphasised 
as one of the key ingredients in the 
creation of high-skilled workplaces. 
As Lloyd and Payne (2002, p. 370) 
argue:

To create a broadly-based high skills 
economy requires a large number 
of employers to shift their business 
strategies, adopting long-term 
approaches and focusing on higher 
quality product markets or innovative/
differentiated markets. In addition, 
these firms must use forms of work 
organisation that require more, not 
less, skill and provide greater levels  
of autonomy for employees at all levels 
within the company.

Turning now to the survey evidence, 
what can we conclude about the 
connection between skills and 
autonomy? Is it the case that jobs 
which provide a challenge, or which 
offer a degree of autonomy, are 
more likely to be jobs which enhance 
learning or allow workers to utilise 
their skills? The HILDA job data7 
suggest that we need to separate job 
complexity from autonomy. As Table 
2.6 shows, the bivariate relationship 
between these two areas and the 
two skills components are by no 
means equivalent, with the strongest 
correlation found between the 
complexity of the job and skills, rather 
than between autonomy and skills. 
This finding certainly makes sense: 
difficult and complex jobs are more 
likely to involve a greater engagement 
of skills, or a greater impetus to 
acquire new skills. Despite the lower 
figures, the link between autonomy 
and skills is still quite strong, 
reinforcing the argument advanced  
by Abrahamsson et al.

7 That is, the transformed data 
which makes jobs the unit of 
analysis. See Appendix 4 for 
details
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Of course one of the reasons for 
these strong correlations is that those 
workers in higher skilled occupations 
are also the workers most likely to be 
given autonomy or to be challenged 
in their jobs. As Table B.13 shows, and 
as one might expect, the mean scores 
for autonomy are very high among 
the three most skilled occupations—
managers, professionals and associate 
professionals—at 5.72, 5.10 and 
5.17 respectively (the occupational 
average is 4.73). Interestingly, the less 
skilled occupation of advanced clerical 
and sales workers comes second to 
managers on autonomy (5.23), even 
though its score for learning new skills 
is considerably lower (3.74, compared 
with the occupational average  
of 4.48). Job complexity shows  
a different profile, with advanced 
clerical and service workers faring well 
below the all occupational average. 
The explanation for these figures is 
that advanced clerical and service 
workers—which includes secretaries 
and personal assistants—are often 
given considerable responsibility and 
flexibility in their jobs, even though 
the work itself may not be highly 
skilled nor complex.

Some of the lower skilled occupations 
fare very poorly on job complexity, 
even where their autonomy scores 
are higher. Labourers, for example, 
score only 2.92 on the complexity 
score, but come in at 4.25 on 
the autonomy score. While some 
areas of labouring, such as factory 
process work, are highly routinised, 
other areas may demand more 
initiative or decision-making, such as 
construction labouring, or may simply 
be unsupervised, such as cleaning. 
Examples like these suggest that the 
link between skills enhancement and 
job autonomy may be quite weak 
at the bottom of the occupational 
ladder. The autonomy extended to 
the workers in these jobs does not 
necessarily extend the skills content of 
the job itself.
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2.2 Workplace training

2.2.1 Participation in training: 
employee perspectives

The HILDA survey asked employees 
about their participation in work- 
related training or education over 
the last 12 months. This question 
was asked in three years (2003, 
2004 and 2005). In 2005, some 41 
per cent of employees reported that 
they had undertaken such training or 
education. The largest proportion of 
employees undertaking training were 
professionals (57 per cent) while the 
lowest proportion were labourers 
(23 per cent). Figure 2.8 shows the 
full range of occupations while Table 
B.22 shows a breakdown by highest 
qualifications held. Those with higher 
education qualifications were more 
likely to undertake training (53 per 
cent). Those with VET qualifications 
followed next (46 per cent) and those 
with no post-school qualifications 
were last (32 per cent).

Among those who did undertake 
training, the most common reason 
was to improve skills in the current 
job (71 per cent). Training for meeting 
professional or occupational standards 
was also important (55 per cent), 
particularly among managers and 
professionals. Finally, training to 
develop skills more generally was 
mentioned by 52 per cent of those 
taking part in training.

An industry perspective on work 
related training is shown in Figure 2.9. Per cent
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Figure 2.8: Employees undertaking work-related training, by occupation

Sources: HILDA 2005 (see Table B. 22)

Figure 2.9: Employees undertaking work-related training, by industry

Sources: HILDA 2005 (see Table B. 22)
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A cluster of industries are well ahead 
of the all-industry average for training. 
Government and utilities head this 
group, followed closely by mining, 
education, health and community 
services, and finance and insurance. 
At the other end of the spectrum, 
industries with proportions well below 
the all-industry average include retail 
trade and accommodation, cafes  
and restaurants.

This pattern is consistent with the 
industry profile evident throughout 
this report. Somewhat surprising, 
however, is the low proportion of 
employees in construction who 
undertook training. At just over 30 
per cent, this industry is on a par with 
agriculture and manufacturing.

2.2.2 Training needs: 
employer perspectives

The SEUV asked employers how  
they determined their training  
needs, and the two most common 
responses were:

1. �using performance management, 
skills appraisal or training needs 
analysis; and

2. using informal methods.

How these responses varied across 
industries is shown in Figures 2.10 and 
2.11 and a more detailed picture is 
presented in Table B.24. Government 
administration and defence strongly 
favoured the first response (some 77 
per cent of organisations used this 
approach), as did education (66 per 
cent). On the other hand, informal 
methods dominated in agriculture 
(54 per cent) and were widespread 
across a range of diverse industries. 

Mining was notable for its low use 
of this approach (only 21 per cent of 
organisations).

Of course, ‘informal’ can be a polite 
term for an absence of planning or 
strategic decision-making. Some 
firms simply grapple with skills gaps 
as they emerge. A common pattern 
is for someone to be recruited on 
the basis of their existing skills, 
and apart from induction training, 
no more thought may be given to 
further training until some problem 
arises. By way of contrast, in firms 
where performance management 
or skills appraisal are used, formal 
arrangements for training are more 
likely to be planned in a more 
strategic way. Part of the reason for 
this difference can be organisational 
size: as Table B.24 shows, some 90 
per cent of large organisations make 
use of performance management 
etc. compared with just 39 per 
cent of small organisations. Quite 
often, large organisations, which 
generally maintain a dedicated 
human resources section implement 
performance management etc, 
whereas smaller organisations 
often lack this capacity. As 
Table B.24 shows, nearly half of 
small organisations make use of 
informal methods, a figure which 
is higher than those making use of 
performance management etc.

The results shown in Figures 2.10 
and 2.11 should come as no surprise. 
The same industries which show 
high levels of training, and which 
rate highly in terms of skills usage 
and enhancement, are the same 
industries which are inclined towards 
more performance appraisal: 
government, education and health 

and community services. Not only 
are these industries predominantly 
based in the public sector, but they 
are primarily large organisations 
(though the workplaces themselves 
may be small).8 By way of contrast, 
those industries which make strong 
use of informal methods are the same 
industries which score poorly on the 
training and skills measures: retail 
trade, accommodation, cafes and 
restaurants, cultural and recreational 
services, manufacturing and 
agriculture. Most of these are small 
organisations so the prevalence of 
informal methods is to be expected. 
While these findings may suggest 
little scope for policy interventions—
since organisational size is largely 
predetermined—the strong link 
between poor training and skills 
outcomes and ‘informal’ methods 
in the workplace should not be 
overlooked. As is well known, good 
training and skills outcomes are more 
likely when planning methods move 
from the informal level to the formal.

8 Community services is a 
very mixed situation. Large 
Church-based organisations, 
and some large private sector 
organisations, co-exist alongside 
small community-managed 
organisations.
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2.2.3 Contingent work  
and training

Given the findings in the earlier 
section about the strong links 
between contingent work and 
the under-utilisation of skills it is 
important to ask: where do the 
openings lie for skills development 
among this segment of the 
workforce? Is work-related training 
available to casuals and part-timers 
and might this lead to opportunities 
for skills development in the 
workplace?

Data from the Australian Bureau of 
Statistics suggest that about half 
of all casuals undertook no type of 
training during the last 12 months. 
This compared with a figure of about 
30 per cent among permanents (ABS, 
6361.0, 2000, Table 8). When it 
came to structured training courses, 
about 12 per cent of casuals took 
part, compared with 31 per cent of 
permanents. On the other hand, with 
on-the-job training the differences 
were less stark: 35 per cent (casuals) 
to 37 per cent (permanents). Clearly, 
apart from learning on the job, the 
opportunity for casuals to undertake 
training is considerably limited. 

Nevertheless, it is worth examining 
which casuals do get these 
opportunities. In particular, what 
factors are most strongly associated 
with casuals getting access to 
training? To help answer this 
question, the following analysis draws 
on the HILDA pooled data (covering 
the years 2003 to 2005) and fits 
logistic regression models for both 
casuals and permanents. The outcome 
modeled was whether the individual 
took part in work-related education or 
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Figure 2.10: Employer use of performance management, skills appraisal  
etc to determine training needs

Sources: SEUV 2005 (see Table B.24)
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Figure 2.11: Employer use of informal methods to determine training needs
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training during the year. The detailed 
results can be found in Tables A.3 and 
A.4 in the appendix. Because casuals 
are the main focus here, it is worth 
summarising their results. Basically, 
the key factors associated with an 
increased probability of undertaking  
training by casuals were:

1. working full-time;

2.� working in a workplace with 20  
or more employees;

3. being a trade union member;

4. having VET qualifications;

5.� working in the mining industry or 
in health and community services.

Of course, a number of these 
factors are also important among 
the permanent workforce and 
these can be examined in detail in 
Table A.4.9 For the purposes of this 
report, what is most interesting is a 
comparison between the casual and 
permanent workforce outcomes for 
some of these factors. While being 
in a union and working full-time 
are both associated with increased 
probabilities of undertaking training, 
there is little difference between 
casuals and permanents in this regard. 
On the other hand, the workplace 
size effect is more influential 
among the casual workforce than 
the permanent workforce. Most 
importantly, however, is the role 
of VET qualifications. These make 
much more of a difference among 
the casual workforce than they do 
for permanents. For example, for a 
‘typical’ casual worker the probability 
of undertaking training rises from 22 

per cent to 29 per cent if the person 
has VET qualifications. For a ‘typical’ 
permanent employee the rise is more 
modest if they hold VET qualifications, 
from 31 per cent to 34 per cent.10

In summary, this section has shown 
that casuals do poorly in terms of 
skills development, particularly the 
utilisation of their skills and the 
opportunity for skills enhancement. 
But not all casuals experience the 
same fate. One way of thinking 
about this is that some factors offer 
protection against the vicissitudes of 
casualised work, particularly its more 
marginalised outcomes. Taking, as 
an example, participation in training, 
the results in the final part of this 
section suggest a number of factors 
offer casuals such protection. If they 
work in industries suffering acute 
labour shortages—such as mining 
and health—then casuals have an 
increased chance of undertaking 
training. Similarly, working in larger 
workplaces and being in a union also 
increase their chances. Finally, VET 
qualifications do appear to make 
a real difference when it comes to 
work-related training, conferring 
a greater degree of labour market 
advantage to casuals than to 
permanents. 
 

9 A larger number of industries 
and occupations are statistically 
significant in the model for the 
permanent workforce, but this 
largely reflects the much larger 
sample size available for this 
population. 

 

10 The ‘typical’ worker is a 
statistical artifact, a ‘scenario’ of 
characteristics plugged into the 
regression equation. A different 
scenario will produce a different 
set of probabilities, but the 
interest here lies in the difference 
which VET qualifications make. 
The particular scenario chosen 
for this example was: full-time 
worker, in a workplace with 20 
to 99 employees, a member of 
a union, working as a labourer, 
and employed in manufacturing.
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3.1 Overview

In the first part of this report, an 
analysis of recently published research 
indicates that about 30 per cent of 
workers are overeducated for the 
jobs that they are doing. The figure 
for those with VET qualifications is 
even higher. Figures from the ABS 
support these findings, though they 
place the figures at a lower level. 
NCVER research looking at VET 
graduates found that about 15 per 
cent of them were under-employed 
in terms of skill. Indeed, the NCVER 
research suggested that nearly 
30 per cent of VET graduates had 
poor outcomes when it came to 
matching education experiences with 
intended occupational outcomes. 
This quite varied research suggests 
major problems in the utilisation of 
existing skills within the Australian 
workforce. All of this comes at a time 
when government and employers are 
anxious about skills shortages.

This report suggests that this anxiety 
is overstated. While there are certainly 
skill shortages in some sectors of the 
labour market, the notion of a skills 
crisis is not supported by the evidence 
presented in this report. Employer 
surveys, such as those undertaken 
by the NCVER, indicate that about 
one fifth of employers reported a 
lot of difficulty in recruiting staff. 
When this is recast as a measure of 
skills shortages (that is, when the 
reason for difficulty can be attributed 
to industry-wide skills recruitment 
problems) the figure drops to 
about 15 per cent. While in some 
industries— particularly mining—the 
figures are much higher, across most 
industries the proportion of employers 

facing skills shortages is quite modest. 
In absolute terms, the number of 
employers facing this problem can 
be counted in the tens of thousands, 
out of a population of nearly 900,000 
employers.

The problem of an over-qualified 
workforce also surfaces in employer 
surveys. When asked to rate the skill 
levels of their workforce, relative to 
their organisational needs, some 37 
per cent of employers indicated that 
their workers had skill levels above 
what was required. Only 5 per cent 
of employers indicated that their 
employees’ skills were below what 
was required.

The current pre-occupation with 
skills shortages can lead to important 
oversights. For example, as well 
as the problem of over-qualified 
workers mentioned above, evidence 
based on survey data also suggests a 
major problem of skills being under- 
utilised in workplaces. Moreover, the 
opportunities for workers to enhance 
their skills and to participate in 
training were also found to be  
quite limited.

The main task of this report was 
to investigate the usage of skills in 
workplaces. This was supplemented 
with an examination of opportunities 
for skills enhancement and 
opportunities to participate in 
training. The results showed that the 
occupation held by the worker was 
fundamental in determining outcomes 
such as these. This should come as 
no surprise. After all, an occupation 
is primarily a skills-based framework 
for deploying labour. This is not 
to say that middle and lower level 
occupations (in the skills hierarchy) 

have no need for skills enhancement 
or training. Most workers would 
clearly benefit from these kinds of 
arrangements. Indeed, it is clear 
that a lot of workers who are not 
occupying managerial, professional or 
trades jobs do undertake challenging 
work which utilises and enhances 
their skills. The problem is that this 
situation is a very uneven one. These 
sorts of outcomes are much less 
prevalent in low-paid industries such 
as retail and hospitality, but feature 
strongly in public sector areas such as 
government and education.

3.2 The industry dimension

The industry pattern evident 
throughout this report is quite 
distinctive. While there is some 
variability around particular data 
items, the main fault line is the 
division between public sector 
industries such as government 
and education, and low-wage 
service industries such as retail 
trade and hospitality. Whether it 
be skills usage, opportunities for 
skills enhancement or participation 
in training, the former group of 
industries tend to be associated with 
positive outcomes, and the latter 
with negative ones. Clearly, these 
industries are highly occupationally 
specific: the former dominated by 
managers and professionals, the 
latter by intermediate and elementary 
clerical, sales and service workers 
(and, to a lesser extent, labourers). 
However, this does not mean that 
skills development is unnecessary 
in retail trade or hospitality. Indeed 
these are industries highly reliant 
on well developed social skills. The 

3. Conclusion
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point is that these skills are often 
assumed to pre-exist employment 
and are therefore not prioritised as an 
area for further development. This is 
particularly so in the case of women 
returning to the workforce whose 
years of child rearing and domestic 
labour have fostered a large range  
of ‘tacit’ skills (Norris et al., 2003,  
p. 354).

Another set of critical distinctions 
between these two industry 
groupings is the large organisation/
small organisation distinction, the 
public sector/private sector distinction, 
and the high wage/low wage 
distinction. Research suggests that 
the public sector has always been 
prepared to invest in employee skills 
because of the importance of career 
paths in this sector. The modeling 
results shown earlier (Figures 2.3 and 
2.7) suggested a strong association 
between public sector jobs and jobs 
that utilised and enhanced skills. 
Where the private sector invests in 
skills, this has traditionally been more 
common in larger organisations. 
While this continues, research 
suggests that the emphasis on cost-
cutting strategies since the early 
1990s has seen the diminution of 
traditional career structures in the 
private sector. Finally, low wage 
industries have little incentive to 
enhance the skills of their workforce 
unless they seek to move into 
higher-value product markets. It is 
worth briefly looking at a recent case 
study of training practices and skills 
utilisation in the hospitality industry in 
the UK because it highlights this link 
between wages and skills, and also 
draws attention to the importance of 
organisational size.

When the National Minimum Wage 
(NMW) was introduced in the UK 
in 1999, two lower differential 
rates of pay were established, 
partly in the hope that this would 
protect young people’s employment 
prospects and partly in the hope 
that it might encourage training 
of older workers (who could be 
paid at a lower rate if they were 
engaged in accredited training). In 
their study of the hospitality sector 
in Portsmorth, Norris et al. (2003) 
found that while most employers paid 
above the minimum because of an 
increasingly tight labour market, their 
training practices did not change. 
The expectation that training might 
increase among the lower-paid older 
workers proved illusory: ‘the major 
obstacle was perceived to be the 
burdensome arrangements necessary 
to deliver the training’ (2003, p. 357). 
Where training did increase in the 
sector was among larger firms which 
sought to increase their competitive 
position at the top-end of the market. 
Here customer service was a priority 
and staff training was seen as integral 
to this strategy of competing on 
quality (2003, p. 359). For the rest of 
the industry, however, any impetus 
towards increased training remained 
largely absent. As Norris et al. (2003, 
p. 361) concluded:

. . . hospitality is an industry 
characterised by a relatively low level 
of formal training, often restricted to 
induction schemes, and a reliance on 
tacit skills . . . the gendered nature 
of jobs, casualisation and the high 
level of turnover stifles demand from 
employers and workers for improved 
job training opportunities. This is not 
to say that bar work and housekeeping 
work are ‘unskilled’—rather, jobs in 

these areas require little formal training 

to be carried out effectively and are 

poorly rewarded as a result.

In this example a number of key 
factors are intertwined: casual work, 
gender, low pay and an absence 
of training opportunities. It is only 
among larger organisations, whose 
focus is on expanding their market,  
that some of these factors are mitigated.

3.3 Contingent employment

As well as the key determinants of 
industry and occupation, another 
major factor needs recognition. This 
report has shown that contingent 
work has an important impact on 
the utilisation and enhancement of 
skills, and on participation in training. 
Those workers employed in this 
fashion do poorly when it comes 
to skills development and this cuts 
across industry, occupation, gender 
and age. In the light of this finding, 
the remainder of this conclusion is 
devoted to unpacking further this link 
between skills and contingent work.

One of the distinguishing features 
of the last decade has been strong 
employment growth alongside an 
expansion in contingent employment. 
While much of this expansion has 
been underway for several decades, 
its persistence during a period of 
buoyant economic growth has 
been startling. Thus, whereas 
the unemployment rate reached 
the low 4 per cent range during 
2007, the under-utlisation rate—
which incorporates a measure of 
underemployment—was still above  
11 per cent.
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Casual employment has not only 
grown strongly during the last two 
decades, but it has steadily extended 
into new areas and among the full-
time workforce. As Table 3.1 shows, 
there has been strong growth in 
‘traditional’ areas of casualisation, 
industries where fluctuating time-
periods of consumer demand 
or seasonal factors have pushed 
employers towards engaging staff 
in this way. However, there has also 
been strong growth in industries 
which do not fit this pattern of 
fluctuation or seasonality, industries 
such as finance, where there has been 
a tripling of casualisation over this 
period.

There has been considerable debate 
in Australia about this growth in 
casualisation. While the detractors 
(for example, Burgess and Campbell 
(1998a,b); ACIRRT (1999); Watson 
et al. (2003) have emphasised the 
precarious nature of this kind of 
work, the defenders have argued 
that various non-standard forms of 
employment, such as casual and part-
time jobs, provide flexibility to both 
employers and employees (Wooden, 
2000; Wooden and Warren, 2003). 
The latter are seen to benefit by 
gaining greater choice in balancing 
work and non-work activities. 
From within this perspective, casual 
jobs—particularly if they are part-time 
jobs—can be seen as desirable jobs:

. . . the persons who are most content 
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, 2001, p. 65).

However, to understand the links 
between skills and various forms of 
contingent work, we need to focus 
on employer strategies rather than 
just employee preferences. In this 
regard, it is useful to distinguish 
between the engagement of labour, 
its deployment, and its development. 
The first refers to the employment 
relationship, the second to the labour 
process in the workplace, and the 
third refers to skills development 
through working. For more on this 
distinction, see Watson et al. (2003, 
Ch. 10). At first glance, casual status 
is simply a mode of engagement—a 

short-term contract of employment 
with additional compensation paid in 
lieu of lost entitlements. Yet casual 
employment can be more than just 
this: it can also be a strategy for 
the deployment of labour: a way of 
maintaining a just-in-time workforce 
in order to minimise costs. In this 
context, contingent employment 
arrangements can be see as a strategy 
by those employers intent on driving 
down costs to gain ‘access to labour 
without obligation’ (Gonos, 1997).

Consequently, once engaged, many 
casuals are deployed in a different 
way in the workplace compared 

Table 3.1: Growth in casualisation by industry, 1985–2006

	 1985 (%)	 2006  (%)		

Traditional areas		

Accommodation, cafes & restaurants	 50	 64

Agriculture, forestry & fishing	 38	 53

Manufacturing	 8	 17

Cultural & recreational services	 30	 41

Retail trade	 33	 41

Education	 15	 17

New areas	

Construction	 18	 30

Transport & storage	 10	 26

Health & community services	 18	 22

Wholesale trade	 10	 20

Finance & insurance	 4	 12

Total	 16	 27

Source: ABS (6310.0). Population: Employees.
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with permanents. Their reduced 
entitlements reflect the reduced 
obligations owed to them. In 
monetary terms, they are usually 
compensated with higher hourly 
rates of pay and this often suits those 
employees— like students—whose 
long term future lies elsewhere. But 
for those casuals intent on staying 
around for the long haul, this second-
class status has major implications 
for their skill development. On a 
day-to-day basis, the skills content 
of their work is not deepened. This 
may reflect the kind of work they are 
doing—often the least skilled or most 
routine—but it may also reflect their 
subordinate status in the workplace 
(the ‘temp’ who is just filling in). A 
body of research has shown that 
casuals face only limited training and 
career opportunities in the workplace 
(Pocock et al., 2004; Hall et al., 1998, 
2000; Connell and Burgess, 2006), 
and their lack of access to training is 
certainly evident in the HILDA data.

In the case of part-time workers, the 
problem is compounded because 
so much casual work is part-time. 
However, it is also clear that part-
time work, in itself, raises problems 
of access to training and skills 
development. The NCVER data, for 
example, indicated that twice as many 
permanent part-time as full-time 
workers felt they are not using their 
skills and abilities at work. There is an 
important gender issue here, as the 
literature shows that many women 
workers find that their presence in 
the workplace is not taken seriously if 
they choose to work part-time. Being 
given more challenging work, and the 
opportunity to learn new skills, goes 

with the full-time jobs, not the part-
time ones.

Part-time jobs are also characterised 
by lower pay than their full-time 
equivalent jobs, and this appears 
to be worsening over time. See 
Whitehouse (2002, p. 388) and Joshi 
et al. (1999, p. 561) for more on 
this. The notion that ‘part-time work 
equals low pay’ has led some writers 
to regard part-time work as a ‘trap’ 
which marginalises women in the 
labour market. Yet part-time jobs are 
obviously a desirable destination for 
many workers who wish to balance 
paid work with other aspect of 
their lives. In Sweden, for example, 
part-time work has ‘not marginalized 
women but, on the contrary, has 
increased the continuity of their labor 
force attachment, strengthened their 
position in the labor market, and 
reduced their economic dependency’ 
(Sundström, 1991, p. 167). But 
Australia is not Sweden and many 
of the advantages which part-timers 
encounter in the Swedish labour 
market are absent here.1 As noted 
above, what characterises Australia’s 
female part-time workforce is its high 
incidence of casualisation: more than 
50 per cent of the jobs held by adult 
workers are casual.

In summary, it seems clear that while 
ever these trends towards the growth 
of contingent work continue, the 
under-utilisation of the skills of the 
workforce will persist. Rather than 
employers calling for more public 
investment in training, it is within  
their province to examine their 
employment practices and to make 
greater use of the skills already 
existing within their workplaces.

1 Marianne Sundström notes the 
following: highly progressive 
tax rates, extensive provision 
of childcare, generous parental 
leave and a ‘diminishing 
net-wage differential between 
full-time working men  
and part-time working women’  
(1991, p. 172).​
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 Appendix A

Regression results

The detailed model results for the 
regression analyses conducted for 
this report are shown below. As well 
as the conventional coefficients and 
standard errors, a set of Bayesian 
posterior means are also shown. 
These have been derived from Raftery 
et al. (2006). For a fuller account 
of the Bayesian approach to model 
selection, see Raftery (1995). All 
of the analysis in this report was 
conducted using the R statistical 
language (see R Development Core 
Team, 2007).

A.1 Skills usage and  
skills enhancement

The data for these regressions is 
taken from the first fives waves of 
the HILDA data. These data are 
pooled, and a new observation 
representing a ‘job’ is created 
using aggregate statistics. The ‘job’ 
is defined as the intersection of 
2-digit ASCO categories and 1-digit 
ANZSIC categories, for example, an 
automotive trades worker working 
in retailing, or a cleaner working 
in accommodation. Some of these 
combinations will clearly have few, or 
no, individual person observations, 
so any combination with less than 20 
such observations is dropped from 
the analysis. This process leaves 100 
aggregate ‘job’ observations in the 
dataset, and the various variables 
used in the analysis are the mean 
values in each of these ‘jobs’ for the 
items like part-time work, casual 
work, occupational tenure, job tenure 
and so forth. In most cases, the mean 
values represent the proportion of 
workers with that characteristic in 

the job (eg. casual or youth). In some 
cases, the mean value is the actual 
average for that job (eg. years of 
occupational tenure). 

All of the continous explanatory 
variables (that is, except the skill level 
variable) have been standardised 
using the approach recommended 
by Gelman (2007, pp. 56-57) which 
scales by two standard deviations. 
This means that a one unit change in 
the explanatory variable corresponds 
to a change from one standard 
deviation below the mean to one 

standard deviation above.  
The advantage of this is that it  
makes interpretation of continous 
variables comparable to those for 
discreet variables (in this case, the  
skill level variable).

For the outcome variables – skills 
usage and skills enhancement 
– the mean values are averages  
of the scores for these data items  
in the original questionnaire  
(that is, a scale from 1 to 7).

Table A.1: Regression results for skills usage

	 Coefficient	 SE	 P value	 Bayesian EV†

Intercept 	 5.522	 0.087	 0.000	 5.657

Occupational tenure 	 0.328	 0.089	 0.000	 0.332

Casual 	 -0.467	 0.112	 0.000	 -0.263

Small business 	 0.215	 0.086	 0.015	 0.140

Youth 	 0.244	 0.101	 0.018	 0.167

Public sector 	 0.269	 0.073	 0.000	 0.238

VET 	 0.161	 0.082	 0.052	 0.159

Skill (2 compared to 1) 	 -0.164	 0.117	 0.163	

Skill (3 compared to 1) 	 -0.436	 0.160	 0.008	

Skill (4 compared to 1) 	 -0.486	 0.104	 0.000	

Skill (5 compared to 1) 	 -0.725	 0.151	 0.000	

Adjust R-Squared	 0.73	

Sigma	 0.309

N	 100

Outcome variable: Mean score on skills usage in each job

Method: OSL

Notes: Data weighted for construction of aggregates, unweighted for modeling. Note that skills usage 

score is answer to question: ‘My job lets me use my skills and abilities.” (scaled 1to 7).

† posterior means for Bayesian model averaging.

Source: HILDA Wave E (Release 5. 1).

Population: All employed persons 2001 to 2005.
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A.2 Participation in training

The regressions on participation 
in training made use of the HILDA 
data for Waves 3 to 5. To provide a 
sufficiently large sample, these data 
were pooled. The outcome variable 
was a dichotomous outcome: whether 
the individual had taken part in 
education or training courses during 
the previous 12 months as part of 
their employment. Being dichotomous 
this outcome was modeled 
using logistic regression, and the 
coefficients (logits) are shown in the 
regression tables. Being a non-linear 
model, the predicted probabilities 
from a logistic regression depend  
on the value of all of the variables  
in the model. 

For this reason, a ‘typical’ individual 
was created to present some of 
the results in the main body of 
the text. Two models were fitted 
to the data: one for casuals and 
one for permanents. The pooling 
of the data means that the same 
individual may appear three times as 
separate observations. This violates 
the assumption of independent 
observations, and so the standard 
errors have been adjusted to 
take account of this clustering of 
individuals.

Table A.2: Regression results for skills enhancement

	   Coefficient	 SE	 P value	 Bayesian EV†

Intercept 	 4.965	 0.111	 0.000	 4.922

Part time 	 -0.405	 0.122	 0.001	 -0.405

Youth 	 0.541	 0.111	 0.000	 0.460

Under employed 	 -0.625	 0.131	 0.000	 -0.393

Public sector 	 0.571	 0.097	 0.000	 0.518

VET 	 0.350	 0.112	 0.002	 0.068

Skill (2 compared to 1) 	 -0.536	 0.147	 0.000	     

Skill (3 compared to 1) 	 -0.664	 0.192	 0.001	     

Skill (4 compared to 1) 	 -0.659	 0.131	 0.000	     

Skill (5 compared to 1) 	 -0.616	 0.194	 0.002	     

Adjust R-Squared	 0.69	

Sigma	 0.395

N	 100

Outcome variable: Mean score on learning new skills in each job

Method: OSL

Notes: Data weighted for construction of aggregates, unweighted for modeling. Note that skills usage 

score is answer to question: ‘My job often requires me to learn new skills.” (scaled 1 to 7).

† posterior means for Bayesian model averaging.

Source: HILDA Wave E (Release 5.1).

Population: All employed persons 2001 to 2005.
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Table A.3: Regression results for casuals receiving training

	 Coefficient	 SE	 P value	 Bayesian EV †

Intercept	 -1.460	 0.507	 0.0040	 -1.434

Part-time	 -0.338	 0.096	 0.0004	 -0.309

WP size: 20 to 99	 0.417	 0.088	 0.0000	 0.414

WP size: 100to499	 0.603	 0.112	 0.0000	 0.598

WP size: 500 plus	 0.390	 0.178	 0.0286	 0.388

Union member	 0.440	 0.108	 0.0000	 0.454

VET qualifications	 0.337	 0.092	 0.0002	 0.344

Professionals	 0.081	 0.519	 0.8765	 0.102

Associate Professionals	 0.369	 0.52 1	 0.4789	 0.369

Tradespersons	 -0.508	 0.525	 0.3334	 -0.489

Advanced Clerical & Service	 -0.412	 0.582	 0.4785	 -0.411

Intermediate Clerical, Sales & Service	 0.089	 0.508	 0.8609	 0.073

Intermediate Production & Transport	 -0.484	 0.522	 0.3539	 -0.492

Elemetary Clerical, Sales & Service	 -0.144	 0.514	 0.7795	 -0.161

Labourers	 -0.357	 0.506	 0.4800	 -0.375

Mining	 1.501	 0.550	 0.0064	 1.502

Manufacturing	 -0.288	 0.266	 0.2784	 -0.297

Electricity, gas, water	 1.010	 0.703	 0.1510	 1.008

Construction	 0.175	 0.282	 0.5337	 0.174

Wholesale trade	 -0.474	 0.378	 0.2100	 -0.481

Retail trade	 0.286	 0.244	 0.2398	 0.266

Accommodation etc	 0.102	 0.250	 0.6829	 0.087

Transport & storage	 0.065	 0.3 16	 0.8368	 0.066

Communication services	 0.249	 0.597	 0.6767	 0.230

Finance & insurance	 0.053	 0.436	 0.9025	 0.048

Property & business services	 0.255	 0.263	 0.3338	 0.238

Government	 0.538	 0.356	 0.1302	 0.527

Education	 0.179	 0.283	 0.5261	 0.169

Health & community services	 0.810	 0.255	 0.0015	 0.802

Cultural & reccreation services	 0.528	 0.286	 0.0644	 0.508

Personal services	 0.497	 0.311	 0.1095	 0.483

Adjusted R-Squared	 0.089			 

Model L.R.	 280.100			 

N	 4538.000			 

Outcome variable: Whether received training

Method: Logistic regression

Notes: Data pooled for 3 waves (2003–2005). Standard errors adjusted for non-independence of individuals across waves. † posterior means for Bayesian model averaging.

Source: HILDA Wave E (Release 5.1).

Population: All casual employees 2003 to 2005.



35

Table A.4: Regression results for permanents receiving training

	 Coefficient	 SE	 P value	 Bayesian EV†

Intercept	 -0.363	 0.173	 0.0362	 -0.244

Part-time	 -0.311	 0.055	 0.0000	 -0.303

WP size: 20to99	 0.155	 0.046	 0.0008	 0.172

WP size: 100to499	 0.206	 0.053	 0.0001	 0.240

WP size: 500 plus	 0.261	 0.063	 0.0000	 0.320

Union member	 0.397	 0.045	 0.0000	 0.458

VET qualifications	 0.145	 0.046	 0.0015	 0.170

Professionals	 0.275	 0.083	 0.0009	 0.275

Associate Professionals	 0.136	 0.087	 0.1162	 0.103

Tradespersons	 0.034	 0.099	 0.7346	 -0.041

Advanced Clerical & Service	 -0.450	 0.130	 0.0006	 -0.476

Intermediate Clerical, Sales & Service	 -0.119	 0.086	 0.1676	 -0.196

Intermediate Production & Transport	 -0.524	 0.107	 0.0000	 -0.602

Elementary Clerical, Sales & Service	 -0.215	 0.116	 0.0649	 -0.328

Labourers	 -0.610	 0.115	 0.0000	 -0.727

Mining	 0.473	 0.212	 0.0253	 0.514

Manufacturing	 -0.367	 0.171	 0.0322	 -0.232

Electricity, gas, water	 0.421	 0.263	 0.1088	 0.518

Construction	 -0.229	 0.187	 0.2211	 -0.114

Wholesale trade	 -0.327	 0.186	 0.0793	 -0.168

Retail trade	 -0.333	 0.176	 0.0589	 -0.258

Accommodation etc	 -0.554	 0.202	 0.0061	 -0.510

Transport & storage	 0.157	 0.191	 0.4124	 0.324

Communication services	 0.031	 0.207	 0.8796	 0.188

Finance & insurance	 0.555	 0.191	 0.0037	 0.700

Propoerty & business services	 -0.087	 0.175	 0.6196	 0.040

Government	 0.492	 0.179	 0.0059	 0.605

Education	 0.404	 0.177	 0.0221	 0.544

Health & community services	 0.520	 0.174	 0.0028	 0.657

Cultural & reccreation services	 -0.285	 0.205	 0.1630	 -0.190

Personal services	 0.392	 0.191	 0.0397	 0.511

Adjusted R-Squared	 0.108			 

Model L.R.	 1264.500			 

N	 14922.000			 

Dependent variable: Whether received training

Method: Logistic regression

Notes: Data pooled for 3 waves (2003–2005). Standard errors adjusted for non-independence of individuals across waves. † posterior means for Bayesian model averaging.

Source: HILDA Wave E (Release 5.1).

Population: All permanent employees 2003 to 2005. 
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Table B.1: Difficulties in recruiting staff in past 12 months (all organisations)

	 Level of difficulty

	 A lot %	 Some %	 None %	 NA § %	 Total	 n	

Industry			 

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing	 23	 21	 44	 12	 100	 311

Mining	 37	 22	 35	 6	 100	 131

Manufacturing	 22	 24	 38	 16	 100	 330

Electricity, Gas & Water Supply	 27	 6	 48	 19	 100	 135

Construction	 21	 19	 47	 13	 100	 303

Wholesale Trade	 20	 17	 45	 18	 100	 181

Retail Trade	 20	 19	 46	 15	 100	 498

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 20	 22	 41	 17	 100	 237

Transport & Storage	 30	 13	 45	 12	 100	 304

Communication Services	 19	 10	 68	 2	 100	 158

Finance & Insurance	 14	 26	 37	 23	 100	 245

Property & Business Services	 19	 22	 48	 12	 100	 233

Government Administration & Defence	 14	 31	 36	 18	 100	 243

Education	 24	 28	 40	 8	 100	 310

Health & Community Services	 15	 22	 46	 17	 100	 433

Cultural & Recreational Services	 27	 15	 51	 7	 100	 333

Personal & Other Services	 26	 9	 40	 25	 100	 202

Total	 21	 20	 45	 15	 100	 4587

Sector						    

Private	 21	 20	 45	 15	 100	 4076

Public	 28	 19	 36	 17	 100	 512

Total	 21	 20	 45	 15	 100	 4588

Organisational size						    

Small	 18	 17	 46	 19	 100	 2431

Medium	 29	 28	 41	 3	 100	 1449

Large	 28	 40	 32	 0	 100	 712

Total	 21	 20	 45	 15	 100	 4592

Proportion of permanents						    

None	 14	 18	 52	 15	 100	 260

One to 49 per cent	 23	 27	 43	 7	 100	 460

50 to 74 per cent	 21	 23	 48	 7	 100	 542

75 to 99 per cent	 27	 25	 43	 5	 100	 903

All	 20	 18	 44	 18	 100	 2427

Total	 21	 20	 45	 15	 100	 4592

Proportion of full-timers						    

None	 12	 13	 51	 23	 100	 599

One to 49 per cent	 20	 23	 50	 7	 100	 929

50 to 74 per cent	 21	 22	 44	 13	 100	 857

75 to 99 per cent	 28	 28	 38	 7	 100	 999

All	 23	 18	 41	 18	 100	 1207

Total	 21	 20	 45	 15	 100	 4591

Note: Data weighted (except n column). §Not trying to recruit staff. Source: SEUV 2005.

Population: All organisations surveyed.

Appendix B 

Tables 
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Table B.2: Difficulties in recruiting staff in past 12 months (all organisations), by occupational group

	 Level of difficulty

	 A lot %	 Some %	 None %	 NA § %	 Total	 n	

Managers						    

None	 17	 16	 47	 20	 100	 1724

One to 49 percent	 27	 27	 40	 6	 100	 2674

50 to 74 per cent	 15	 15	 53	 17	 100	 130

75 to 99 per cent	 1	 22	 78	 0	 100	 9

All	 20	 3	 43	 34	 100	 55

Professionals						    

None	 21	 17	 45	 18	 100	 2570

One to 49 per cent	 23	 26	 43	 8	 100	 1347

50 to 74 per cent	 21	 22	 50	 7	 100	 423

75 to 99 per cent	 21	 46	 27	 6	 100	 166

All	 7	 20	 57	 16	 100	 86

Tradespersons						    

None	 17	 19	 46	 18	 100	 2702

One to 49 per cent	 30	 26	 41	 2	 100	 1258

50 to 74 per cent	 27	 17	 42	 15	 100	 289

75 to 99 per cent	 28	 32	 33	 7	 100	 131

All	 20	 10	 50	 20	 100	 212

Clerical workers						    

None	 18	 17	 47	 18	 100	 1589

One to 49 per cent	 29	 23	 41	 6	 100	 2362

50 to 74 per cent	 12	 26	 44	 19	 100	 341

75 to 99 per cent	 15	 29	 39	 17	 100	 121

All	 4	 6	 51	 39	 100	 179

Service workers						    

None	 21	 20	 44	 16	 100	 3823

One to 49 per cent	 20	 30	 46	 3	 100	 392

50 to 74 per cent	 30	 22	 43	 5	 100	 177

75 to 99 per cent	 27	 23	 41	 9	 100	 140

All	 5	 18	 63	 14	 100	 60

Sales workers						    

None	 20	 19	 45	 15	 100	 3459

One to 49 per cent	 34	 24	 33	 9	 100	 717

50 to 74 per cent	 19	 28	 37	 16	 100	 165

75 to 99 per cent	 12	 24	 57	 7	 100	 103

All	 8	 15	 54	 23	 100	 148

Machine operators						    

None	 20	 19	 45	 16	 100	 3508

One to 49 per cent	 28	 28	 38	 6	 100	 673

50to 74 per cent	 39	 11	 42	 8	 100	 184

75 to 99percent	 28	 27	 43	 1	 100	 92

All	 13	 23	 43	 21	 100	 135

Labourers						    

None	 20	 19	 45	 16	 100	 3508

One to 49 per cent	 28	 28	 38	 6	 100	 673

50 to 74 per cent	 39	 11	 42	 8	 100	 184

75 to 99percent	 28	 27	 43	 1	 100	 92

All	 13	 23	 43	 21	 100	 135

Totals	 21	 20	 45	 15	 100	 4592

Note: Data weighted (except n column). §Not trying to recruit staff. Source: SEUV 2005.

Population: All organisations surveyed. 
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Table B.3: Difficulties in recruiting staff in past 12 months (among those recruiting)

	 Level of difficulty

	 A lot %	 Some %	 None %	 Total	 n	

Industry					   

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing	 26	 24	 51	 100	 276

Mining	 39	 23	 37	 100	 122

Manufacturing	 27	 29	 45	 100	 300

Electricity, Gas & Water Supply	 33	 7	 60	 100	 123

Construction	 24	 22	 54	 100	 268

Wholesale Trade	 24	 21	 55	 100	 155

Retail Trade	 23	 23	 54	 100	 439

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 24	 27	 49	 100	 218

Transport & Storage	 34	 15	 51	 100	 279

Communication Services	 20	 11	 70	 100	 149

Finance & Insurance	 18	 33	 48	 100	 212

Property & Business Services	 21	 25	 54	 100	 211

Government Administration & Defence	 18	 38	 44	 100	 237

Education	 26	 31	 43	 100	 295

Health & Community Services	 18	 27	 55	 100	 394

Cultural & Recreational Services	 29	 16	 55	 100	 306

Personal & Other Services	 35	 12	 53	 100	 174

Total	 24	 23	 52	 100	 4158

Sector					   

Private	 24	 23	 52	 100	 3672

Public	 34	 23	 43	 100	 488

Total	 24	 23	 52	 100	 4160

Organisational size					   

Small	 22	 21	 57	 100	 2031

Medium	 30	 29	 42	 100	 1423

Large	 28	 40	 32	 100	 709

Total	 24	 23	 52	 100	 4163

Proportion of permanents					   

None	 17	 21	 62	 100	 226

One to 49 per cent	 24	 30	 46	 100	 440

50 to 74 per cent	 23	 25	 52	 100	 518

75 to 99 per cent	 28	 27	 45	 100	 882

All	 25	 22	 54	 100	 2097

Total	 24	 23	 52	 100	 4163

Proportion of full-timers					   

None	 16	 17	 67	 100	 489

One to 49 per cent	 22	 25	 54	 100	 884

50 to 74 per cent	 24	 25	 51	 100	 793

75 to 99 per cent	 29	 30	 41	 100	 970

All	 28	 22	 50	 100	 1026

Total	 24	 23	 52	 100	 4162

Note: Data weighted (except n column).

Source: SEUV 2005.

Population: All organisations who attempted to recruit staff in the last 12 months. 
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Table B.4: Difficulties in recruiting staff in past 12 months (among those recruiting), by occupational groups

	 Level of difficulty

	 A lot %	 Some %	 None %	 Total	 n

Managers					   

None	 21	 20	 58	 100	 1427

One to 49 per cent	 29	 28	 43	 100	 2584

50 to 74 per cent	 18	 18	 64	 100	 110

75 to 99 per cent	 1	 22	 78	 100	 9

All	 30	 4	 65	 100	 33

Professionals					   

None	 25	 21	 54	 100	 2229

One to 49 per cent	 25	 28	 47	 100	 1305

50 to 74 per cent	 23	 24	 54	 100	 400

75 to 99 per cent	 22	 49	 29	 100	 160

All	 8	 24	 68	 100	 69

Tradespersons					   

None	 21	 24	 56	 100	 2376

One to 49 per cent	 31	 27	 42	 100	 1233

50 to 74 per cent	 31	 20	 49	 100	 259

75 to 99 per cent	 30	 34	 36	 100	 124

All	 25	 12	 62	 100	 171

Clerical workers					   

None	 22	 21	 57	 100	 1354

One to 49 per cent	 31	 25	 44	 100	 2269

50 to 74 per cent	 14	 32	 54	 100	 297

75to 99 per cent	 18	 35	 47	 100	 117

All	 7	 10	 83	 100	 126

Service workers					   

None	 24	 23	 52	 100	 3418

One to 49 per cent	 21	 31	 48	 100	 386

50 to 74 per cent	 32	 23	 46	 100	 169

75 to 99 per cent	 30	 25	 45	 100	 137

All	 6	 20	 73	 100	 53

Sales workers					   

None	 24	 23	 53	 100	 3112

One to 49 per cent	 37	 27	 36	 100	 688

50 to 74 per cent	 22	 34	 44	 100	 151

75 to 99 per cent	 13	 26	 62	 100	 100

All	 11	 20	 69	 100	 112

Machine operators					   

None	 23	 23	 54	 100	 3135

One to 49 per cent	 30	 30	 40	 100	 654

50 to 74 per cent	 42	 12	 46	 100	 173

75 to 99 per cent	 29	 27	 44	 100	 91

All	 16	 29	 55	 100	 110

Labourers					   

None	 23	 23	 54	 100	 3135

One to 49 per cent	 30	 30	 40	 100	 654

50 to 74 per cent	 42	 12	 46	 100	 173

75 to 99 per cent	 29	 27	 44	 100	 91

All	 16	 29	 55	 100	 110

Totals	 24	 23	 52	 100	 4163

Note: Data weighted (except n column).

Source: SEUV 2005.

Population: All organisations who attempted to recruit staff in the last 12 months.
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Table B.5: Reasons for recruitment difficulties (row percentages §)

	 A	 B	 C	 D	 E	 F	 G	 n

Industry								      

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing	 60	 11	 12	 13	 11	 16	 3	 156

Mining	 87	 4	 6	 20	 4	 2	 2	 72

Manufacturing	 73	 10	 5	 1	 0	 13	 5	 202

Electricity, Gas & Water Supply	 67	 32	 17	 1	 1	 0	 0	 75

Construction	 81	 4	 11	 6	 1	 3	 0	 167

Wholesale Trade	 59	 0	 5	 16	 0	 15	 5	 79

Retail Trade	 66	 4	 9	 6	 3	 17	 6	 244

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 56	 7	 16	 12	 5	 15	 6	 136

Transport & Storage	 57	 3	 13	 14	 1	 4	 2	 167

Communication Services	 69	 1	 4	 7	 1	 2	 4	 73

Finance & Insurance	 75	 2	 7	 5	 1	 3	 2	 116

Property & Business Services	 67	 4	 4	 5	 4	 6	 14	 103

Government Administration & Defence	 68	 13	 5	 27	 17	 1	 2	 143

Education	 66	 9	 10	 16	 5	 1	 3	 168

Health & Community Services	 70	 12	 7	 8	 11	 2	 11	 238

Cultural & Recreational Services	 58	 9	 7	 9	 1	 15	 12	 137

Personal & Other Services	 73	 3	 12	 11	 6	 7	 4	 97

Total	 68	 6	 9	 8	 4	 9	 6	 2373

Sector								      

Private	 68	 6	 9	 8	 4	 10	 6	 2090

Public	 75	 23	 5	 20	 7	 0	 2	 281

Total	 68	 6	 9	 8	 4	 9	 0	 62371

Organisational size								      

Small	 68	 6	 8	 9	 4	 11	 5	 941

Medium	 68	 5	 9	 7	 3	 7	 7	 900

Large	 70	 19	 9	 4	 3	 3	 3	 533

Total	 68	 6	 9	 8	 4	 9	 6	 2374

Proportion of permanents								      

None	 56	 3	 9	 4	 10	 17	 9	 107

One to 49 per cent	 65	 8	 8	 5	 2	 12	 5	 273

50 to 74 per cent	 60	 7	 13	 11	 5	 9	 5	 289

75 to 99 per cent	 79	 11	 13	 4	 8	 9	 5	 593

All	 69	 5	 7	 9	 3	 8	 0	 61112

Total	 68	 6	 9	 8	 4	 9	 6	 2374

Proportion of full-timers								      

None	 50	 5	 6	 14	 6	 22	 11	 203

One to 49 per cent	 64	 11	 9	 8	 1	 10	 9	 513

50 to 74 per cent	 63	 7	 9	 6	 10	 11	 5	 433

75 to 99 per cent	 76	 7	 8	 5	 5	 9	 8	 653

All	 75	 4	 9	 8	 1	 4	 1	 571

Total	 68	 6	 9	 8	 4	 9	 6	 2373

Note: Data weighted (except n column). § Row percentages may not total 100 because multiple responses allowed.
Key:
A Shortage of skilled people in the industry
B Wages/salaries are considered too low
C Lack of existing workers in the industry who are being skilled up
D Remote location
E Location not desirable (but not remote location)
F Young people have a poor work ethic
G Limited applicants/limited appropriate applicants

Source: SEUV 2005.

Population: All organisations who reported a lot of difficulty, or some difficulty, in recruiting staff over last 12 months.
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Table B.6: Reasons for recruitment difficulties, by occupational groups (row percentages §)

	 A	 B	 C	 D	 E	 F	 G	 n

Managers								      

None	 67	 6	 9	 8	 4	 13	 5	 684

One to 49 per cent	 69	 7	 8	 6	 4	 6	 6	 1643

50 to 74 per cent	 90	 6	 13	 1	 0	 17	 16	 40

75 to 99 per cent	 98	 0	 2	 0	 0	 0	 0	 2

All	 1	 0	 0	 87	 0	 0	 0	 5

Professionals								      

None	 65	 6	 9	 9	 4	 12	 5	 1183

One to 49 per cent	 71	 8	 7	 6	 3	 7	 8	 848

50 to 74 per cent	 73	 3	 10	 6	 9	 1	 4	 212

75 to 99 per cent	 88	 6	 4	 5	 1	 0	 1	 98

All	 73	 1	 3	 9	 0	 2	 18	 33

Tradespersons								      

None	 63	 5	 7	 9	 3	 10	 8	 1183

One to 49 per cent	 73	 8	 7	 4	 6	 10	 3	 843

50 to 74 per cent	 80	 6	 21	 8	 1	 10	 1	 175

75 to 99 per cent	 77	 8	 6	 9	 10	 10	 1	 84

All	 71	 9	 11	 6	 1	 5	 4	 89

Clerical workers								      

None	 66	 8	 10	 10	 4	 13	 5	 673

One to 49 per cent	 72	 6	 7	 5	 5	 7	 5	 1469

50 to 74 per cent	 54	 1	 7	 9	 0	 6	 8	 138

75 to 99 per cent	 85	 9	 17	 8	 0	 8	 0	 63

All	 54	 4	 5	 8	 0	 0	 45	 31

Service workers								      

None	 69	 6	 8	 7	 4	 9	 5	 1895

One to 49 per cent	 70	 10	 16	 10	 3	 9	 3	 258

50 to 74 per cent	 60	 15	 19	 11	 4	 4	 21	 107

75 to 99 per cent	 57	 15	 6	 24	 8	 16	 10	 92

All	 58	 1	 0	 7	 12	 8	 3	 22

Sales workers								      

None	 69	 8	 9	 8	 4	 9	 6	 1714

One to 49 per cent	 74	 3	 6	 4	 1	 11	 2	 473

50 to 74 per cent	 52	 1	 8	 16	 1	 6	 7	 86

75 to 99 per cent	 54	 0	 8	 1	 13	 4	 10	 57

All	 49	 1	 1	 8	 1	 35	 15	 44

Machine operators								      

None	 68	 7	 9	 8	 4	 10	 6	 1691

One to 49 per cent	 69	 8	 8	 6	 2	 9	 4	 475

50 to 74 per cent	 65	 5	 8	 1	 0	 7	 1	 98

75 to 99 per cent	 68	 4	 7	 10	 2	 1	 2	 61

All	 78	 1	 6	 7	 0	 6	 5	 49

Labourers								      

None	 68	 7	 9	 8	 4	 10	 6	 1691

One to 49 per cent	 69	 8	 8	 6	 2	 9	 4	 475

50 to 74 per cent	 65	 5	 8	 1	 0	 7	 1	 98

75 to 99 per cent	 68	 4	 7	 10	 2	 1	 2	 61

All	 78	 1	 6	 7	 0	 6	 5	 49

Totals	 68	 6	 9	 8	 4	 9	 6	 2374

Note: Data weighted (except n column). §Row percentages may not total 100 because multiple responses allowed.
Key:
A Shortage of skilled people in the industry
B Wages/salaries are considered too low
C Lack of existing workers in the industry who are being skilled up
D Remote location
E Location not desirable (but not remote location)
F Young people have a poor work ethic 
G Limited applicants/limited appropriate applicants
Source: SEUV 2005.
Population: All organisations who reported a lot of difficulty, or some difficulty, in recruiting staff over last 12 months.
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Table B.7: Employers reporting industry skill shortages, by industry

	 Reporting difficulties	 All employers

	 %	 No.	 No.	

Industry

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing	 13	 10,726	 81,360

Mining	 34	 1,223	 3,616

Manufacturing	 15	 12,831	 84,008

Electricity, Gas & Water Supply	 16	 2,100	 13,042

Construction	 19	 20,286	 107,345

Wholesale Trade	 12	 4,596	 38,481

Retail Trade	 13	 18,721	 141,415

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 12	 4,194	 35,388

Transport & Storage	 16	 6,362	 39,193

Communication Services	 18	 2,924	 16,432

Finance & Insurance	 13	 8,691	 68,229

Property & Business Services	 9	 8,642	 91,544

Government Administration & Defence	 10	 271	 2,727

Education	 19	 2,405	 12,617

Health & Community Servicess	 11	 8,918	 78,523

Cultural & Recreational Services	 16	 6,140	 38,926

Personal & Other Services	 20	 7,770	 38,563

Total	 14	 126,799	 891,408

Note: Data weighted (including counts). Source: SEUV 2005.

Population: All organisations responding. 
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Table B.8: Overall rating of skill levels of employees 

	 Above required %	 Adequate %	 Below required %	 Total %	 n	

Industry	 				  

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishing	 33	 61	 6	 100	 309

Mining	 28	 68	 4	 100	 131

Manufacturing	 46	 49	 5	 100	 332

Electricity, Gas and WaterSupply	 23	 68	 9	 100	 135

Construction	 31	 59	 10	 100	 303

Wholesale Trade	 28	 68	 4	 100	 180

Retail Trade	 35	 57	 8	 100	 497

Accommodation, Cafes and Restaurants	 34	 60	 6	 100	 237

Transport and Storage	 38	 58	 4	 100	 302

Communication Services	 44	 52	 4	 100	 158

Finance and Insurance	 45	 54	 2	 100	 244

Property and Business Services	 37	 62	 1	 100	 232

Government Administration and Defence	 33	 59	 8	 100	 243

Education	 47	 51	 2	 100	 311

Health and Community Services	 45	 53	 3	 100	 433

Cultural and Recreational Services	 43	 56	 1	 100	 334

Personal and Other Services	 32	 64	 4	 100	 202

Total	 37	 58	 5	 100	 4583

Sector	 				  

Private	 37	 57	 5	 100	 4069

Public	 36	 60	 4	 100	 515

Total	 37	 58	 5	 100	 4584

Organisational size					   

Small	 40	 55	 5	 100	 4069

Medium	 30	 64	 6	 100	 515

Large	 24	 66	 10	 100	 4584

Total	 37	 58	 5	 100	 4069

Proportion of permanents	 				  

None	 33	 57	 10	 100	 260

One to 49 per cent	 34	 57	 9	 100	 462

50 to 74 per cent	 39	 53	 7	 100	 541

75 to 99 per cent	 30	 65	 5	 100	 904

All	 39	 57	 4	 100	 2421

Total	 37	 58	 5	 100	 4588

Proportion of full-timers					   

None	 39	 56	 4	 100	 598

One to 49 per cent	 37	 58	 5	 100	 933

50 to 74 per cent	 38	 56	 6	 100	 853

75 to 99 per cent	 22	 72	 6	 100	 998

All	 43	 53	 5	 100	 1205

Total	 37	 58	 5	 100	 4587

Note: Weighted data.

Source: SEUV 2005.

Population: All organisations surveyed. 
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Table B.9: Overall rating of skill levels of employees, by occupational groups 

	 Above required %	 Adequate %	 Below required %	 Total %	 n	

Managers					   

None	 39	 55	 6	 100	 1718

One to 49 per cent	 32	 63	 4	 100	 2676

50 to 74 per cent	 45	 54	 1	 100	 130

75 to 99 per cent	 89	 11	 0	 100	 9

All	 65	 35	 0	 100	 55

Professionals					   

None	 37	 57	 6	 100	 2565

One to 49 per cent	 30	 64	 6	 100	 1346

50 to 74 per cent	 43	 56	 0	 100	 425

75 to 99 per cent	 44	 54	 2	 100	 166

All	 70	 28	 2	 100	 86

Tradespersons					   

None	 40	 57	 4	 100	 2700

One to 49 per cent	 30	 61	 9	 100	 1259

50 to 74 per cent	 32	 63	 5	 100	 288

75 to 99 per cent	 20	 69	 11	 100	 130

All	 45	 49	 6	 100	 211

Clerical workers					   

None	 38	 56	 6	 100	 1584

One to 49 per cent	 33	 61	 5	 100	 2364

50 to 74 per cent	 45	 53	 2	 100	 340

75 to 99 per cent	 29	 63	 9	 100	 121

All	 47	 51	 2	 100	 179

Service workers					   

None	 37	 58	 5	 100	 3818

One to 49 per cent	 41	 56	 3	 100	 393

50 to 74 per cent	 40	 57	 2	 100	 177

75 to 99 per cent	 29	 53	 18	 100	 140

All	 37	 63	 0	 100	 60

Sales workers					   

None	 38	 58	 5	 100	 3455

One to 49 per cent	 30	 60	 10	 100	 718

50 to 74 per cent	 39	 60	 1	 100	 165

75 to 99 per cent	 31	 63	 6	 100	 103

All	 50	 44	 6	 100	 147

Machine operators					   

None	 38	 57	 5	 100	 3505

One to 49 per cent	 32	 64	 5	 100	 674

50 to 74 per cent	 28	 64	 7	 100	 183

75 to 99 per cent	 39	 52	 10	 100	 92

All	 41	 56	 3	 100	 134

Labourers					   

None	 38	 57	 5	 100	 3505

One to 49 per cent	 32	 64	 5	 100	 674

50 to 74 per cent	 28	 64	 7	 100	 183

75 to 99 per cent	 39	 52	 10	 100	 92

All	 41	 56	 3	 100	 134

Totals	 37	 58	 5	 100	 4588

Note: Weighted data.

Source: SEUV 2005.

Population: All organisations surveyed. 
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Table B.10: Employee use of skills and abilities (%)

	                                         `My job lets me use my skills and abilities’	

	 Agree	 Neither	 Disagree	 Total	 n

Gender	 				  

Male	 81	 10	 9	 100	 24351

Female	 79	 10	 10	 100	 29103

Age	 				  

15-19	 69	 15	 16	 100	 7700

20-24	 76	 11	 13	 100	 9104

25-29	 82	 9	 9	 100	 4621

30-34	 83	 9	 8	 100	 5033

35-39	 82	 10	 8	 100	 5477

40-44	 84	 9	 7	 100	 6461

45-49	 84	 9	 7	 100	 6041

50-54	 84	 8	 7	 100	 4504

55-59	 86	 8	 6	 100	 2806

60-64	 86	 8	 6	 100	 991

65+	 92	 7	 1	 100	 255

Aboriginal or TSI		  			 

Yes	 79	 10	 11	 100	 1151

No	 80	 10	 10	 100	 52005

Lang other than Eng					   

Yes	 81	 10	 9	 100	 46901

No	 76	 13	 12	 100	 6397

Geographical location	 				  

Capital city	 78	 11	 11	 100	 26517

Other metro	 80	 10	 10	 100	 3085

Rural	 82	 9	 8	 100	 20843

Remote	 85	 8	 7	 100	 3080

Field of study		  			 

Natural & physical sciences	 73	 10	 17	 100	 298

Information technology	 65	 16	 19	 100	 1824

Engineering	 82	 9	 9	 100	 8409

Architecture & building	 86	 7	 7	 100	 2409

Agriculture etc	 83	 9	 7	 100	 3885

Health	 86	 7	 7	 100	 3598

Education	 85	 7	 8	 100	 3803

Management & commerce	 77	 11	 11	 100	 12379

Society & culture	 80	 10	 10	 100	 6634

Creative arts	 61	 17	 22	 100	 1377

Food, hospitality & personal services	 80	 11	 9	 100	 4965

Mixed field programs	 79	 11	 10	 100	 3207

Subject only enrolment	 84	 9	 7	 100	 737

Prior educational level	 				  

Bachelor degree or higher	 84	 7	 8	 100	 6450

Advanced diploma or associate degree	 82	 9	 9	 100	 1213

Diploma	 83	 7	 10	 100	 3840

Certificate IV	 81	 9	 10	 100	 3636

Certificate III	 84	 9	 7	 100	 7444

Certificate II	 79	 12	 10	 100	 3928

Certificate I	 78	 11	 11	 100	 1078

Miscellaneous	 80	 10	 10	 100	 6320

Year 12	 74	 13	 13	 100	 7863

Year11	 78	 12	 11	 100	 3181

Year 10	 78	 12	 10	 100	 5363

Year 9 or less	 75	 14	 11	 100	 1781

Totals	 80	 10	 10	 100	 53454

Notes: Data weighted.

Source: Student Outcomes Survey 2005.

Population: All survey respondents who were employed in May 2005. 
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Table B.10: Employee use of skills and abilities (continued) (%)	

	 `My job lets me use my skills and abilities’	

	 Agree	 Neither	 Disagree	 Total	 n

Weekly earnings					   

$1–$79	 66	 17	 17	 100	 2014

$80–$159	 60	 16	 23	 100	 3706

$160–$299	 71	 14	 15	 100	 5371

$300–$499	 78	 11	 11	 100	 9163

$500–$699	 81	 11	 9	 100	 9824

$700–$999	 86	 8	 6	 100	 8473

$1,000–$ 1,499	 88	 7	 5	 100	 5960

$1,500 or more	 92	 4	 4	 100	 2189

Occupation	 				  

Managers & administrators	 90	 6	 4	 100	 3302

Professionals	 91	 5	 4	 100	 7570

Technicians & associate professionals	 87	 7	 6	 100	 5969

Tradespersons	 89	 6	 5	 100	 7811

Advanced clerical & service workers	 85	 8	 7	 100	 1411

Intermediate clerical, sales & service	 81	 10	 9	 100	 13042

Intermediate production & transport	 69	 15	 16	 100	 3234

Elementery clerical, sales & service	 59	 18	 23	 100	 5482

Labourers & related workers	 63	 17	 20	 100	 5074

Industry					   

Agriculture etc	 84	 10	 6	 100	 2722

Mining	 87	 8	 5	 100	 919

Manufacturing	 76	 12	 11	 100	 4855

Electricity, Gas & Water	 86	 8	 6	 100	 624

Construction	 89	 6	 5	 100	 3722

Wholesale Trade	 75	 13	 12	 100	 960

Retail Trade	 65	 16	 19	 100	 7877

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 74	 12	 14	 100	 3280

Transport & Storage	 81	 11	 9	 100	 1746

Communication Service	 77	 13	 10	 100	 671

Finance & Insurance	 84	 9	 7	 100	 1265

Property & Business Service	 82	 9	 9	 100	 4643

Government	 85	 8	 7	 100	 2432

Education	 91	 4	 5	 100	 4180

Health & Community Service	 87	 7	 6	 100	 8653

Cultural & Reccreation Services	 81	 10	 9	 100	 1460

Personal & Other Services	 84	 9	 8	 100	 1746

Employment status					   

Permanent	 84	 9	 7	 100	 33510

Casual	 73	 13	 14	 100	 19788

Hours worked	 				  

Full-time	 85	 8	 7	 100	 30069

Part-time	 70	 14	 16	 100	 18551

Totals	 80	 10	 10	 100	 53454

Notes: Data weighted.

Source: Student Outcomes Survey 2005.

Population: All survey respondents who were employed in May 2005.
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Table B.11: Employees not using skills and abilities (%)

	 Perm	 Cas	 FT	 PT	 Perm FT	 Perm PT	 Cas FT	 Cas PT	 Total

Weekly earnings	 								      

$1–$79	 14	 17	 6	 18	 13	 14	 4	 19	 17

$80–$ 159	 20	 24	 8	 24	 7	 22	 10	 24	 23

$160–$299	 12	 17	 5	 18	 4	 17	 9	 18	 15

$300–$499	 9	 14	 9	 13	 8	 11	 13	 15	 11

$500–$699	 8	 12	 9	 9	 8	 9	 12	 10	 9

$700–$999	 6	 9	 6	 8	 5	 9	 9	 7	 6

$1,000–$1,499	 5	 5	 5	 4	 5	 4	 5	 4	 5

$1,500 or more	 4	 5	 4	 8	 4	 2	 5	 10	 4

Occupation		  							     

Managers & administrators	 4	 3	 3	 6	 4	 8	 2	 5	 3

Professionals	 4	 4	 3	 5	 3	 5	 2	 4	 4

Technicians & assocaite professional	 5	 7	 5	 8	 5	 6	 6	 9	 6

Tradespersons	 4	 5	 4	 8	 4	 9	 5	 7	 5

Advanced clerical & service workers	 8	 6	 7	 8	 7	 9	 5	 7	 7

Intermediate clerical, sales & service	 7	 12	 7	 10	 6	 7	 10	 12	 9

Intermediate production & transport	 12	 24	 12	 33	 10	 27	 16	 34	 16

Elementary clerical, sale & services	 18	 26	 14	 27	 13	 28	 17	 27	 23

Labourers & related workers	 14	 24	 15	 26	 12	 23	 19	 27	 20

Industry	 								      

Agriculture etc	 3	 8	 5	 12	 3	 4	 6	 14	 6

Mining	 4	 6	 4	 17	 3	 45	 6	 6	 4

Manufacturing	 9	 19	 10	 21	 9	 15	 17	 24	 12

Electricity, Gas & Water	 5	 16	 6	 7	 5	 0	 18	 11	 6

Construction	 4	 6	 4	 9	 4	 13	 5	 8	 5

Wholesale Trade	 8	 22	 10	 23	 8	 11	 17	 28	 12

Retail Trade	 13	 24	 10	 27	 9	 26	 12	 27	 19

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 8	 17	 8	 18	 6	 17	 12	 18	 14

Transport & Storage	 7	 14	 7	 17	 6	 13	 12	 18	 9

Communication Service	 8	 14	 7	 18	 7	 22	 12	 16	 10

Finance & Insurance	 6	 10	 6	 9	 6	 6	 7	 14	 7

Property & Business Services	 7	 13	 6	 15	 6	 15	 9	 15	 9

Government	 7	 13	 7	 12	 7	 8	 8	 17	 7

Education	 5	 5	 4	 5	 4	 5	 1	 5	 5

Health & Community Services	 5	 7	 5	 7	 5	 6	 6	 8	 6

Cultural & Recreation Services	 5	 13	 4	 14	 4	 9	 3	 15	 9

Personal & Other Services	 6	 9	 5	 10	 5	 12	 7	 10	 7

Totals	 7	 14	 7	 16	 6	 12	 9	 18	 10

Notes: Data weighted. Note that percentages for permanent part-time and casual part-time in mining and in electricity gas and water supply are unreliable as they are based 
on cell counts of below 30 observations. The combined part-time counts, however, are greater than 30.

Source: Student Outcomes Survey 2005.

Population: All survey respondents who were employed in May 2005.
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Table B.12: Employees learning skills in the job (%)

	 ‘My job provides training & learning. . . ’		

	 Agree	 Neither	 Disagree	 Total	 n

Gender	 				  

Male	 69	 17	 13	 100	 24088

Female	 70	 16	 14	 100	 28936

Age					   

15-19	 70	 16	 14	 100	 7700

20-24	 70	 16	 15	 100	 9095

25-29	 71	 16	 13	 100	 4624

30-34	 70	 17	 13	 100	 5020

35-39	 69	 17	 14	 100	 5448

40-44	 70	 18	 13	 100	 6433

45-49	 70	 17	 13	 100	 5982

50-54	 70	 17	 13	 100	 4436

55-59	 68	 18	 14	 100	 2700

60-64	 66	 19	 15	 100	 912

65+	 67	 27	 7	 100	 223

Aboriginal or TSI					   

Yes	 72	 15	 13	 100	 1145

No	 70	 17	 14	 100	 51595

Language other than English					   

Yes	 70	 17	 13	 100	 46519

No	 68	 17	 15	 100	 6353

Geographical location					   

Capital city	 69	 17	 15	 100	 26334

Other metro	 70	 17	 13	 100	 3065

Rural	 71	 17	 13	 100	 20644

Remote	 74	 16	 11	 100	 3051

Field of study	 				  

Natural & physical sciences	 61	 24	 16	 100	 296

Information technology	 58	 21	 20	 100	 1811

Engineering	 70	 17	 13	 100	 8309

Architecture & building	 75	 15	 10	 100	 2356

Agriculture etc	 71	 18	 11	 100	 3836

Health	 74	 16	 10	 100	 3572

Education	 73	 16	 11	 100	 3759

Management & commerce	 68	 16	 16	 100	 12329

Society & culture	 73	 14	 13	 100	 6618

Creative arts	 55	 20	 24	 100	 1367

Food, hospitality & personal  services	 69	 18	 13	 100	 4925

Mixed field programs	 67	 17	 16	 100	 3182

Subject only enrolment	 74	 14	 12	 100	 734

Prior educational level	 				  

Bachelor degree or higher	 73	 15	 12	 100	 6409

Advanced diploma or associate degree	 69	 17	 15	 100	 1200

Diploma	 70	 16	 14	 100	 3794

Certificate IV	 69	 16	 14	 100	 3619

Certificate III	 71	 17	 12	 100	 7364

Certificate II	 71	 17	 12	 100	 3910

Certificate I	 68	 17	 15	 100	 1079

Miscellaneous	 69	 16	 15	 100	 6242

Year 12	 67	 18	 16	 100	 7837

Year 11	 72	 16	 12	 100	 3165

Year 10	 67	 18	 14	 100	 5316

Year 9 or less	 67	 19	 14	 100	 1763

Totals	 70	 17	 14	 100	 53024

Notes: Data weighted. Answers to full question: “My job provides training and learning opportunities to improve my skills and knowledge.”

Source: Student Outcomes Survey 2005.

Population: All survey respondents who were employed in May 2005. 
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Table B.12: Employees learning skills in the job (continued) (%)

	 ‘My job provides training & learning. . . ’		

	 Agree	 Neither	 Disagree	 Total	 n	

Weekly earnings	 				  

$1–$79	 57	 23	 20	 100	 2003

$80–$159	 54	 21	 25	 100	 3687

$160–$299	 64	 19	 18	 100	 5377

$300–$499	 70	 16	 14	 100	 9096

$500–$699	 71	 16	 13	 100	 9762

$700–$999	 74	 16	 10	 100	 8414

$1,000–$1,499	 77	 14	 10	 100	 5914

$1,500 or more	 78	 13	 8	 100	 2161

Occupation	 				  

Managers & administrators	 75	 17	 8	 100	 3247

Professionals	 79	 12	 9	 100	 7485

Technicians & associate professionals	 75	 16	 10	 100	 5910

Tradespersons	 75	 15	 10	 100	 7702

Advanced clerical & service workers	 68	 18	 14	 100	 1402

Intermediate clerical, sales & services	 71	 15	 13	 100	 12992

Intermediate production & transport	 60	 21	 19	 100	 3223

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 58	 20	 22	 100	 5465

Labourers & related workers	 58	 21	 22	 100	 5045

Industry	 				  

Agriculture etc	 69	 20	 10	 100	 2682

Mining	 77	 16	 7	 100	 912

Manufacturing	 65	 18	 17	 100	 4820

Elect, Gas & Water	 78	 13	 8	 100	 616

Construction	 75	 16	 8	 100	 3653

Wholesale Trade	 60	 19	 21	 100	 960

Retail Trade	 61	 20	 19	 100	 7847

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 60	 21	 19	 100	 3266

Transport & Storage	 64	 19	 17	 100	 1728

Communication Services	 65	 19	 16	 100	 667

Finance  & Insurance	 78	 12	 10	 100	 1263

Property & Business Services	 70	 17	 14	 100	 4610

Government	 80	 12	 8	 100	 2428

Education	 78	 12	 9	 100	 4129

Health & Community Services	 79	 12	 9	 100	 8588

Cultural & Reccreation Services	 71	 16	 13	 100	 1453

Personal & Other Services	 72	 15	 13	 100	 1730

Employment status	 				  

Permanent	 75	 14	 11	 100	 33316

Casual	 60	 21	 19	 100	 19549

Hours worked					   

Full-time	 74	 15	 11	 100	 29857

Part-time	 61	 20	 19	 100	 18434

Totals	 70	 17	 14	 100	 53024

Notes: Data weighted. Answers to full question: “My job provides training and learning opportunities to improve my skills and knowledge.”

Source: Student Outcomes Survey 2005.

Population: All survey respondents who were employed in May 2005.
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 Table B.13: Attitude towards job, by highest qualification held (mean scores)

	 Skills¶	 Learn†	 Complex ‡	 Autonomy§

All persons				  

Managers	 5.81	 4.96	 5.01	 5.72

Professionals	 5.82	 5.35	 4.93	 5.10

Associate Professionals	 5.57	 4.76	 4.34	 5.17

Tradespersons	 5.54	 4.77	 4.02	 4.93

Advanced clerical and service	 5.30	 3.74	 3.43	 5.23

Intermediate clerical and service	 5.05	 4.22	 3.37	 4.34

Intermediate production and transport	 4.81	 3.89	 3.17	 4.26

Elementary clerical, sales and service	 4.27	 3.72	 2.56	 3.79

Labourers and related workers	 4.33	 3.65	 2.92	 4.25

Total	 5.23	 4.48	 3.86	 4.73

VET qualifications				  

Managers	 5.80	 4.82	 4.79	 5.75

Professionals	 5.86	 5.23	 4.80	 5.10

Associate Professionals	 5.66	 4.92	 4.46	 5.05

Tradespersons	 5.62	 4.77	 4.11	 5.04

Advanced clerical & service	 5.48	 3.92	 3.56	 4.92

Intermediate clerical & service	 5.21	 4.49	 3.61	 4.35

Intermediate production & transport	 4.98	 4.04	 3.34	 4.54

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 4.13	 4.10	 2.74	 3.89

Labourers & related workers	 4.61	 3.70	 2.97	 4.42

Total	 5.37	 4.60	 3.95	 4.81

Higher education qualifications				  

Managers	 5.80	 5.29	 5.41	 5.64

Professionals	 5.80	 5.37	 5.01	 5.10

Associate Professionals	 5.49	 4.97	 4.53	 5.33

Tradespersons	 5.42	 4.74	 4.22	 4.74

Advanced clerical & service	 4.75	 3.92	 3.48	 5.31

Intermediate clerical & service	 4.72	 4.15	 3.47	 4.46

Intermediate production & transport	 3.62	 3.64	 2.80	 3.48

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 3.19	 3.46	 2.48	 3.68

Labourers & related workers	 4.01	 4.02	 3.33	 4.51

Total	 5.51	 5.06	 4.69	 5.07

No post-school qualifications				  

Managers	 5.83	 4.57	 4.62	 5.82

Professionals	 5.83	 5.39	 4.69	 5.15

Associate Professionals	 5.52	 4.41	 4.06	 5.18

Tradespersons	 5.39	 4.75	 3.82	 4.75

Advanced clerical & service	 5.33	 3.62	 3.36	 5.36

Intermediate clerical & service	 5.02	 4.05	 3.18	 4.30

Intermediate production & transport	 4.77	 3.82	 3.10	 4.15

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 4.41	 3.63	 2.52	 3.77

Labourers & related workers	 4.26	 3.59	 2.86	 4.17

Total	 4.96	 4.06	 3.32	 4.48

Notes: Data weighted. Items from self-completion questionnaire, scaled 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

¶ ’I use many of my skills and abilities in my current job.” 

† ‘My job often requires me to learn new skills.”

‡ ‘My job is complex and difficult.”

§’I have a lot of freedom to decide how I do my own work.” Source: HILDA Wave E (Release 5.1)

Population: All employed persons in 2005. 
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Table B.14: Low assessments, by occupation and highest qualification held

	 All persons	       VET quals	   Higher ed	 No post-schl

	 All	 FT only	 All	 FT only	 All	 FT only	 All	 FT only

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Low use of skills ¶								      

Managers	 4	 4	 5	 4	 4	 2	 5	 6

Professionals	 5	 5	 2	 1	 6	 6	 6	 7

Associate professionals	 8	 7	 7	 7	 9	 9	 7	 5

Tradespersons	 8	 6	 6	 5	 6	 8	 12	 8

Advanced clerical & service workers	 14	 7	 12	 7	 25	 10	 12	 6

Intermediate clerical, sales & service	 16	 12	 12	 10	 26	 19	 17	 12

Intermediate production & transport	 21	 17	 15	 14	 53	 54	 23	 17

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 33	 25	 38	 29	 58	 61	 30	 19

Labourers & related workers	 32	 26	 25	 19	 28	 18	 35	 29

Total	 15	 10	 11	 8	 10	 8	 20	 13

Little learning of new skills †								      

Managers	 15.2	 12.6	 15.8	 10.5	 9.8	 8.2	 23.5	 22.9

Professionals	 11.5	 9.3	 12.6	 9.2	 11.6	 9.4	 9.4	 8.7

Associate Professionals	 22.2	 20.2	 20.3	 19.4	 14.6	 11.2	 29.9	 27.9

Tradespersons	 20.5	 18.1	 19.2	 17.9	 21.8	 11.2	 22.7	 19.2

Advanced clerical & service	 42.8	 30.9	 41.4	 38.8	 44.1	 13.5	 43.2	 29.3

Intermediate clerical & service	 33.0	 29.5	 26.3	 22.3	 33.9	 33.5	 37.4	 35.0

Intermediate production & transport	 42.4	 39.1	 38.1	 38.5	 50.1	 38.8	 44.3	 39.4

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 44.7	 26.3	 36.8	 11.8	 51.8	 36.3	 46.3	 33.2

Labourers & related workers	 46.6	 36.3	 45.7	 36.4	 39.4	 22.0	 47.6	 38.0

Total	 28.1	 21.6	 24.8	 20.6	 16.7	 11.6	 37.2	 29.9

Job not complex ‡								      

Managers	 16.0	 13.8	 19.2	 16.2	 10.0	 9.4	 22.2	 18.8

Professionals	 18.0	 14.1	 17.4	 12.3	 16.8	 13.4	 25.7	 20.9

Associate Professionals	 29.2	 24.7	 29.3	 25.1	 23.4	 19.3	 33.2	 28.1

Tradespersons	 34.9	 31.7	 31.3	 29.1	 45.6	 35.7	 40.4	 36.6

Advanced clerical & service	 49.8	 36.7	 47.9	 38.6	 46.9	 19.6	 51.3	 39.0

Intermediate clerical & service	 52.4	 44.1	 46.5	 39.3	 54.7	 52.0	 55.9	 46.5

Intermediate production & transport	 59.6	 55.9	 53.4	 52.4	 78.4	 71.6	 62.0	 57.4

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 71.8	 55.8	 67.1	 57.0	 67.7	 25.3	 73.5	 58.4

Labourers & related workers	 64.3	 51.4	 60.0	 45.8	 56.1	 51.5	 66.5	 53.7

Total	 41.4	 31.7	 38.0	 31.8	 24.1	 17.5	 54.0	 42.2

Job little autonomy §								      

Managers	 6.5	 6.8	 7.9	 8.8	 6.3	 5.9	 5.4	 6.1

Professionals	 15.9	 14.0	 14.8	 9.4	 16.6	 15.9	 13.8	 9.6

Associate Professionals	 14.7	 15.2	 17.1	 17.9	 11.9	 12.5	 13.9	 14.0

Tradespersons	 17.8	 19.3	 16.8	 17.6	 26.0	 25.9	 18.7	 22.1

Advanced clerical & service	 16.7	 21.0	 19.4	 24.2	 19.5	 39.0	 14.7	 14.9

Intermediate clerical & service	 31.9	 28.3	 30.1	 27.2	 26.7	 24.5	 34.4	 30.2

Intermediate production & transport	 32.9	 31.2	 24.8	 25.2	 62.8	 55.6	 35.8	 34.0

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 46.6	 41.2	 45.8	 41.4	 56.2	 72.6	 45.9	 37.8

Labourers & related workers	 34.5	 34.4	 33.0	 32.2	 28.3	 32.3	 35.5	 35.6

Total	 24.2	 20.8	 22.2	 20.3	 17.6	 16.0	 29.7	 25.0

Notes: Data weighted. Items from self-completion questionnaire, percentage who answered strongly disagree to items (ie. 1, 2 or 3 on 7 point scale). 

¶ ’I use many of my skills and abilities in my current job.”

† ‘My job often requires me to learn new skills.”

‡ ‘My job is complex and difficult.”

§’I have a lot of freedom to decide how I do my own work.”

Source: HILDA Wave E (Release 5.1)

Population: All employed persons in 2005.
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 Table B.15: Low assessments, by industry and highest qualification held

	 All persons	 VET quals	 Higher ed	 No post-schl

	 All	 FT only	 All	 FT only	 All	 FT only	 All	 FT only

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Low use of skills ¶								      

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing	 13.5	 11.7	 6.9	 6.2	 4.1	 3.9	 20.9	 18.0

Mining	 10.3	 9.3	 11.6	 9.4	 11.8	 11.8	 8.3	 8.3

Manufacturing	 15.8	 13.6	 11.8	 12.0	 13.0	 13.0	 20.2	 15.4

Electricity, Gas & Water Supply	 8.8	 7.8	 10.3	 11.0	 9.2	 9.9	 5.9	 0.0

Construction	 7.9	 7.6	 5.5	 5.4	 2.5	 2.7	 11.6	 11.5

Wholesale Trade	 15.3	 12.9	 10.6	 9.6	 16.0	 9.8	 18.9	 16.5

RetailTrade	 26.3	 14.5	 22.0	 12.3	 37.0	 31.3	 26.6	 12.5

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 27.7	 19.4	 22.0	 19.3	 39.2	 14.7	 29.1	 20.2

Transport & Storage	 13.8	 8.5	 4.3	 3.1	 18.7	 11.7	 18.7	 12.2

Communication Services	 14.8	 11.7	 9.9	 2.8	 8.7	 3.1	 20.4	 22.9

Finance & Insurance	 9.9	 6.4	 10.6	 10.1	 8.1	 5.0	 11.3	 4.1

Property & Business Services	 16.0	 8.5	 14.7	 6.0	 11.4	 7.8	 22.1	 11.9

Government  Administration & Defence	 6.2	 4.4	 5.3	 2.2	 7.7	 6.6	 5.2	 4.0

Education	 4.6	 2.2	 3.6	 3.6	 4.2	 2.2	 7.2	 0.0

Health & Community Services	 9.5	 9.0	 10.2	 10.8	 7.0	 6.1	 11.4	 10.6

Cultural & Recreational Services	 15.3	 12.0	 12.3	 14.0	 11.3	 7.9	 20.0	 13.4

Personal & Other Services	 13.8	 7.4	 7.2	 2.8	 14.3	 4.4	 22.5	 15.5

Total	 14.4	 9.7	 11.0	 8.4	 10.3	 7.4	 19.4	 12.8

Little learning of new skills †								      

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing	 32.5	 30.0	 23.6	 24.9	 20.8	 15.4	 42.1	 37.9

Mining	 15.8	 14.0	 13.9	 9.6	 0.0	 0.0	 24.0	 24.0

Manufacturing	 32.1	 29.1	 29.4	 27.8	 26.6	 21.8	 36.5	 33.3 

Electricity, Gas & Water Supply	 25.5	 24.2	 13.2	 14.2	 21.0	 22.5	 50.1	 46.1

Construction	 21.4	 18.3	 18.0	 17.2	 9.6	 6.0	 27.2	 22.5

Wholesale Trade	 34.3	 29.5	 32.7	 27.5	 24.9	 25.0	 38.5	 32.4

Retail Trade	 41.4	 28.8	 36.7	 23.7	 34.6	 22.3	 44.0	 33.8

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 47.7	 37.1	 40.5	 34.7	 37.2	 11.0	 52.1	 42.8

Transport & Storage	 35.4	 30.0	 27.4	 26.4	 17.5	 10.7	 45.1	 39.3

Communication Services	 28.4	 26.7	 37.7	 31.8	 16.2	 11.0	 27.1	 30.6

Finance & Insurance	 15.8	 8.9	 18.3	 13.1	 9.6	 6.6	 20.3	 7.4

Property & Business Services	 25.1	 15.6	 22.1	 11.9	 17.2	 11.4	 36.1	 25.0

Government Administration & Defence	 14.5	 13.5	 8.2	 8.7	 16.7	 14.7	 18.0	 17.2

Education	 14.2	 7.3	 16.5	 7.8	 8.3	 3.1	 31.5	 34.2

Health & Community Services	 20.7	 20.2	 18.8	 15.9	 13.1	 13.3	 30.7	 35.8

Cultural & Recreational Services	 34.8	 23.7	 35.6	 37.0	 35.2	 16.2	 33.9	 14.6

Personal & Other Services	 32.1	 20.6	 25.4	 19.9	 27.9	 11.9	 42.7	 25.1

Total	 28.1	 21.6	 24.8	 20.6	 16.7	 11.6	 37.2	 30.1

Notes: Data weighted. Items from self-completion questionnaire, percentage who answered strongly disagree to items (ie. 1, 2 or 3 on 7 point scale). 

¶ “I use many of my skills and abilities in my current job.”

† “My job often requires me to learn new skills.”

‡ “My job is complex and difficult.”

§ “I have a lot of freedom to decide how I do my own work.”

Source: HILDA Wave E (Release 5.1)

Population: All employed persons in 2005.
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Table B.15: Low assessments (continued)

	 All persons	 VET quals	 Higher ed	 No post-schl

	 All	 FT only	 All	 FT only	 All	 FT only	 All	 FT only

	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %	 %

Job not complex ‡

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing	 41.9	 34.8	 39.5	 33.0	 34.2	 24.5	 45.7	 39.1

Mining	 39.2	 38.8	 46.5	 46.0	 0.0	 0.0	 45.2	 45.2

Manufacturing	 41.1	 37.6	 37.4	 35.5	 36.6	 33.5	 46.0	 41.4

Electricity, Gas & WaterSupply	 34.0	 33.7	 22.3	 23.9	 17.4	 18.6	 63.6	 62.5

Construction	 34.0	 30.6	 25.0	 23.1	 13.4	 10.2	 47.5	 45.0

Wholesale Trade	 47.4	 42.5	 43.6	 39.4	 40.0	 43.7	 52.8	 44.8

Retail Trade	 62.8	 44.2	 50.2	 36.5	 54.4	 33.8	 68.7	 51.9

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 62.6	 42.1	 60.9	 47.5	 61.9	 42.3	 63.5	 37.8

Transport & Storage	 43.5	 39.6	 36.6	 36.0	 40.6	 36.7	 48.6	 43.7

Communication Services	 34.8	 29.7	 32.5	 24.0	 24.0	 19.3	 40.6	 39.2

Finance & Insurance	 23.2	 16.4	 24.3	 22.6	 12.2	 9.5	 34.4	 19.5

Property & Business Services	 34.2	 22.6	 32.6	 24.1	 17.4	 10.8	 54.1	 39.0

Government Administration & Defence	 25.9	 20.6	 24.0	 18.4	 20.2	 16.4	 35.5	 28.9

Education	 25.9	 12.7	 29.9	 10.8	 15.9	 8.7	 55.3	 42.4

Health & Community Services	 40.1	 36.4	 47.2	 44.6	 24.1	 19.6	 50.0	 49.3

Cultural & Recreational Services	 40.6	 30.6	 36.5	 37.9	 38.9	 27.2	 44.7	 24.8

Personal & Other Services	 45.8	 34.6	 42.0	 36.0	 24.2	 5.5	 58.6	 43.3

Total	 41.3	 31.7	 38.1	 31.9	 24.0	 17.4	 53.9	 42.1

Job little autonomy §		  						    

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing	 16.4	 16.6	 16.2	 18.2	 5.8	 7.3	 19.5	 18.0

Mining	 20.0	 18.2	 19.3	 15.3	 35.5	 35.5	 15.1	 15.1

Manufacturing	 23.3	 23.5	 20.1	 20.4	 17.5	 17.1	 28.2	 29.1

Electricity, Gas & Water Supply	 13.4	 12.1	 10.4	 9.8	 24.4	 26.1	 13.6	 9.4

Construction	 17.1	 17.5	 14.5	 13.9	 6.2	 5.5	 21.8	 24.7

Wholesale Trade	 20.0	 18.0	 14.5	 14.7	 13.7	 12.5	 26.4	 22.2

Retail Trade	 37.5	 27.2	 33.9	 28.0	 37.1	 36.2	 39.0	 24.7

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 35.6	 22.9	 30.7	 20.7	 49.4	 31.1	 36.3	 23.5

Transport & Storage	 26.4	 24.5	 18.6	 17.3	 29.1	 23.4	 30.8	 31.2

Communication Services	 26.9	 24.2	 23.1	 19.3	 8.7	 3.1	 36.4	 38.4

Finance & Insurance	 25.3	 25.3	 32.3	 34.6	 16.6	 16.0	 28.1	 28.5

Property & Business Services	 15.3	 13.4	 18.0	 15.5	 11.8	 11.2	 17.3	 14.9

Government Administration & Defence	 21.5	 20.5	 24.1	 25.5	 14.2	 13.3	 28.6	 24.5

Education	 19.2	 15.2	 25.6	 20.0	 17.0	 14.3	 19.0	 12.7

Health & Community Services	 26.2	 26.4	 25.5	 25.5	 20.2	 22.8	 33.2	 32.8

Cultural & Recreational Services	 23.7	 16.8	 17.2	 13.2	 21.7	 17.3	 29.8	 20.7

Personal & Other Services	 22.5	 25.7	 20.3	 24.8	 13.1	 15.2	 28.7	 31.2

Total	 24.2	 20.9	 22.2	 20.3	 17.7	 16.1	 29.6	 25.0

Notes: Data weighted. Items from self-completion questionnaire, 
percentage who answered strongly disagree to items (ie. 1,2 or 3 on 7 point scale).

¶ I use many of my skills and abilities in my current job.”

† ‘My job often requires me to learn new skills.”

‡ ‘My job is complex and difficult.”

§’I have a lot of freedom to decide how I do my own work.”

Source: HILDA Wave E (Release 5.1)

Population: All employed persons in 2005.
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 Table B.16: Change in skill usage, by training and highest qualification held

	 Change between 2003 and 2005 §	

Amount of training ¶ 	 Worse	 Same	 Better	 Total	 n	

	 %	 %	 %	 %		

All persons					   

None	 34.1	 35.5	 30.4	 100.0	 1,516

One year	 28.7	 34.6	 36.7	 100.0	 1,162

Two years	 29.0	 42.9	 28.1	 100.0	 975

Three years	 28.8	 44.8	 26.4	 100.0	 901

Total	 30.7	 38.5	 30.8	 100.0	 4,554

VET qualifications					   

None	 36.5	 34.5	 29.0	 100.0	 449

One year	 33.8	 32.7	 33.5	 100.0	 386

Two years	 29.3	 48.9	 21.8	 100.0	 352

Three years	 37.9	 36.3	 25.8	 100.0	 317

Total	 34.5	 37.7	 27.8	 100.0	 1,504

Higher education qualifications					   

None	 28.1	 35.6	 36.2	 100.0	 312

One year	 25.7	 35.9	 38.5	 100.0	 318

Two years	 23.6	 47.0	 29.4	 100.0	 330

Three years	 22.1	 48.2	 29.8	 100.0	 382

Total	 24.9	 41.6	 33.5	 100.0	 1,342

No post-school qualifications					   

None	 35.0	 36.1	 28.9	 100.0	 755

One year	 26.1	 35.5	 38.4	 100.0	 458

Two years	 33.5	 31.8	 34.7	 100.0	 293

Three years	 24.6	 53.1	 22.3	 100.0	 202

Total	 31.2	 37.1	 31.6	 100.0	 1,708

Notes: Data weighted (except n column). Item from self-completion questionnaire, scaled 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). ‘Worse’ defined as dropping on the scale; 
‘Same’ defined as scoring the same; ‘Better’ defined as improving on the scale.

§ Item was: “I use many of my skills and abilities in my current job.”

¶ Amount of training defined by answers in each year (2003, 2004, 2005) to question: “During the last 12 months, have you taken part in any education or training schemes 
or courses, as part of your employment?”

Source: HILDA Wave E (Release 5.1)  

Population: All employees in 2003 who were still employed in 2005 (and answered the self-completion question).
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Table B.17: Change in skill usage, by training and highest qualification held—alternative definition of change

	 Change between 2003 and 2005 §	

Amount of training ¶	 Worse	 Same	 Better	 Total	 n

	 %	 %	 %	 %		

All persons		  			 

None	 16.9	 68.4	 14.8	 100.0	 1,516

One year	 11.1	 69.9	 19.0	 100.0	 1,162

Two years	 10.0	 79.0	 11.0	 100.0	 975

Three years	 8.2	 85.2	 6.6	 100.0	 901

Total	 12.3	 74.1	 13.6	 100.0	 4,554

VET qualifications		  			 

None	 15.8	 70.5	 13.6	 100.0	 449

One year	 13.3	 72.0	 14.6	 100.0	 386

Two years	 12.1	 80.1	 7.8	 100.0	 352

Three years	 12.6	 80.6	 6.9	 100.0	 317

Total	 13.6	 75.3	 11.1	 100.0	 1,504

Higher education qualifications	 				  

None	 14.5	 66.4	 19.0	 100.0	 312

One year	 9.2	 69.6	 21.2	 100.0	 318

Two years	 6.4	 83.5	 10.1	 100.0	 330

Three years	 5.3	 88.5	 6.2	 100.0	 382

Total	 8.9	 77.0	 14.1	 100.0	 1,342

No post-school qualifications	 				  

None	 18.3	 67.9	 13.9	 100.0	 755

One year	 10.3	 68.4	 21.4	 100.0	 458

Two years	 10.6	 73.6	 15.8	 100.0	 293

Three years	 5.6	 87.6	 6.8	 100.0	 202

Total	 13.5	 71.1	 15.4	 100.0	 1,708

Notes: Data weighted (except n column). Item from self-completion questionnaire, scaled 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). ‘Worse’ defined as dropping on the scale 
by more than one point; ‘Same’ defined as scoring the same, or one point above or below; ‘Better’ defined as improving on the scale by more than one point.

§ Item was: “I use many of my skills and abilities in my current job.”

¶ Amount of training defined by answers in each year (2003,2004, 2005) to question: During the last 12 months, have you taken part in any education or training schemes or 
courses, as part of your employment?”

Source: HILDA Wave F (Release 5.1)

Population: All employees in 2003 who were still employed in 2005 (and answered the self-completion question).
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Table B.18: Change in skill usage, by training and selected occupation

	 Change between 2003 and 2005 §	

Amount of training ¶	 Worse	 Same	 Better	 Total	 n	

	 %	 %	 %	 %	

Associate Professionals		  			 

None	 35.2	 31.8	 33.0	 100.0	 163

One year	 17.4	 41.1	 41.5	 100.0	 150

Two years	 29.3	 40.3	 30.4	 100.0	 149

Three years	 30.3	 48.0	 21.7	 100.0	 150

Total	 27.9	 40.2	 31.9	 100.0	 612

Tradespersons		  			 

None	 40.6	 45.6	 13.8	 100.0	 176

One year	 41.5	 26.1	 32.4	 100.0	 114

Two years	 22.6	 50.6	 26.8	 100.0	 95

Three years	 32.2	 53.4	 14.4	 100.0	 73

Total	 35.8	 43.4	 20.8	 100.0	 458

Intermediate clerical & service		  			 

None	 30.4	 30.5	 39.1	 100.0	 289

One year	 33.5	 31.9	 34.6	 100.0	 256

Two years	 31.2	 39.4	 29.4	 100.0	 168

Three years	 36.0	 33.0	 31.0	 100.0	 133

Total	 32.4	 32.9	 34.8	 100.0	 846

Intermediate production & transport		  			 

None	 33.2	 30.9	 35.9	 100.0	 149

One year	 32.9	 31.6	 35.5	 100.0	 103

Two years	 27.7	 29.9	 42.4	 100.0	 60

Three years	 29.7	 33.6	 36.7	 100.0	 39

Total	 31.9	 31.3	 36.8	 100.0	 351

Notes: Data weighted (except n column). Item from self-completion questionnaire, scaled 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). ‘Worse’ defined as dropping on the scale; 
‘Same’ defined as scoring the same; ‘Better’ defined as improving on the scale.

§ Item was: “I use many of my skills and abilities in my current job.”

¶ Amount of training defined by answers in each year (2003, 2004, 2005) to question: “During the last 12 months, have you taken part in any education or training schemes 
or courses, as part of your employment?”

Source: HILDA Wave E (Release 5.1)

Population: All employees in 2003 who were still employed in 2005 (and answered the self-completion question). 
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Table B.19: Employees not learning skills in the job (%)

	 Perm	 Cas	 FT	 PT	 Perm FT	 Perm PT	 Cas FT	 Cas PT	 Total

Weekly earnings									       

$1–$79	 14	 21	 10	 22	 22	 11	 7	 23	 20

$80–$159	 19	 26	 11	 26	 1	 21	 16	 26	 25

$160–$299	 12	 21	 7	 21	 5	 16	 13	 22	 18

$300–$499	 12	 19	 13	 16	 11	 12	 18	 19	 14

$500–$699	 11	 16	 12	 12	 11	 9	 16	 17	 12

$700–$999	 10	 15	 10	 12	 9	 12	 15	 13	 10

$1,000–$1,499	 9	 13	 10	 14	 9	 10	 12	 20	 10

$1,500 or more	 7	 13	 8	 12	 7	 2	 12	 17	 8

Occupation									       

Managers & administrators	 8	 9	 8	 10	 8	 3	 8	 14	 8

Professionals	 7	 12	 8	 10	 7	 7	 10	 14	 8

Technicians & associate professioanls	 9	 13	 9	 14	 8	 11	 9	 16	 10

Tradespersons	 9	 12	 9	 14	 8	 13	 11	 14	 10

Advanced clerical & service workers	 13	 17	 13	 17	 12	 15	 15	 18	 14

Intermediate clerical, sales & service	 10	 18	 11	 15	 10	 10	 18	 18	 13

Intermediate production &transport	 16	 26	 16	 32	 14	 23	 20	 34	 19

Elementary clerical, sales & services	 17	 25	 16	 25	 14	 22	 20	 26	 22

Labourers & related workers	 16	 26	 17	 27	 14	 24	 23	 28	 22

Industry									       

Agriculture etc	 6	 14	 8	 19	 5	 14	 12	 20	 10

Mining	 7	 8	 7	 18	 7	 45	 8	 8	 7

Manufacturing	 15	 23	 15	 25	 14	 26	 23	 25	 17

Electricity, Gas & Water	 8	 11	 8	 13	 8	 13	 8	 13	 8

Construction	 7	 10	 8	 14	 6	 13	 10	 15	 8

Wholesale Trade	 17	 33	 19	 32	 17	 19	 29	 38	 21

Retail Trade	 15	 24	 14	 24	 13	 20	 17	 25	 19

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 12	 22	 14	 23	 12	 16	 18	 24	 19

Transport & Storage	 15	 23	 15	 23	 15	 17	 17	 26	 17

Communication Services	 13	 24	 14	 24	 12	 20	 23	 27	 16

Finance & Insurance	 8	 16	 9	 12	 9	 8	 14	 20	 10

Property & Business Services	 10	 21	 10	 22	 9	 18	 16	 23	 13

Government	 7	 18	 7	 17	 6	 14	 14	 21	 8

Education	 8	 13	 7	 11	 7	 9	 7	 14	 9

Health & Community Services	 8	 12	 8	 10	 7	 8	 11	 12	 9

Cultural & Recreation Services	 9	 17	 8	 18	 8	 12	 7	 20	 13

Personal & Other Services	 11	 16	 11	 17	 11	 12	 9	 18	 13

Totals	 11	 19	 11	 19	 10	 13	 15	 22	 13

Notes: Data weighted. Note that percentages for permanent part-time and casual part-time in mining and in electricity gas and water supply are unreliable as they are based 
on cell counts of below 30 observations. The combined part-time counts, however, are greater than 30.

Source: Student Outcomes Survey 2005.

Population: All survey respondents who were employed in May 2005.
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Table B.20: Changes in skill levels between 2002 and 2004 (%)

	 Increase	 Decrease	 No	 Unable	 Total	 n 
			   change	 to say 

Gender						    

Male	 64	 4	 25	 7	 100	 1029

Female	 66	 4	 21	 9	 100	 959

Age						    

16	 67	 6	 12	 15	 100	 54

17	 82	 2	 12	 4	 100	 138

18	 67	 5	 20	 8	 100	 251

19	 61	 3	 24	 12	 100	 390

20	 68	 4	 17	 11	 100	 373

21	 58	 6	 29	 7	 100	 286

22	 65	 6	 27	 2	 100	 216

23	 56	 4	 36	 4	 100	 157

24	 62	 3	 35	 1	 100	 123

Metropolitan location						    

Yes	 64	 4	 24	 8	 100	 1109

No	 66	 5	 21	 8	 100	 879

Prior field of study						    

Land & marine resources, animal husbandry	 52	 4	 39	 5	 100	 77

Architecture, building	 59	 3	 31	 8	 100	 173

Art, humanities & social sciences	 51	 5	 26	 18	 100	 121

Business, administration, economics	 68	 3	 23	 6	 100	 413

Education	 98	 0	 0	 2	 100	 17

Engineering, surveying	 72	 3	 18	 7	 100	 336

Health, community services	 70	 5	 18	 8	 100	 265

Law, legal studies	 79	 0	 21	 0	 100	 19

Science	 65	 6	 27	 3	 100	 121

Veterinary science, animal care	 47	 1	 2	 50	 100	 17

Services, hospitality, transportation	 61	 8	 24	 7	 100	 379

VET multi-field education	 59	 6	 26	 9	 100	 50

Income						    

Under $26,000	 58	 6	 25	 11	 100	 718

$26,000 to under $36,400	 69	 4	 21	 6	 100	 607

$36,400 to under $52,000	 70	 3	 23	 4	 100	 339

$52,000 and over	 68	 4	 25	 3	 100	 182

Occupation						    

Managers & administrators	 74	 6	 20	 0	 100	 37

Professionals	 90	 2	 6	 2	 100	 146

Technicians & associate professionals	 75	 3	 19	 3	 100	 239

Tradespersons & related workers	 71	 3	 22	 5	 100	 560

Advanced clerical & service workers	 88	 3	 9	 0	 100	 52

Intermediate clerical, sales & service	 58	 5	 24	 14	 100	 499

Intermediate production & transport	 53	 7	 20	 20	 100	 85

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 56	 4	 34	 6	 100	 253

Labourers & related workers	 34	 10	 39	 16	 100	 117

Totals	 65	 4	 23	 8	 100	 1988

Notes: Data weighted. Question: ‘Think about the level of skill you use in your job now compared to then (2002). Would you say there has been . ..’. Increase: ‘A significant 
increase between then and now’; Decrease: ‘A significant decrease’; No change: ‘Little or no change’; Unable to say: ‘Too hard to compare jobs’.

Source: Down the Track Survey 2004.

Population: All employed persons who responded in 2004 from original 2002 Student Outcomes Survey.
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Table B.20: Changes in skill levels between 2002 and 2004 (cont’d) (%)

	 Increase	 Decrease	 No	 Unable	 Total	 n 
			   change	 to say 

Industry	 					   

Agriculture etc	 55	 8	 16	 21	 100	 39

Mining	 42	 2	 56	 0	 100	 29

Manufacturing	 61	 2	 26	 12	 100	 173

Electricity, gas & water	 50	 3	 47	 0	 100	 17

Construction	 68	 4	 24	 5	 100	 279

Wholesale trade	 75	 5	 18	 2	 100	 55

Retail trade	 59	 5	 31	 6	 100	 412

Accomm, cafes & restaurants	 43	 9	 24	 23	 100	 178

Transport & storage	 54	 11	 21	 14	 100	 62

Communication services	 56	 0	 29	 15	 100	 18

Finance & insurance	 66	 3	 29	 1	 100	 43

Property & business services	 82	 4	 13	 2	 100	 180

Government	 82	 3	 14	 1	 100	 84

Education	 66	 0	 29	 5	 100	 56

Health & community services	 75	 2	 13	 10	 100	 205

Cultural & recreation services	 68	 8	 19	 5	 100	 65

Personal services	 76	 2	 15	 7	 100	 91

Job tenure						    

Less than 2 years	 58	 7	 20	 14	 100	 972

2 years or more	 71	 2	 25	 2	 100	 1016

Employment status						    

Permanent & other	 71	 3	 20	 6	 100	 1445

Casual	 48	 6	 31	 14	 100	 543

Hours worked						    

Full-time	 70	 4	 20	 6	 100	 1480

Part-time	 49	 6	 33	 12	 100	 508

Number of jobs since 2002						    

One	 71	 1	 25	 3	 100	 1076

Two	 56	 8	 22	 13	 100	 458

Three	 55	 10	 22	 13	 100	 250

Four or more	 62	 4	 18	 17	 100	 204

Holds multiple jobs						    

Yes	 67	 4	 17	 12	 100	 267

No	 65	 4	 24	 7	 100	 1721

Totals	 65	 4	 23	 8	 100	 1988

Notes: Data weighted. Question: ‘Think about the level of skill you use in your job now compared to then (2002). Would you say there has been . . . ’. Increase: ‘A significant 
increase between then and now’; Decrease: ‘A significant decrease’; No change: ‘Little or no change’; Unable to say: ‘Too hard to compare jobs’.

Source: Down the Track Survey 2004.

Population: All employed persons who responded in 2004 from original 2002 Student Outcomes Survey.
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Table B.21: How increased skills were learned, 2002–2004 (%)

	 A	 B	 C	 D	 E	 F	 n

Gender							     

Male	 47	 35	 44	 48	 39	 18	 705

Female	 45	 37	 40	 43	 52	 13	 656

Age							     

16	 81	 8	 18	 41	 49	 11	 34

17	 40	 30	 67	 27	 52	 5	 104

18	 50	 43	 41	 38	 39	 13	 188

19	 41	 32	 26	 55	 48	 14	 271

20	 47	 37	 50	 53	 39	 17	 256

21	 54	 42	 49	 48	 43	 22	 170

22	 49	 43	 40	 44	 44	 24	 153

23	 40	 34	 34	 44	 52	 25	 101

24	 45	 46	 39	 58	 40	 12	 84

Metropolitan location							     

Yes	 45	 34	 42	 48	 43	 15	 740

No	 48	 39	 43	 42	 48	 16	 621

Prior field of study							     

Land & marine resources, animal husbandry	 62	 63	 48	 37	 44	 9	 50

Architecture, building	 42	 48	 48	 59	 31	 20	 125

Art, humanities & social sciences	 46	 32	 35	 43	 43	 11	 73

Business, administration, economics	 46	 39	 46	 37	 51	 12	 296

Education	 7	 8	 91	 5	 79	 3	 16

Engineering, surveying	 46	 37	 45	 51	 36	 24	 246

Health, community services	 41	 30	 28	 58	 68	 16	 179

Law, legal studies	 57	 8	 3	 27	 70	 3	 15

Science	 33	 30	 41	 61	 37	 19	 82

Veterinary science, animal care	 76	 11	 10	 93	 70	 0	 11

Services, hospitality, transportation	 51	 40	 36	 43	 36	 13	 240

VET multi-field education	 96	 21	 22	 34	 35	 20	 28

Income							     

Under $26,000	 52	 34	 43	 38	 41	 14	 420

$26,000 to under $36,400	 46	 42	 38	 52	 49	 15	 464

$36,400 to under $52,000	 43	 36	 41	 48	 48	 22	 245

$52,000 and over	 39	 32	 43	 58	 36	 17	 145

Occupation							     

Managers & administrators	 27	 8	 10	 68	 77	 6	 26

Professionals	 21	 17	 42	 44	 60	 11	 119

Technicians & associate professionals	 53	 45	 43	 51	 55	 20	 181

Tradespersons & related workers	 49	 45	 48	 52	 38	 21	 429

Advanced clerical & service workers	 45	 34	 22	 25	 36	 7	 45

Intermediate clerical, sales & service	 52	 39	 41	 46	 47	 16	 337

Intermediate production & transport	 47	 31	 24	 53	 11	 8	 49

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 48	 26	 54	 27	 44	 11	 132

Labourers & related workers	 53	 37	 34	 28	 36	 4	 43

Totals	 46	 36	 42	 46	 45	 16	 1361

Notes: Data weighted. 

Key:

A:	‘My supervisor taught me on the job’

B:	 ‘I learned by watching others at work’

C:	 ‘I learned by being helped by colleagues at work’

D:	‘I learned at work through trial and error’

E:	 ‘I did one or more courses of training or education’

F:	 ‘I learned with the aid of manuals, books, videos or on-line materials’ Source: Down the Track Survey 2004.

Population: All employed persons who responded in 2004 from original 2002 Student Outcomes Survey and who answered that they had experienced a significant increase 
in their skill between 2002 and 2004.
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Table B.21: How increased skills were learned, 2002–2004 (cont’d) (%)

	 A	 B	 C	 D	 E	 F	 n

Industry							     

Agriculture etc	 41	 54	 53	 30	 58	 11	 25

Mining	 28	 64	 57	 31	 44	 24	 21

Manufacturing	 46	 36	 61	 36	 53	 24	 114

Electricity, gas & water	 85	 10	 27	 10	 68	 5	 14

Construction	 45	 42	 48	 58	 29	 18	 206

Wholesale trade	 52	 52	 49	 43	 30	 22	 39

Retail trade	 59	 37	 42	 44	 37	 15	 251

Accommodation, cafes & restaurants	 51	 27	 33	 42	 31	 4	 101

Transport & storage	 25	 29	 11	 29	 52	 8	 41

Communication services	 11	 22	 20	 42	 42	 16	 13

Finance & insurance	 60	 39	 32	 6	 43	 10	 31

Property & business services	 32	 22	 42	 49	 46	 8	 135

Government	 58	 31	 40	 45	 62	 13	 67

Education	 19	 18	 27	 45	 51	 11	 42

Health & community services	 45	 39	 33	 67	 74	 23	 146

Cultural & reccreation services	 43	 32	 25	 25	 38	 8	 40

Personal services	 49	 50	 39	 43	 56	 17	 74

Job tenure							     

Less than 2 years	 45	 33	 40	 38	 40	 13	 619

2 years or more	 47	 38	 44	 52	 49	 17	 742

Employment status							     

Permanent & other	 47	 37	 41	 47	 45	 17	 1072

Casual	 42	 32	 46	 41	 44	 11	 289

Hours worked							     

Full-time	 46	 38	 43	 46	 46	 17	 1101

Part-time	 45	 28	 38	 47	 39	 11	 260

Number of jobs since 2002							     

One	 48	 38	 44	 50	 46	 17	 777

Two	 46	 39	 34	 42	 46	 17	 294

Three	 49	 36	 45	 41	 32	 16	 155

Four or more	 37	 19	 49	 34	 51	 5	 135

Holds multiple jobs							     

Yes	 55	 38	 39	 40	 44	 25	 171

No	 45	 36	 43	 47	 45	 14	 1190

Totals	 46	 36	 42	 46	 45	 16	 1361

Notes: Data weighted. 

Key:

A:	‘My supervisor taught me on the job’

B:	 ‘I learned by watching others at work’

C:	 ‘I learned by being helped by colleagues at work’

D:	‘I learned at work through trial and error’

E:	 ‘I did one or more courses of training or education’

F:	 ‘I learned with the aid of manuals, books, videos or on-line materials’

Source: Down the Track Survey 2004.

Population: All employed persons who responded in 2004 from original 2002 Student Outcomes Survey and who answered that they had experienced a significant increase 
in their skill between 2002 and 2004.
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Table B.22: Work-related training or education, by occupation and highest qualification held

	 Undertook training¶	 Aim of training

	 as % of those undertaking training

	 %	 n	 Skills † %	 Standards ‡  %	 General § %	 n

All persons						    

Managers	 48	 372	 78	 66	 56	 174

Professionals	 57	 1,590	 77	 63	 57	 922

Associate Professionals	 51	 840	 74	 57	 54	 426

Tradespersons	 40	 680	 73	 56	 50	 292

Advanced clerical & service	 36	 193	 61	 32	 43	 74

Intermediate clerical & service	 40	 1,342	 71	 51	 52	 550

Intermediate production & transport	 31	 544	 63	 48	 48	 172

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 29	 721	 62	 46	 47	 198

Labourers & related workers	 23	 529	 48	 43	 32	 129

Total	 41	 6,811	 71	 55	 52	 2,937

VET qualifications						    

Managers	 47	 95	 66	 69	 54	 46

Professionals	 58	 293	 77	 60	 54	 171

Associate Professionals	 51	 345	 74	 61	 53	 179

Tradespersons	 41	 410	 73	 55	 49	 181

Advanced clerical & service	 45	 58	 70	 24	 39	 29

Intermediate clerical & service	 51	 483	 74	 54	 54	 245

Intermediate production & transport	 39	 179	 63	 61	 46	 70

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 37	 133	 66	 60	 61	 46

Labourers & related workers	 27	 123	 44	 38	 39	 33

Total	 46	 2,119	 71	 57	 52	 1,000

Higher education qualifications						    

Managers	 54	 196	 82	 64	 62	 100

Professionals	 57	 1,114	 78	 66	 59	 651

Associate Professionals	 59	 210	 79	 54	 57	 121

Tradespersons	 41	 15	 82	 46	 15	 6

Advanced clerical & service	 46	 24	 41	 41	 57	 11

Intermediate clerical & service	 45	 149	 63	 51	 62	 65

Intermediate production & transport	 31	 14	 58	 65	 51	 6

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 26	 48	 37	 48	 24	 14

Labourers & related workers	 25	 25	 40	 74	 40	 7

Total	 53	 1,795	 76	 62	 58	 981

No post-school qualifications						    

Managers	 35	 81	 79	 67	 36	 28

Professionals	 56	 183	 71	 52	 50	 100

Associate Professionals	 44	 285	 68	 54	 53	 126

Tradespersons	 37	 255	 73	 58	 54	 105

Advanced clerical & service	 29	 111	 62	 34	 40	 34

Intermediate clerical & service	 32	 710	 71	 48	 47	 240

Intermediate production & transport	 27	 351	 64	 38	 50	 96

Elementary clerical, sales & service	 27	 540	 63	 40	 43	 138

Labourers & related workers	 22	 381	 50	 42	 28	 89

Total	 32	 2,897	 67	 47	 46	 956

Notes: Data weighted (except n columns). Percentages based on n’s of less than 30 should be regarded as unreliable.

¶ “During the last 12 months, have you taken part in any education or training schemes or courses, as part of your employment?”

† “To improve your skills in your current job.”

‡ “To maintain professional status and/or meet occupational standards.”

§“To develop your skills generally.”

Source: HILDA Wave E (Release 5.1)

Population: All employees in occupations in 200 
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Table B.23: Work-related training or education, by industry and highest qualification held

	  Undertook training¶	 Aim of training

	 as % of those undertaking training

	 %	 n	 Skills † %	 Standards ‡  %	 General § %	 n

All persons						    

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing	 32	 139	 62	 47	 30	 41

Mining	 57	 103	 76	 43	 58	 57

Manufacturing	 34	 738	 69	 44	 41	 260

Electricity, Gas & Water Supply	 59	 57	 75	 47	 46	 34

Construction	 33	 328	 64	 50	 46	 124

Wholesale Trade	 36	 288	 64	 56	 39	 102

Retail Trade	 27	 943	 71	 49	 53	 254

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 25	 356	 63	 46	 42	 96

Transport & Storage	 45	 261	 72	 63	 52	 119

Communication Services	 43	 130	 69	 55	 50	 60

Finance & Insurance	 52	 257	 69	 65	 48	 143

Property & Business Services	 40	 624	 67	 59	 57	 258

Government Administration & Defence	 59	 411	 79	 54	 63	 239

Education	 55	 770	 78	 59	 57	 426

Health & Community Services	 53	 925	 71	 63	 55	 514

Cultural & Recreational Services	 34	 192	 71	 68	 54	 68

Personal & Other Services	 50	 243	 70	 47	 50	 126

Total	 41	 6,765	 71	 55	 52	 2,921

VET qualifications						    

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing	 25	 46	 53	 54	 10	 10

Mining	 66	 52	 69	 49	 51	 33

Manufacturing	 33	 290	 67	 49	 36	 104

Electricity, Gas & Water Supply	 73	 30	 83	 48	 38	 22

Construction	 35	 142	 65	 48	 43	 58

Wholesale Trade	 48	 109	 55	 69	 28	 46

Retail Trade	 34	 216	 80	 56	 64	 76

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 31	 103	 54	 40	 37	 34

Transport & Storage	 52	 83	 88	 70	 60	 42

Communication Services	 43	 35	 89	 38	 66	 16

Finance & Insurance	 61	 78	 83	 73	 55	 49

Property & Business Services	 42	 161	 65	 60	 60	 74

Government Administration & Defence	 59	 119	 83	 61	 64	 73

Education	 57	 166	 75	 58	 61	 93

Health & Community Services	 59	 299	 61	 59	 56	 176

Cultural & Recreational Services	 30	 60	 73	 53	 53	 21

Personal & Other Services	 57	 121	 82	 48	 52	 71

Total	 46	 2,110	 71	 57	 52	 998

Notes: Data weighted (except n columns). Percentages based on n’s of less than 30 should be regarded as unreliable. 

¶ “During the last 12 months, have you taken part in any education or training schemes or courses, as part of your employment?”

† “To improve your skills in your current job.”

‡ “To maintain professional status and/or meet occupational standards.”

§“To develop your skills generally.”

Source: HILDA Wave E (Release 5.1)

Population: All employees in occupations in 2005.
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Table B.23: Work-related training or education (cont’d)

	  Undertook training¶	 Aim of training

	 as % of those undertaking training

	 %	 n	 Skills † %	 Standards ‡  %	 General § %	 n

Higher education qualifications	 					   

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing	 52	 24	 70	 84	 44	 13

Mining	 63	 14	 92	 33	 71	 9

Manufacturing	 51	 117	 76	 38	 46	 56

Electricity, Gas & Water Supply	 50	 12	 91	 53	 73	 7

Construction	 20	 23	 79	 64	 68	 7

Wholesale Trade	 45	 45	 74	 40	 54	 20

Retail Trade	 31	 71	 52	 52	 44	 21

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 39	 27	 72	 44	 55	 11

Transport & Storage	 56	 39	 76	 74	 56	 24

Communication Services	 40	 27	 51	 69	 70	 11

Finance & Insurance	 51	 89	 62	 52	 50	 50

Property & Business Services	 51	 226	 70	 68	 60	 115

Government Administration & Defence	 60	 173	 78	 56	 64	 98

Education	 58	 475	 82	 64	 59	 279

Health & Community Services	 62	 332	 81	 76	 61	 211

Cultural & Recreational Services	 49	 50	 78	 77	 65	 22

Personal & Other Services	 53	 39	 53	 44	 55	 21

Total	 53	 1,783	 76	 62	 58	 975

No post-school qualifications						    

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing	 31	 69	 63	 19	 35	 18

Mining	 43	 37	 80	 38	 64	 15

Manufacturing	 27	 331	 65	 42	 42	 100

Electricity, Gas & Water Supply	 38	 15	 35	 39	 61	 5

Construction	 33	 163	 62	 49	 46	 59

Wholesale Trade	 24	 134	 72	 44	 50	 36

Retail Trade	 24	 656	 70	 46	 49	 157

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 20	 226	 68	 51	 42	 51

Transport & Storage	 38	 139	 57	 51	 44	 53

Communication Services	 44	 68	 65	 59	 35	 33

Finance & Insurance	 45	 90	 62	 70	 38	 44

Property & Business Services	 29	 237	 62	 45	 49	 69

Government Administration & Defence	 56	 119	 76	 44	 61	 68

Education	 43	 129	 68	 41	 44	 54

Health & Community Services	 40	 294	 71	 48	 42	 127

Cultural & Recreational Services	 28	 82	 62	 72	 43	 25

Personal & Other Services	 39	 83	 56	 46	 44	 34

Total	 32	 2,872	 67	 47	 46	 948

Notes: Data weighted (except n columns). Percentages based on n’s of less than 30 should be regarded as unreliable. 

¶“During the last 12 months, have you taken part in any education or training schemes or courses, as part of your employment?”

† “To improve your skills in your current job.”

‡ “To maintain professional status and/or meet occupational standards.”

§“To develop your skills generally.”

Source: HILDA Wave E (Release 5.1)

Population: All employees in occupations in 2005.
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Table B.24: How organisations determine their training needs (row percentages §)

	 A	 B	 C	 D	 E	 F	 G	 H	 n

Industry									       

Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing	 38	 54	 9	 0	 9	 2	 3	 2	 311

Mining	 54	 21	 11	 0	 10	 3	 6	 1	 131

Manufacturing	 45	 41	 5	 1	 7	 4	 8	 4	 332

Electricity, Gas & Water Supply	 30	 35	 26	 0	 1	 18	 16	 11	 135

Construction	 43	 45	 27	 0	 8	 0	 9	 3	 303

Wholesale Trade	 42	 39	 4	 1	 17	 0	 11	 2	 181

Retail Trade	 36	 50	 6	 1	 6	 6	 9	 11	 498

Accommodation, Cafes & Restaurants	 46	 44	 13	 0	 7	 3	 2	 2	 237

Transport & Storage	 35	 34	 22	 2	 4	 1	 4	 5	 304

Communication Services	 49	 45	 4	 1	 18	 4	 25	 2	 158

Finance & Insurance	 52	 32	 23	 0	 14	 2	 7	 2	 246

Property & Business Services	 51	 35	 12	 0	 19	 2	 4	 4	 233

Government Administration & Defence	 77	 32	 13	 2	 12	 4	 2	 0	 244

Education	 63	 26	 14	 2	 20	 8	 2	 5	 312

Health & Community Services	 51	 42	 12	 0	 15	 3	 7	 3	 434

Cultural & Recreational Services	 45	 44	 13	 1	 7	 3	 2	 12	 334

Personal & Other Services	 46	 41	 12	 0	 2	 5	 8	 6	 203

Total	 44	 42	 13	 0	 10	 3	 7	 5	 4596

Sector									       

Private	 44	 42	 13	 0	 10	 3	 7	 5	 4081

Public	 58	 37	 16	 3	 15	 4	 2	 1	 516

Total	 44	 42	 13	 0	 10	 3	 7	 5	 4597

Organisational size									       

Small	 39	 45	 12	 0	 9	 3	 7	 5	 2431

Medium	 60	 34	 16	 0	 12	 3	 4	 5	 1455

Large	 90	 31	 18	 1	 11	 3	 11	 3	 715

Total	 44	 42	 13	 0	 10	 3	 7	 5	 4601

Proportion of permanents									       

None	 31	 52	 10	 0	 6	 2	 1	 0	 261

One to 49 per cent	 45	 43	 9	 0	 8	 6	 3	 6	 462

50 to 74 per cent	 41	 40	 13	 0	 8	 2	 5	 6	 544

75 to 99 per cent	 57	 46	 14	 0	 8	 4	 7	 5	 905

All	 44	 41	 14	 1	 11	 3	 8	 5	 2429

Total	 44	 42	 13	 0	 10	 3	 7	 5	 4601

Proportion of full-timers									       

None	 35	 50	 10	 0	 9	 3	 5	 2	 599

One to 49 per cent	 50	 44	 10	 1	 9	 4	 5	 5	 933

50 to 74 per cent	 45	 41	 14	 1	 11	 3	 6	 6	 858

75 to 99 per cent	 53	 40	 11	 0	 9	 4	 8	 5	 1001

All	 42	 39	 16	 1	 12	 2	 9	 6	 1209

Total	 44	 42	 13	 0	 10	 3	 7	 5	 4600

Note: Data weighted (except n column). §Row percentages may not total 100 because multiple responses allowed

Key: 
A Performance Mgt/ Skills Appraisal/ Training Needs Analysis 
B Informal Methods 
C Legislative, Regulatory Or Licensing Requirements 
D Award Or Enterprise Bargaining Agreements 
E Employees Flag Own Training Requirements 
F Client Needs/ Feedback 
G When New Products Are Released 
H Advised Of Courses From Supplier Or Training Provider

Source: SEUV 2005.

Population: All organisations surveyed. 



66

Table B.25: How organisations determine their training needs, occupational groups (row percentages §)

	 A	 B	 C	 D	 E	 F	 G	 H	 n

Managers									       

None	 36	 46	 11	 1	 9	 3	 7	 6	 1724

One to 49 per cent	 58	 38	 15	 0	 12	 3	 8	 4	 2682

50 to 74 per cent	 47	 33	 11	 0	 10	 3	 4	 2	 131

75 to 99 per cent	 71	 28	 12	 0	 1	 0	 0	 0	 9

All	 25	 40	 29	 0	 13	 0	 0	 0	 55

Professionals									       

None	 38	 45	 13	 1	 8	 2	 8	 5	 2572

One to 49 per cent	 63	 41	 12	 0	 13	 6	 7	 3	 1350

50 to 74 per cent	 52	 28	 18	 0	 14	 4	 4	 4	 427

75 to 99 per cent	 57	 24	 24	 0	 24	 4	 2	 4	 166

All	 46	 24	 6	 1	 23	 0	 0	 8	 86

Tradespersons									       

None	 44	 42	 13	 0	 11	 3	 5	 4	 2709

One to 49 per cent	 56	 39	 13	 0	 14	 5	 8	 5	 1260

50 to 74 per cent	 39	 43	 10	 0	 3	 1	 12	 8	 289

75 to 99 per cent	 41	 38	 17	 1	 8	 6	 20	 7	 131

All	 32	 53	 12	 2	 6	 2	 10	 10	 212

Clerical workers									       

None	 37	 49	 12	 0	 8	 2	 6	 5	 1590

One to 49 per cent	 54	 34	 13	 1	 12	 4	 8	 6	 2369

50 to 74 per cent	 52	 43	 16	 0	 13	 4	 4	 1	 341

75 to 99 per cent	 66	 41	 9	 0	 12	 11	 14	 1	 122

All	 26	 43	 17	 1	 8	 0	 10	 3	 179

Note: Data weighted (except n column). §Row percentages may not total 100 because multiple responses allowed.

Key: 
A Performance Mgt/ Skills Appraisal/Training Needs Analysis 
B Informal Methods 
C Legislative, Regulatory Or Licensing Requirements 
D Award Or Enterprise Bargaining Agreements 
E Employees Flag Own Training Requirements 
F Client Needs/ Feedback 
G When New Products Are Released 
H Advised Of Courses From Supplier Or Training Provider

Source: SEUV 2005.

Population: All organisations surveyed.
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Table B.25: How organisations determine their training needs, occupational groups (row percentages §) (cont’d)

	 A	 B	 C	 D	 E	 F	 G 	 H	 n

Service workers									       

None	 43	 43	 13	 0	 10	 3	 7	 5	 3830

One to 49 per cent	 71	 40	 8	 0	 15	 3	 2	 2	 393

50 to 74 per cent	 57	 31	 21	 1	 8	 0	 2	 10	 178

75 to 99 per cent	 69	 21	 21	 1	 21	 17	 2	 5	 140

All	 32	 36	 8	 0	 17	 2	 10	 0	 60

Sales workers									       

None	 44	 42	 15	 1	 10	 3	 7	 5	 3467

One to 49 per cent	 53	 39	 8	 0	 13	 3	 7	 5	 718

50 to 74 per cent	 42	 46	 5	 0	 9	 6	 10	 8	 165

75 to 99 per cent	 48	 39	 12	 1	 7	 4	 2	 9	 103

All	 30	 55	 4	 0	 4	 6	 6	 4	 148

Machine operators									       

None	 44	 42	 13	 1	 10	 3	 7	 5	 3516

One to 49 per cent	 50	 43	 9	 0	 13	 2	 5	 2	 674

50 to 74 per cent	 42	 30	 21	 0	 9	 1	 6	 2	 184

75 to 99 per cent	 35	 45	 21	 0	 9	 1	 6	 1	 92

All	 28	 48	 22	 0	 5	 3	 6	 6	 135

Labourers									       

None	 44	 42	 13	 1	 10	 3	 7	 5	 3516

One to 49 per cent	 50	 43	 9	 0	 13	 2	 5	 2	 674

50 to 74 per cent	 42	 30	 21	 0	 9	 1	 6	 2	 184

75 to 99 per cent	 35	 45	 21	 0	 9	 1	 6	 1	 92

All	 28	 48	 22	 0	 5	 3	 6	 6	 135

Totals	 44	 42	 13	 0	 10	 3	 7	 5	 4601

Note: Data weighted (except n column). §Row percentages may not total 100 because multiple responses allowed.

Key: 
A Performance Mgt/ Skills Appraisal/Training Needs Analysis 
B Informal Methods 
C Legislative, Regulatory Or Licensing Requirements 
D Award Or Enterprise Bargaining Agreements 
E Employees Flag Own Training Requirements 
F Client Needs/ Feedback 
G When New Products Are Released 
H Advised Of Courses From Supplier Or Training Provider

Source: SEUV 2005.

Population: All organisations surveyed.
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