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A  n u m ber o f  m em bers —  
especially in W estern Aus
tralia —  have concerns 

about targets for training and de
velopm ent effort in enterprises, 
now  that the T ra in ing  G uarantee 
Schem e (TG S) has been sus
pended  for 1994/5  and 1995/6 . 
W hat is an appropriate m easure to 
indicate a genuine com m itm en t to 
staff developm ent, they ask?

T h e TG S began in July  1990 
after publication o f  a federal gov
ernm ent report, Industry Training: 
the Need fo r  Change. T he Scheme 
aimed to increase the overall level 
o f  investm ent in train ing, to im 
prove the quality  o f  tra in ing  
th rough  planned program s and to 
encourage a m ore equitable d istri
bu tion  o f  train ing effort across in 
dustry . Im plic it in the S chem e’s 
developm ent was the recognition  
th a t m any organisations ded ica t
ing significant resources to tra in 
ing, were having staff ‘poached ' by 
o thers w hich  were not. U nder 
TG S, all employers were required 
to invest at least a set m in im um  
p ro p o rtio n  o f  salary on tra in ing  
for the ir staff. For all b u t the  
sm allest enterprises, 1.5 per cen t 
o f  payroll was the target for the 
Schem e’s last year o f operation.

W hile the TG S levy forced all 
em ployers to  co n trib u te  at least 
som ething, it was a less than  satis
factory yardstick for determ in ing  
real tra in ing  need in an era o f 
rapid  organisational and tech n o 
logical change. Its em phasis on 
dollars spen t, in  particu lar, d is
couraged proper analysis and often 
resulted in a focus on dem onstrat
ing spending rather than develop
ing real train ing . T h e  typical 
example is o f  costly trips to senior

. . .  th e  d ispa rity  in tra ining  
e ffo rt  a m o n g  A u stra lia n  ■ 

e m p lo y e rs  e m p h a s ise s  again  
th e  im p o r ta n c e  fo r  e m p lo y e e s  

o f  a w ide a g e n d a  fo r  
n eg o tia tio n  o f  w o rk p la c e  

ch a n g e  a n d  e n te rp r ise  
a g ree m en ts .

staff conferences accounting for al
m ost all the levy requirem ent, w ith 
v irtually  no effect on organisa
tional skill levels or perform ance.

Perhaps a m ore useful refer
ence po in t is the regular survey of 
Australian private and public sec
to r enterprises by the A ustralian 
Bureau o f  Statistics. T he m ost re
cen t found  th a t em ployers were 
spending an average 2.9 per cent 
of payroll (or 5.6 employee hours 
per year), up 30 per cent from  an 
earlier survey. T o ta l train ing  ex
penditure by Australian employers 
was assessed at $1.1 billion. But 
only 25 per cent o f  employers re
ported  spending anyth ing  on 
train ing during the survey period.
This indicates clearly th a t the 
problem  o f a m inority  carrying a 
d isp ropo rtiona te  share o f  the 
train ing load remains. Significant 
gender discrepancies were also re
vealed in the survey. O rganisations 
w ith more than 75 per cent male 
em ployees spent $235 per em 
ployee on tra in ing  in the survey 
period; those w ith 75 per cent fe
male employees spent only $105. 
Sim ilarly, organisations w ith  less 
than 50 per cent casual staff p ro 
vided 6.2 hours per em ployee in 
tra in ing  tim e, w hile those w ith 
m ore than 50 per cent casuals allo
cated only 1.9 hours. T he public 
sector spent an average $263 per 
em ployee while the private sector 
spen t $163. T he public sector 
spent m ore than the private sector 
on  tra in ing  in all states except 
W estern  A ustralia and N o rth ern  
Territory.

From  all o f this, it is apparent 
tha t useful m easurem ent o f  tra in 
ing effort is no easy task. For 
m em bers w ho fear they may no t

get access to training, even where 
their organisations are purportedly 
com m itted  to it, organisational 
targets based on dollars spent are 
probably  no t m uch  help. For 
them , an enterprise com m itm en t 
to train ing  based on  an average 
num ber o f  em ployee hours per 
year is likely to prove preferable 
and m ore effective. In  term s o f 
how m uch training should reason
ably be available, this m ight vary 
m arkedly between organisations. 
Flowever, survey m aterial quoted  
above suggests that the 25 per cent 
o f  enterprises w hich are actually 
train ing extensively are allocating 
between 3 and 4 training days per 
year per employee. T his is a useful 
departure po in t in adopting m ean
ingful perform ance indicators.

M ore generally, the disparity in 
tra in ing  effort am ong A ustralian 
em ployers em phasises again the 
im portance for em ployees o f  a 
w ide agenda for nego tia tion  o f 
w orkplace change and  en terprise 
agreem ents. All the p ro n o u n ce 
m ents on workplace reform  in li
brary and in fo rm ation  services 
emphasise the need for upgrading 
o f skills, developm ent o f  new w ork 
practices and service systems and 
con tin u in g  in tro d u c tio n  o f  new 
technology. N one o f  this can be 
effectively achieved w ithout exten
sive com m itm en t to tra in in g  o f 
staff. It follows then that adoption 
o f firm indicators to dem onstrate 
organisational co m m itm en t o f 
funds for training is a vital and  le
gitim ate topic for employees in en
terprise bargaining. As such, a 
tra in ing  and developm ent policy 
w ith firm targets should be sought 
by m embers for inclusion in en ter
prise agreements.


