1 May 2001

John Carter

Secretary

Senate Employment, Workplace Relations, 

Small Business and Education References Committee

Parliament House

Suite S1.61 Parliament House

CANBERRA   ACT   2600

Fax: (02) 6277 5706

Dear Mr Carter,

Find attached a submission to the Senate Inquiry examining the capacity of public universities to meet Australia’s higher education needs.  It is prepared on behalf of the National Tertiary Education Union Women’s Action Committee, which represents the interests of women working in tertiary education, both within the NTEU and within the community more generally. 

A hard copy of this submission will be sent to you, enclosing a copy of Gender Pay Equity in Australian Universities (Belinda Probert, Peter Ewer and Kim Whiting, NTEU 1998).  The publication is referred to a number of times in the submission, and further copies may be obtained via the NTEU website (insert address)

Ms Andrea Brown, a representative of the NTEU Women’s Action Committee, is available to speak further to this submission should the Committee so desire.  Ms Brown’s preference is to appear at the Melbourne hearings of the Committee.

This submission, and one prepared on behalf of the NTEU Indigenous Tertiary Education Policy Committee, is supplemented by the Union’s overarching submission to the Inquiry, which I will forward to you shortly.   

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this important inquiry.
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Carolyn Allport

National President

Women’s Action Committee

Submission to Senate Inquiry

Preamble

The Women’s Action Committee of the National Tertiary Education Union comprises representatives of the NTEU from each state and territory.  The Committee represent the interests of women working in Australian tertiary education institutions within the NTEU, and assists with the development of policy and industrial strategies.  Its terms of reference and current membership are attached.

This submission is made on behalf of the Women’s Action Committee, and complements the analysis and arguments made in the NTEU National Office submission to the Inquiry.  It seeks to draw the Committee’s attention to issues that have particular relevance for women working in universities, and therefore will focus on select terms of reference.

Term of Reference a(iii): the adequacy of current funding arrangements with respect to the quality and diversity of teaching and research

Current funding arrangements are inadequate, primarily because of the Government’s stated expectation that universities’ income must increasingly come from external (non-Government) sources.  The problem is two-fold:  (i) institutions’ capacity to generate external income varies greatly, and in many areas cannot substitute for public funding.  This is leading to resource shortfalls; (ii) increased reliance on private funding brings with it greater pressure to tailor teaching and research activities to meet the needs of those who can pay for it.  This reduces diversity, and widespread anecdotal evidence suggests that it is also influencing the standards applied to students.

The impact of these changes on quality is manifest in declining institutional infrastructure, and in increasing pressure on university staff.    

Staffing levels have fallen by approximately 2.6% between 1997 and 1999.  In 1999, staffing levels began to rise, but are only now approaching 1996 levels.  During the same period, student numbers (FTE) have increased by more than 5%, leading to substantial pressure on staff.

Issues of workload and stress are causing increasing concern in the higher education sector.  As well as affecting the health and well-being of individuals, they also impact on their capacity to do their job effectively.  A recent ABS Survey highlights the severity of workloads among university staff compared to the general working population. The survey found that 41.1% of employees with leave entitlements work more than 40 hours per week, 9.4% 51 to 60 hours per week, and 3.7% more than 60 hours.  Data from the NTEU / Monash University study Unhealthy Places of Learning: Working in Australian Universities, indicates that 88.8% of academic staff and 52.7% of general staff work more than 40 hours per week.
  

The issues of workload and stress and their impact on the quality of Australian higher education are analysed in detail in the NTEU submission to the Inquiry.  This submission wishes to focus the committee’s attention on some aspects of workload increase that are particularly relevant to women.  

Data published in the NTEU Workload Survey suggests that academic women more frequently experience their job as stressful.  67% of women surveyed said that their job was often or almost always stressful, compared with 58% of men.  (Among general staff, there was little gender difference, with 44% of men and 45% of women reporting that their job was often or always stressful.)
  The relatively high levels of stress reported by academic women are particularly concerning given their relative lack of representation within the academic workforce and particularly at senior levels (see Table 2 ).   

NTEU members also report that the burden of increasing student numbers has created particular pressures on women, because there are stated and implicit expectations that they will assume a `pastoral’ role within the institution.  A degree of pastoral care is embedded within some positions: for example, in Equal Opportunity units and in student counselling, where the majority of staff are women.  Staff working in EEO units report that pressure has increased, not only because of increasing numbers of students, but also because of diversity within the student population.  For example, the number of students reporting a disability has grown from 11,656 in 1996 to 18,926 in 2000 – an increase of 62%.
  While this is positive in terms of disabled students’ participation in higher education, it is problematic in a climate of diminishing resources, and places particular burdens on staff who are charged with assisting these students.  The large increase in international student numbers also gives rise to complex political and cultural issues within the student population.  NTEU emphasises that the problem is not diversity per se, but rather insufficient staff and infrastructure to support these students.  The demise of the Commonwealth Staff Development Fund in 1996 and  the fact that Government funding for staff development has fallen by more than 50% since then is also significant, as an increasingly diverse student population requires more cross-cultural training than universities have hitherto provided.

The nature of employment growth has significant implications for the quality of the teaching and research environment.    78% of jobs growth as measured by DETYA between 1998 and 2000 is in the area of casual employment.  The total number of casual staff as calculated on a FTE basis by 18% during this period.  Casuals now comprise more than 15 % of the total higher education workforce.  It should be noted that the actual number of casuals is likely to be much higher, as DETYA ‘s formula assumes that a full-time academic teaches for 25 hours per week. Therefore, a casual employee who teaches six hours per week - approximately half of a full-time load - only counts as a 0.25                        fraction of full time.

One aspect of higher education employment that has improved – particularly for women – is the growing number of staff who are in continuing employment positions.  This is largely the result of the operation of the Higher Education Contract Employment Award, which since 1998 has regulated the use of non-continuing employment within universities.  However, the steep increase in casualisation suggests that there is now a strong argument for looking at the impact of casualisation and possible regulation of its use by universities.

 Excessive use of casual staff can have a negative impact on quality for a number of reasons.  Firstly, casual staff are employed on an hourly basis, and this limits their availability to students.  Secondly, while casual employment is welcomed by many postgraduates as offering valuable experience in teaching and research as well as additional income, it is not a career path in itself.  Lacking sick leave, holiday leave and adequate superannuation, casual employment is not sustainable in the long run, and its use may discourage talented staff from pursuing careers in higher education. 

Term of reference (d) (i) and (ii): equality of opportunity to participate in higher education, including the levels of access among social groups under-represented in higher education, and the effects of the introduction of differential Higher Education Contribution Schemes and other fees and charges in funding provision on the affordability and accessibility of higher education.

Women now comprise more than half of all students enrolled in higher education institutions.   However, their numbers are concentrated at the undergraduate level. Men still outnumber women in PhD enrolments (53% of all enrolments), although the gap is closing. 
  This has led some commentators to suggest that women do not experience gender-based disadvantage in accessing or participating in higher education.

However, women are still under-represented in key areas of `non-traditional’ study.  For example, in 2000, women comprise only 15% of all students enrolled in Engineering and Surveying, 40% of all Science students and 38% of Architecture and Building students.  They remain disproportionately clustered in Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences, Education and Health.

This suggests that universities and, indeed, all educational sectors need to do more to encourage the participation and retention of women in non-traditional areas of study.  The Report of the Women in Science, Engineering and Technology (WISET) Committee in 1995 found that, particularly in male-dominated areas such as the sciences, women were deterred or marginalised by a masculine culture.  
 This perspective was echoed in a recent New Scientist editorial, which quoted an American study: 'Girls [in school] are        encouraged to be good students, insofar as they expect to be given a task, complete it well and then receive a reward from an authority figure. In graduate school, behaviour is expected to be independent, strategic and devoid of interpersonal support. ’ 
 Certainly, the individualised and increasingly competitive culture of higher education raises questions        about the extent to which women are socialised to succeed in this arena.

There is also evidence that women are disadvantaged in a fee-paying market.   A recent study of the impact of the introduction of up-front fee-paying postgraduate courses found that `fees have a clearly observable deterrent effect on enrolment in postgraduate courses and in practice direct some groups, including women and those of low-socio-economic groups, towards HECS-liable courses.’ 
  Given that the number of HECS-liable postgraduate coursework places has been cut by 25,000 between 1996 and 2000, this has particularly serious consequences for women’s access to postgraduate coursework.  In 1996 77% of postgraduate coursework students deferred their fees through HECS, but by 2000 this had dropped to just 38%, with the remaining 62% forced to pay up front fees.

Women’s disadvantage in the workforce is reflected in the relative unwillingness of employers to subsidise their participation in fee-paying postgraduate courses.  According to the most recent Graduate Careers Council of Australia Survey, the percentage of female students receiving financial support from their employer was significantly lower than the percentage of males. In the Masters Coursework qualification, 42% of males compared with 24% of women received financial support, and in the postgraduate diploma the proportion of men receiving support was 39% compared with 19% of women. 

Term of Reference (e) the factors affecting the ability of Australian public universities to attract and retain staff in the context of competitive local and global markets and the intellectual culture of universities.

While supporting the general arguments made by the NTEU National Office submission about the capacity of public universities to attract and retain staff, the Women’s Action Committee wishes to draw the Committee’s attention to the ongoing gender disadvantage experienced by many women working in the higher education sector.

This disadvantage may well reduce the attractiveness of higher education as a career for some women, particularly those working in disciplines where women remain unrepresented.

NTEU argues that the continuing under representation of women at the senior levels of academic classification also has an impact on the quality of the teaching and learning environment.  Gender balance contributes to a healthy diversity of experience and perspectives, as well as providing role models for young women contemplating study or careers in higher education.  If high-achieving women are deterred or disadvantaged, significant talent is wasted.

Overall composition of the university workforce  Latest staffing data available from DETYA reveal that women comprise 49% of staff working in universities.  However, women remain substantially underrepresented in academia, where they make up only 35% of all academic staff positions as calculated on a full-time equivalence basis.
  Their position has scarcely changed since 1991, when 31% of all academic staff were women.
  Conversely, women are overrepresented in general staff positions, where they comprise 59% of all staff.

31% of women working in universities are employed in academic positions.  The majority of women working in universities (69%) are employed in general staff positions.  Therefore, factors influencing the work of general staff – such as the introduction of new technologies in administrative work – have a disproportionate impact on women.

Underrepresentation of women at senior academic classification levels.  The proportion of all women working at senior academic classifications has changed little over time (Table One).   In 2000, the proportion of women working at Levels A and B (Lecturer level) was far larger than for the academic workforce more generally: 70% of academic women were employed at Levels A and B, compared with 52% of the total academic workforce.  Conversely, 20% of all women academics were employed at Level C (Senior Lecturer) compared with 26% of the total workforce,and 10%at Levels D and E (Associate-Professor and above) compared with 22% of the total workforce.
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TABLE ONE

Not surprisingly, the concentration of women at lower levels of academic employment is reflected in their under representation at senior academic classification levels.  Table 2 reflects data on the gender composition of staff employed at Levels D and E  - that is, Associate Professor and above.  The proportion of staff at these levels who are women has grown only very slowly, from 10% in 1991 to approximately 16% in 2000.This remains well below what might be expected given women’s share of the academic workforce, and suggests that there is still a measure of disadvantage experienced by women in progressing academic careers.  Under-representation at senior levels is, of course, reflected in levels of income earned, and a study of gender pay equity in higher education by RMIT researchers Belinda Probert, Peter Ewer and Kim Whiting showed that, on average, male academics earn round $439 per fortnight more than women. 
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TABLE TWO

This is not to suggest that women are not committed to their careers, or capable of achieving great success.  The study by Probert et al - which incorporates extensive interview and survey data - found women academics to be just as career-oriented and ambitious as men. It also found that once women established a foothold on the academic career path, they tended to do very well. The main problem encountered was getting that foothold and securing ongoing employment, and here two factors were shown to be crucial: whether the academic had gained a PhD, and how much time she/he had spent in higher education. In relation to the latter, women were far more likely to be working part-time than men, and to have interrupted employment; with        negative influences on their chances of promotion.  Women were also less likely to have a PhD (36% of the women in Probert’s study had PhDs, compared with 56% of men). In the sciences, the proportions of women with PhDs were relatively high, but still low compared with their male       colleagues - 55% in maths and sciences (compared with 76% of men) - but only 30% of women in Engineering, Medicine and Built Environment areas held PhDs, compared with 54% of male colleagues.

Some have argued that gender imbalance at senior academic levels will resolve itself as more women progress through postgraduate degrees and into entry level academic positions.  The relative stasis in terms of women’s representation in senior jobs suggests that this is not yet happening.    There is also the possibility of a vicious circle, in that the lack of senior women available for supervision, and as role models, may have a negative impact on women’s participation in postgraduate research.

NTEU believes that attention needs to be focused on strategies to facilitate women’s participation in higher degrees, particularly at PhD level.  In this respect, we note with concern changes to the funding of postgraduate research degrees by the Commonwealth, which stipulate a minimum funded completion time of three and a half years for a Masters’ Degree and four years for a PhD.  These changes will inevitably increase pressure on students to complete, and will disadvantage those with family responsibilities who are required to juggle work, study and family duties.  Women will be disproportionately affected in this respect.  NTEU also believes that consideration should be given to alternative models for scholarships - for example, shorter periods on higher pay - to help working women, especially those with family responsibilities, to complete their PhD.

Career Progression for General Staff

General staff – the majority of whom are women – face particular problems in relation to work intensification and career progression.  The NTEU workload survey found that increased levels of contact with students, other staff and external agencies were key drivers of increased workload for general staff.  Among librarians, technicians and administrative officers in particular, increased use of new technology was also a significant driver. 

Interestingly, dissatisfaction was reported most frequently in relation to opportunities for promotion and career progression, and lack of job recognition. 
  The pay equity study undertaken by Probert et al also found that these were particular issues for women employed in general staff positions:  women received lower returns for their investment in training than did men in terms of level of employment, and were more often performing duties at a higher level than suggested by their classification levels.
   

While improving this situation requires negotiation between unions and management to review job classification descriptors and structures, it also requires a greater commitment by university management to staff development and career support for general staff.  In a climate of diminishing resources, professional development is one of the first areas to be cut; and those concentrated at the lower levels of academic and general staff employment are paying the price. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

Clearly, institutions have a major role in ensuring equality of opportunity for women studying and working in public universities.  In particular the development of policies and institutional practices to facilitate women 

gaining PhDs, and modification of promotion criteria and performance evaluation mechanisms to take  account of career interruptions, are the responsibility of university managers and would significantly assist gender equity in higher education. 

In a recent report on gender equity, Clare Burton highlighted the importance of institutional policies and practices and, in particular, the positive impact which good equal employment opportunity (EEO) strategies can have on women’s employment profiles. Such programs, she argues, exist where universities have developed specific goals and mechanisms to achieve them; have made real progress in integrating EEO into strategic planning exercises; formally consult with women and communicate EEO policy regularly to the University through a variety of channels. Burton also emphasises the importance of women’s participation in the key decision-making committees within the university, and not just those where they have an obvious stake, such as EEO or safety on campus. 

However, there are also clear actions for government in restoring quality and improving gender equity in public universities. These include

· Restoring public investment to levels which will ensure quality of educational infrastructure

· Collecting and publishing data on the relative levels of participation among women and other equity groups in fee-paying courses

· Reducing the emphasis on `user-pays’ in higher education – with particular reference to the fee-paying postgraduate area – in order to ensure that all Australians who can benefit from participation in higher education are able to do so.

· Adopting greater flexibility in the allocation and management of postgraduate scholarships; including developing mechanisms appropriate to assisting working women academics to complete their PhD.

· Removing the arbitrary limit on funding for postgraduate research places  

· Supporting the regulation of casual employment, in the interests of maintaining a high quality education and research environment.
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WOMEN’S ACTION COMMITTEE 

TERMS OF REFERENCE
1.
act as a representative of women members, at the National level;

2.
to identify, develop and respond to matters affecting women;

3.
to advise on recruitment policy and resources directed at women;

4.
to advise on strategies and structures to encourage, support and facilitate the active participation of women members at all levels of the NTEU;

5.
to recommend action, and advise on issues affecting women;

6.
to provide editorial advice on Frontline;

7.
to inform members on industrial issues and policies that impact on women;

8.
to make recommendations and provide advice to the National Executive, National Council, and Division Executive and Council on industrial,  social and political issues affecting women; and

9.
monitor and review the effectiveness of issues, policies and structures affecting women.

� DETYA, Selected Higher Education Staff Statistics 2000, Tables 4 and 1; Selected Higher Education Student Statistics, 2000, Table 17


� Australian Bureau of Statistics, Employment Arrangements and Superannuation, Australia, 6361.0, 2001;  McConville, G and Allport, C, Unhealthy Places of Learning: Working in Australian Universities, NTEU, 2000


� Ibid, p. 30


� DETYA, Selected Student Statistics 2000, Table 86


� DETYA, Selected Staff Statistics 2000, Table 1,4.


� DETYA, Selected Student Statistics 2000, Table 22.


� Ibid.


� Report of the Women in Science, Engineering and Technology Committee (WISET), Canberra, AGPS, 1995.


� “Naming the Game’, New Scientist, 24th May 1997.


� Anderson, D, The Effects of the Introduction of Fee-paying Postgraduate Courses on Access for Disadvantaged Students, NBEET, 1997, p. 69.


� Figures provided by DETYA and cited in Smith, Bradley and Frankland, Mark, `Marketisation and the new quality agenda: postgraduate coursework at the crossroads’, Australian Universities Review, December 2000, p.8.


� Graduate Careers Council of Australia, 1999 Postgraduate Destination Survey, Table 17, p. 33.


� DETYA, Selected Higher Education Staff Statistics, Canberra, 2000, Table 6.


� DETYA, Selected Higher Education Statistics 1991, AGPS, Canberra, 1991, Table 51, p122.


� Probert, Ewer and Whiting, Gender Pay Equity in Australian Higher Education, NTEU 1998
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� Clare Burton, Gender Equity In The Faculties and In The Institute Of The Arts At The


     Australian National University, ANU, Canberra, 1997
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Women @ C, D, E

				D and E		Women at D/E as % of all Women		C		Women at C as % of all Women		B		Women at B as % of all Women		A		Women at A as % of all Women		Total

		1988		684		9.4%		937		12.9%		3,255		44.8%		2,382		32.8%		7,258

		1989		358		4.9%		972		13.2%		3,537		48.0%		2,505		34.0%		7,372

		1990		432		5.1%		1,124		13.2%		4,249		49.8%		2,723		31.9%		8,528

		1991		510		5.5%		1,272		13.8%		4,645		50.5%		2,775		30.2%		9,202

		1992		547		5.5%		1,459		14.6%		4,916		49.2%		3,065		30.7%		9,987

		1993		604		5.8%		1,625		15.5%		4,942		47.1%		3,321		31.7%		10,492

		1994		682		6.4%		1,749		16.5%		4,886		46.1%		3,277		30.9%		10,594

		1995		738		6.7%		1,866		16.9%		4,925		44.7%		3,501		31.7%		11,030

		1996		804		7.1%		1,975		17.4%		5,021		44.1%		3,574		31.4%		11,374

		1997		897		7.8%		2,078		18.2%		4,957		43.3%		3,510		30.7%		11,442

		1998		939		8.2%		2,146		18.7%		4,906		42.8%		3,472		30.3%		11,463

		1999		1,033		9.0%		2,264		19.7%		4,908		42.7%		3,294		28.6%		11,499

		2000		1,122		9.3%		2,419		20.1%		5,065		42.1%		3,424		28.5%		12,030



Sources: DEETYA, Higher Education Staff in Australia: Time Series, December 1997, Table 4.1, p. 13 for 1998-1996; DEETYA, Selected Higher Education Staff Statistics, 1997, November 1997, Table 11, p. 32 for 1998;  DETYA, Selected Higher Education Staff Statistics, 1998, December 1998, Table 11, p. 37 for 1998;  DETYA, Staff 1999, Selected Higher Education Statistics, November 1999, Table 17, p. 43 for 1999; DETYA staff statistics 2000, table 17 at http://www.detya.gov.au/highered/statpubs.htm#staffpubs



Women @ C, D, E

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0



D and E

C

B

A

Female Academics by classification

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0



D & E by Gender

				Men		Women		Women D/E as % of all D/E

		1988		4,488		684		13.2%

		1989		4,170		358		7.9%

		1990		4,338		432		9.1%

		1991		4,713		510		9.8%

		1992		4,878		547		10.1%

		1993		5,034		604		10.7%

		1994		5,206		682		11.6%

		1995		5,288		738		12.2%

		1996		5,397		804		13.0%

		1997		5,502		897		14.0%

		1998		5,546		939		14.5%

		1999		5,593		1,033		15.6%

		2000		5,852		1,122		16.1%
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UG Apps

				1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		U/G apps		235.007		227.041		220.037		224.024		226.599

		Change on 1996				-7.966		-14.97		-10.983		-8.408

		% change on 1996				-3.39%		-6.37%		-4.67%		-3.58%



Sources: DEETYA, Higher Education Staff in Australia: Time Series, December 1997, Table 4.1, p. 13 for 1998-1996; DEETYA, Selected Higher Education Staff Statistics, 1997, November 1997, Table 11, p. 30-2 for 1998; DETYA, Selected Higher Education Staff Statistics, 1998, December 1998, Table 11, p. 35-7 for 1998; DETYA, Staff 1999, Selected Higher Education Statistics, November 1999, Table 17, p. 41-3 for 1999; DETYA staff statistics 2000, table 17 at http://www.detya.gov.au/highered/statpubs.htm#staffpubs
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Women @ C, D, E

				D and E		Women at D/E as % of all Women		C		Women at C as % of all Women		B		Women at B as % of all Women		A		Women at A as % of all Women		Total

		1988		684		9.4%		937		12.9%		3,255		44.8%		2,382		32.8%		7,258

		1989		358		4.9%		972		13.2%		3,537		48.0%		2,505		34.0%		7,372

		1990		432		5.1%		1,124		13.2%		4,249		49.8%		2,723		31.9%		8,528

		1991		510		5.5%		1,272		13.8%		4,645		50.5%		2,775		30.2%		9,202

		1992		547		5.5%		1,459		14.6%		4,916		49.2%		3,065		30.7%		9,987

		1993		604		5.8%		1,625		15.5%		4,942		47.1%		3,321		31.7%		10,492

		1994		682		6.4%		1,749		16.5%		4,886		46.1%		3,277		30.9%		10,594

		1995		738		6.7%		1,866		16.9%		4,925		44.7%		3,501		31.7%		11,030

		1996		804		7.1%		1,975		17.4%		5,021		44.1%		3,574		31.4%		11,374

		1997		897		7.8%		2,078		18.2%		4,957		43.3%		3,510		30.7%		11,442

		1998		939		8.2%		2,146		18.7%		4,906		42.8%		3,472		30.3%		11,463

		1999		1,033		9.0%		2,264		19.7%		4,908		42.7%		3,294		28.6%		11,499

		2000		1,122		9.3%		2,419		20.1%		5,065		42.1%		3,424		28.5%		12,030



Sources: DEETYA, Higher Education Staff in Australia: Time Series, December 1997, Table 4.1, p. 13 for 1998-1996; DEETYA, Selected Higher Education Staff Statistics, 1997, November 1997, Table 11, p. 32 for 1998;  DETYA, Selected Higher Education Staff Statistics, 1998, December 1998, Table 11, p. 37 for 1998;  DETYA, Staff 1999, Selected Higher Education Statistics, November 1999, Table 17, p. 43 for 1999; DETYA staff statistics 2000, table 17 at http://www.detya.gov.au/highered/statpubs.htm#staffpubs
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D & E by Gender

				Men		Women		Women D/E as % of all D/E

		1988		4,488		684		13.2%

		1989		4,170		358		7.9%

		1990		4,338		432		9.1%

		1991		4,713		510		9.8%

		1992		4,878		547		10.1%

		1993		5,034		604		10.7%

		1994		5,206		682		11.6%

		1995		5,288		738		12.2%

		1996		5,397		804		13.0%

		1997		5,502		897		14.0%

		1998		5,546		939		14.5%

		1999		5,593		1,033		15.6%

		2000		5,852		1,122		16.1%





D & E by Gender
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UG Apps

				1996		1997		1998		1999		2000

		U/G apps		235.007		227.041		220.037		224.024		226.599

		Change on 1996				-7.966		-14.97		-10.983		-8.408

		% change on 1996				-3.39%		-6.37%		-4.67%		-3.58%



Sources: DEETYA, Higher Education Staff in Australia: Time Series, December 1997, Table 4.1, p. 13 for 1998-1996; DEETYA, Selected Higher Education Staff Statistics, 1997, November 1997, Table 11, p. 30-2 for 1998; DETYA, Selected Higher Education Staff Statistics, 1998, December 1998, Table 11, p. 35-7 for 1998; DETYA, Staff 1999, Selected Higher Education Statistics, November 1999, Table 17, p. 41-3 for 1999; DETYA staff statistics 2000, table 17 at http://www.detya.gov.au/highered/statpubs.htm#staffpubs
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