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Appendix 1: APS agencies (or semi-autonomous parts of agencies) and APS employees as at 11 April 2008 

	Agency 
	Total APS employees
	Responded to agency survey

	(a) For the purpose of the employee survey, these semi-autonomous parts of agencies were treated as part of their department so as not to be excluded from the employee survey.

(b) Includes 228 employees from the Australian Film Commission which became a non-APS agency from 1 July 2008 and was therefore deemed to be out of scope of the employee and agency surveys.

Source: APSED

	Aboriginal Hostels Limited
	549
	Yes

	Administrative Appeals Tribunal
	161
	Yes

	Attorney-General’s Department
	1563
	Yes

	Australian Agency for International Development
	836
	Yes

	Australian Bureau of Statistics
	3098
	Yes

	Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research
	46
	Yes

	Australian Commission for Law Enforcement Integrity
	6
	Yes

	Australian Communications and Media Authority
	587
	Yes

	Australian Competition and Consumer Commission
	688
	Yes

	Australian Crime Commission
	626
	Yes

	Australian Customs Service
	6284
	Yes

	Australian Electoral Commission
	862
	Yes

	Australian Fair Pay Commission Secretariat
	30
	Yes

	Australian Industrial Registry
	176
	Yes

	Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies
	106
	Yes

	Australian Institute of Family Studies
	61
	Yes

	Australian Institute of Health and Welfare
	246
	Yes

	Australian National Audit Office
	346
	Yes

	Australian National Maritime Museum
	117
	Yes

	Australian Office of Financial Management (a)
	36
	Yes

	Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority
	147
	Yes

	Australian Public Service Commission
	270
	Yes

	Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency
	146
	Yes

	Australian Research Council
	84
	Yes

	Australian Securities and Investments Commission
	1656
	Yes

	Australian Sports Anti-Doping Authority
	64
	Yes

	Australian Taxation Office
	24254
	Yes

	Australian Trade Commission
	525
	Yes

	Australian Transaction Reports and Analysis Centre
	319
	Yes

	Australian War Memorial
	290
	Yes

	Bureau of Meteorology
	1440
	Yes

	Cancer Australia
	27
	Yes

	Centrelink
	26600
	Yes

	Child Support Agency
	4255
	Yes

	Comcare
	496
	Yes

	Commonwealth Grants Commission (a)
	53
	Yes

	Commonwealth Ombudsman
	175
	Yes

	ComSuper
	614
	Yes

	Corporations and Markets Advisory Committee
	2
	 

	CrimTrac Agency
	122
	Yes

	CRS Australia
	2010
	Yes

	Defence Housing Australia
	705
	Yes

	Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry
	5045
	Yes

	Department of Broadband, Communications and the Digital Economy
	594
	Yes

	Department of Climate Change
	201
	Yes

	Department of Defence
	21736
	Yes

	Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations
	6147
	Yes

	Department of Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs
	3054
	Yes

	Department of Finance and Deregulation
	1576
	Yes

	Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade
	2809
	Yes

	Department of Health and Ageing
	5441
	Yes

	Department of Human Services
	210
	Yes

	Department of Immigration and Citizenship
	7011
	Yes

	Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Local Government
	1258
	Yes

	Department of Innovation, Industry, Science and Research
	2225
	Yes

	Department of Resources, Energy and Tourism
	391
	Yes

	Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts
	3000
	Yes

	Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet
	536
	Yes

	Department of the Treasury
	1034
	Yes

	Department of Veterans’ Affairs
	2454
	Yes

	Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Agency
	18
	 

	Export Wheat Commission
	17
	 

	Family Court of Australia
	712
	Yes

	Federal Court of Australia
	450
	Yes

	Federal Magistrates Court of Australia
	219
	Yes

	Food Standards Australia New Zealand
	138
	Yes

	Future Fund Management Agency
	27
	Yes

	Geoscience Australia
	761
	Yes

	Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority
	224
	Yes

	Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission
	128
	Yes

	Insolvency and Trustee Service Australia
	318
	Yes

	Inspector-General of Intelligence and Security
	9
	 

	Inspector..General of Taxation
	6
	 

	IP Australia
	1003
	Yes

	Medicare Australia
	5941
	Yes

	Migration Review Tribunal and Refugee Review Tribunal
	273
	Yes

	National Archives of Australia
	460
	Yes

	National Blood Authority
	46
	Yes

	National Capital Authority
	76
	Yes

	National Competition Council
	11
	 

	National Health and Medical Research Council
	242
	Yes

	National Library of Australia
	517
	Yes

	National Museum of Australia
	292
	Yes

	National Native Title Tribunal
	241
	Yes

	National Offshore Petroleum Safety Authority
	46
	Yes

	National Water Commission
	16
	 

	Office of National Assessments
	132
	Yes

	Office of Parliamentary Counsel
	51
	Yes

	Office of the Australian Building and Construction Commissioner
	118
	Yes

	Office of the Commonwealth Director of Public Prosecutions
	544
	Yes

	Office of the Privacy Commissioner
	65
	Yes

	Office of the Renewable Energy Regulator
	12
	 

	Private Health Insurance Ombudsman
	10
	 

	Productivity Commission
	191
	Yes

	Professional Services Review
	23
	Yes

	Royal Australian Mint
	186
	Yes

	Social Security Appeals Tribunal (a)
	70
	Yes

	Torres Strait Regional Authority
	75
	Yes

	Workplace Authority
	789
	Yes

	Workplace Ombudsman
	365
	Yes

	Total
	160450(b)
	 


Appendix 2: State of the Service survey methodologies 

Agency survey methodology 

The scope of the agency survey was the 90 APS agencies, or semi-autonomous parts of agencies, employing at least 20 staff under the Public Service Act 1999.

The 90 participating agencies were sent the online survey on 4 June 2008 for completion. Agencies were given six weeks to complete and submit their response. As part of their survey return, agency heads were required to ‘sign off’ their agency’s response. All 90 agencies responded to the online agency survey. The results of the agency survey are one of the key sources of information which the Commission has relied on throughout the preparation of this report.

Employee survey methodology 

The employee survey sampling methodology was developed in consultation with the Australian Bureau of Statistics. This year, the content was designed to establish the views of APS employees on a range of issues, including work-life balance, learning and development, job satisfaction, leadership, personal productivity, interactions with Ministers and the Parliament and general impressions about the APS. The results of the employee survey are one of the main sources of information on which the Commission has drawn in preparing this report.

Scope and coverage 

The scope of the employee survey was all APS employees (both ongoing and non-ongoing) in agencies with at least 100 APS employees. Employees in agencies that employed fewer than 100 APS employees were excluded on the basis that their responses could possibly identify them.

The survey sample was drawn from APSED on 11 April 2008, at which time APSED indicated that the total number of APS employees was 160,450. The survey sample was selected from the total population of APS employees from agencies with at least 100 APS employees, which was 159,394. Appendix 1 provides information on agencies’ APS employee numbers as at 11 April 2008.

Stratification

A stratified random sample of 9,406 APS employees was selected from APSED. The sample was stratified by:

· level (APS 1–6, EL and SES classification groups) 

· agency size (small: 100–250 APS employees; medium: 251–1,000 APS employees; and large: >1,000 APS employees) 

· agency (for agencies with at least 400 employees, the three smaller portfolio departments, the Department of Climate Change (DCC), the Department of Human Services (DHS), the Department of Resources, Energy and Tourism (RET) and the Commission) 

· location (ACT and non-ACT). 

To enable sound statistical inferences to be made about all APS employees, individuals were randomly selected from each of the strata. Each individual within a stratum had an equal chance of selection.

The sampling rates varied between the strata to ensure that sufficient statistical accuracy would be achieved for survey estimates from APS employees with the key characteristics captured by the stratification variables (level, location, agency and agency size). To gain the same accuracy for estimates for a small population (such as the SES) a much higher sampling rate was required than for a larger population (such as APS 1–6 employees).

The accuracy requirements varied between the demographic variables listed above, and this also led to differing sampling rates for these demographic variables.

This stratification process has not introduced a bias in the population estimates because the responses are appropriately weighted to take these differing sample rates into account (see the section ‘Weighting and Estimation’ below for further details).

Reporting of results from agencies with at least 400 employees 

The survey was designed to enable agencies with at least 400 employees, DCC, DHS, RET and the Commission to receive a copy of their own results from the employee survey for internal management purposes—subject to the results satisfying a statistical accuracy benchmark. For this to occur, these 47 agencies were included separately in the stratification process (see the section ‘Stratification’ above).

Privacy, anonymity and confidentiality 

Maintaining confidentiality throughout the entire employee survey process was of primary concern to the Commission.

Privacy arrangements for APSED preclude Commission staff, other than those in the APSED Team, the Group Manager of the Evaluation Group, and the Commission’s Executive, from accessing APSED data relating to individuals. This meant that the identity of those individuals selected in the sample from APSED was not available to the Commission’s State of the Service Team or any other non-APSED staff involved in the survey. A small number of ORIMA Research staff had access to the sample. All responses to the survey were anonymous so individuals could not be identified.

Each person invited to participate in the employee survey was provided with a unique password. This prevented multiple responses from individual respondents.

Survey design

The employee surveys conducted in previous years were used as the basis for this year’s survey. Some questions have been included on an annual basis, other questions have been cycled through on a two- or three-year basis, and others were included for the first time this year to address topical issues. To ensure the Commission maintains comparable time series data, any changes to questions repeated from previous years were kept to a minimum.

The draft employee survey was subjected to individual and paired pilot testing involving individuals at the APS 1–6 and EL classifications from Infrastructure, DAFF, Medicare Australia, ATO, WO, FaHCSIA, DEEWR, Centrelink, AEC and Customs.

The employee survey was delivered using two methods. The main delivery method was online via a password-protected Internet site. The majority of employees in the sample were sent an email from ORIMA Research on behalf of the Commissioner inviting them to participate in the online survey.

A secondary, paper-based delivery method was developed and implemented for employees working in agencies who do not have access to an individual email account or do not have (or have only limited) access to the Internet. These employees received a letter from the Commissioner inviting them to participate in the survey, as well as a paper copy of the survey to complete and return to ORIMA Research.

The 9,406 invitation emails and letters were sent out to employees in the sample on 12 May 2008. Respondents were asked to complete the survey and submit or return it to ORIMA Research by Friday 6 June 2008.

An adjustment was made to the final sample size to account for those out of scope of the survey (including repeatedly bounced emails, those ‘out of office’ for the entire survey period and those known to be no longer employed in the APS at the time of the survey).1 As a result, the final sample was reduced by 328 to 9,078.

Weighting and estimation 

The survey responses were re-weighted to reflect the characteristics of the underlying population of APS employees. This was done to ensure that the overall demographic characteristics (used for sample selection) of the survey results exactly matched the demographic characteristics of all APS employees. The re-weighting process was based on the four demographic characteristics used for selection of the sample, namely:

· level (APS 1–6, EL and SES classification groups) 

· agency size (small: 100–250 APS employees; medium: 251–1,000 APS employees; and large: >1,000 APS employees) 

· agency (for agencies with at least 400 employees, DCC, DHS, RET and the Commission) 

· location (ACT and non-ACT). 

There were, therefore, 294 different weights applied—level (3) multiplied by location (2) multiplied by agency size and agency (49). For this survey, the weights were calculated by dividing the populations of each stratum by the number of respondents to the survey in each stratum; for example, if there are 4,000 ELs in medium agencies in the ACT, and 200 responded, the weight assigned to each EL working in a medium agency in the ACT is 20. If the data were not re-weighted, some strata could be over-represented and others underrepresented in the total survey results.

The weighting approach is based on that taken in previous years. The application of a uniform approach to sample selection and weighting continues to assist in the development of time series data.

The weighting approach adopted assumes that respondents respond in the same way as non-respondents for the characteristics of interest. The weighting method above assumes that the responding persons represent the non-responding persons.

In this survey, with a response rate of 65%, there would need to be a marked difference in the iews of non-respondents from those of the respondents to alter or bias the overall results to any significant extent. For analysis presented in this report it was assumed that there was no significant bias between those who responded in the survey and those who did not respond. This should be considered when using the data to make inferences about the APS population.

Results have generally been presented rounded to the nearest whole percentage point (i.e. 38% not 37.7%). Due to this rounding, the percentage results for some questions may not add up to exactly 100%.

Measures of error and accuracy

Two types of error can occur in sample surveys: sampling error and non-sampling error. Sampling error arises because in a sample survey not all of the population are surveyed. Hence a measured sample statistic is not usually identical with the true population behaviour. Non-sampling errors cause bias in statistical results and can occur at any stage of a survey and can also occur with censuses (i.e. when every member of the target population is included). Sampling error can be estimated mathematically, whereas estimating non- sampling error can be difficult. It is important to be aware of these errors, in particular non-sampling error, so that they can be either minimised or eliminated from the survey.

Non-sampling error

The survey received a response rate of 65%—the highest response rate since the employee survey was first conducted six years ago. This response rate excludes responses that were received but were insufficiently complete to provide input into the data generated. This response rate is very creditable for a voluntary survey.

Non-sampling errors can result from imperfections in reporting by respondents, errors made in recording and coding of responses, and errors made in processing the data. No quantifiable estimates are available on the effect of non-sampling errors. However, every effort has been made to reduce the non-sampling errors to a minimum by careful survey design and efficient operating procedures. In particular, the online survey design minimised the possibility of errors being made in the recording and coding of responses, as the respondents themselves entered the data when responding to the survey.

In addition, identifiable errors made by respondents while completing the survey were removed from the results database; for example, responses made by APS 1–6 employees to an SES-only question have been removed to ensure the integrity of the data. Blank responses were generally coded to non-response categories. The exception to this practice arose where responses were needed for demographic items for weighting purposes. In instances where this occurred, survey responses were disregarded.

Sampling error 

One measure of the sampling error of an estimate is the standard error. There are about 19 chances in 20 that a sample estimate will be within two standard errors of the true population value. This is known as the 95% Confidence Interval.

We are 95% confident, for instance, that the estimate of the population who agree that their manager ensures fair access to developmental opportunities for employees in their work group is between 70.9% and 73.5% (an estimate of 72.2% and a confidence interval of +/-1.3 percentage points based on a standard error of 0.65 percentage points).

The following table illustrates the standard errors from the sample design associated with estimates from 10 key questions in the employee survey.

	Question
	95% confidence interval
	Estimate result 

	Understand how their agency’s decision-making processes operate (e.g. relevant committee structures and how committees are linked) 
	±1.3pp 
	63.2%

	Agree that their manager ensures fair access to developmental opportunities for employees in their work group 
	±1.3pp
	72.2%

	Agree that in their agency, the leadership is of a high quality
	±1.3pp
	45.6%

	Agree that their agency encourages the public to participate in shaping and administering public policy
	±1.4pp 
	47.7%

	Agree that their input is adequately sought and considered about decisions that directly affect them 
	±1.4pp 
	52.0% 

	Considering their work and life priorities, they are satisfied with the work..life balance in their current job 
	±1.3pp 
	71.2%

	Agree that in their experience, their agency’s culture usually encourages a constructive approach to collaboration with other public service agencies 
	±1.6pp 
	82.7%

	Agree that their agency values and manages diversity in the workplace well 
	±1.3pp
	64.9%

	Want to try new ideas, but the public service discourages risk taking 
	±1.3pp
	38.9%


Results have not been reported for questions where the number of unweighted responses is fewer than 30. This approach has been adopted for two reasons: firstly, to eliminate the possible identification of individuals who responded to these questions; secondly, to remove less reliable results from the analysis. Results with a confidence interval of more than ± 15 percentage points have also been excluded from the analysis. This approach has not affected reporting of results at the aggregate level; however, it has limited our ability to report on disaggregated data where the sample size is small—as is sometimes the case for questions following ‘filter’ questions.

It should also be noted that estimates relating to disaggregated data where the sample size is small will have wider confidence intervals because the population size responding to that question is lower than for aggregated data or disaggregated data where the sample size is large; for example, as can be seen from the following table illustrating the confidence intervals associated with estimates for disaggregated data, the confidence interval for Indigenous employees is higher than other confidence intervals because the population size responding to that question is small.

	Question
	95% confidence interval
	Estimate result 

	Agree that their manager ensures fair access to developmental opportunities for employees in their work group (women) 
	±1.5pp 
	71.1%

	Agree that their manager ensures fair access to developmental opportunities for employees in their work group (men)
	±1.7pp 
	73.7% 

	Agree that their manager ensures fair access to developmental opportunities for employees in their work group (people with disability)
	±4.8pp 
	68.9%

	Agree that their manager ensures fair access to developmental opportunities for employees in their work group (people without disability)
	±1.2pp
	72.4% 

	Agree that their manager ensures fair access to developmental opportunities for employees in their work group (Indigenous employees) 
	±7.3pp
	66.9% 

	Agree that their manager ensures fair access to developmental opportunities for employees in their work group (non-Indigenous employees) 
	±1.1pp
	72.3%


Interpretation of scales 

Scales were included in any question that required a respondent to measure the strength or level of a theoretical construct. In its simplest form in the survey, a scale asked a respondent to rate the level of importance, satisfaction or effectiveness of various workplace variables on a five-point scale.

The scales used in the surveys were generally balanced, that is, they allowed respondents to express one of the two extremes of view (e.g. satisfaction and dissatisfaction). These scales were also designed with a midpoint that allowed respondents to enter a ‘neutral’ response.

When interpreting scales it is important to realise that there is not an ordinal relationship between points in a scale, that is, the strength of opinion to shift a respondent from ‘neutral’ to ‘satisfied’ may be much smaller than the strength required to shift a respondent from ‘satisfied’ to ‘very satisfied’.

Open-ended responses 

The employee survey questionnaire provided specified response options for most questions. It also included open-ended response options for some questions, which enabled respondents to provide a text response to a question. Open-ended options were commonly provided, for example, as part of a specified response question in the form of ‘other (please specify)’.

Coding

Some open-ended responses have been coded to assist analysis. Coding involved, for example, removing irrelevant and incidental comments from statistical outputs as well as counting relevant comments against the appropriate response option.

Interpretation 

The report draws on the actual comments employees provided through the open-ended questions to complement other information. Employees’ comments represent a rich and aluable data source; however, they do not necessarily represent the views of all employees.

Data cleaning

Every effort has been made to ensure the integrity of data from the employee and agency surveys. Where inaccuracies are discovered, or a different methodology is adopted, the historical data has been revised. For this reason, caution should be exercised when comparing data in this year’s report with that in previous reports. Time series analysis in this report incorporates the historical revisions made to previous datasets.

 

1 The sample was drawn in April 2008 and this was based on the most recent data provided by agencies, which was January 2008 for the majority (over 90%) of employees.

Appendix 3: Factor analysis 

A factor analysis was conducted on a broad range of questions in the 2008 State of the Service employee survey, with the questions in the analysis being selected based on their relevance to employee engagement. These included most of the general impressions questions, and the questions related to work-life balance, individual productivity, learning and development and agency culture.1 Factor analysis is a ‘data reduction’ technique, which statistically groups together highly related questions. The factor analysis process primarily uses high correlations between question responses to group them together. A high positive correlation between two questions, for example, is where most of the responses to one question show a very similar pattern of responses as those to the other question (i.e. across individuals, high scores on one generally correspond to high scores on the other). Factors are considered to reflect underlying processes or relationships that have created the correlations among variables.2
In this case, a factor analysis was conducted to determine whether, based on the questions from the employee survey, broader groups of engagement issues or ‘factors’ existed. Therefore, each factor represents a measure of a broader construct than the individual employee engagement questions in the 2008 employee survey. The factor analysis for the employee engagement items resulted in a 12 factor structure.3 The factors were then named based on their item content. The 12 factors were:

1. Immediate Manager

2. Senior Leaders 

3. Agency Culture 

4. Governance and Integrity 

5. Current Job 

6. Work Group

7. Personal Innovation and Flexibility 

8. Learning and Development 

9. Merit and Career Progression 

10. Understanding Current Role

11. Work-Life Balance 

12. Innovation Culture 

Comparability with 2007 factor analysis 

The 2008 factor analysis produced two new factors—Personal Innovation and Flexibility, and Innovation Culture while two 2007 factors, Diversity and Career and Development Opportunities were dropped. In addition, the 2007 Governance and Merit factors merged with other employee engagement attributes to become the Governance and Integrity factor and the Merit and Career Progression factor in 2008. The primary reason for the change in the factors between 2007 and 2008 is the inclusion of new questions and other questions being cycled out.

Results for the 2008 factor analysis are not directly comparable with the 2007 results, as although some factors may measure the same concept, the principal components of each factor are not necessarily the same.

Factor content 

The following tables show the principal components of each factor. In the text of the report, factor names appear with the first letter of each word capitalised to distinguish them from other uses of the word(s).

	Immediate Manager

	q18j.
	I receive adequate feedback on my performance to enable me to deliver required results.

	q18k.
	I am satisfied with the recognition I receive for doing a good job.

	q19e.
	I receive support from my manager when I suggest new ideas.

	q21a.
	The people in my work group feel they are valued for their contribution. 

	q22a.
	My manager ensures fair access to developmental opportunities for employees in my work group.

	q22b.
	My manager encourages me to build the capabilities and/or skills required for new job roles.

	q22c.
	My manager appropriately deals with employees that perform poorly.

	q22d.
	My manager demonstrates honesty and integrity. 

	q22e.
	My manager works effectively and sensitively with people from diverse backgrounds. 

	q22f.
	My manager stands up for his/her staff when necessary.

	q22g.
	My manager delegates work effectively.

	q22h.
	My manager shows concern for the welfare of his/her staff.

	q22i. 
	My manager draws the best out of his/her staff. 

	q58ii b. 
	My manager encouraged and managed innovation. 

	q58ii c.
	I received effective feedback from my manager.

	q58ii d.
	I was working to realistic performance expectations.

	q58ii e.
	My team had clear work plans and timetables. 

	q58ii i. 
	There were good working relationships with my manager and colleagues.

	q70h.
	My immediate supervisor is effective in managing people. 


 

	Senior Leaders

	q20c.
	I feel change is managed well in my agency. 

	q23i a.
	In my agency, the leadership is of a high quality.

	q23i b.
	My agency is well managed.

	q23i c.
	In my agency, communication between senior leaders and other employees is effective.

	q23i d.
	In my agency, senior leaders are receptive to ideas put forward by other employees.

	q26d.
	Within my agency the most senior leaders are sufficiently visible. 

	q58ii a.
	Formal and informal communication within my agency was effective. 

	q70d. 
	Senior managers in my organisation lead by example in ethical behaviour. 


 

	Agency Culture

	q25d.
	Employees in my agency feel they are valued for their contribution. 

	q25g.
	My agency deals with underperformance effectively. 

	q70b.
	My input is adequately sought and considered about decisions that directly affect me. 

	q70f.
	I have confidence in the processes that my organisation uses to resolve employee grievances. 


 

	Governance and Integrity

	q24a.
	My agency has procedures and systems that ensure objectivity in decision..making. 

	q24b.
	My agency has policies and procedures in place that assist employees manage conflicts of interest.

	q24c.
	My agency has policies and procedures in place to ensure that appropriate assessments of risk are conducted.

	q24d.
	My agency provides me with information about updates, changes or revisions that relate to financial and other delegations. 

	q24e. 
	My agency provides me with information that clearly outlines the agency’s decision-making processes.

	q25b.
	In general, employees in my agency effectively manage conflicts of interest. 

	q25c.
	In general, employees in my agency appropriately assess risk. 

	q25f. 
	My agency operates with a high level of integrity. 

	q25h. 
	My agency encourages the public to participate in shaping and administering policy (e.g. seeks and uses feedback, consults and engages communities on issues affecting them).

	q70c.
	My organisation actively encourages ethical behaviour by all of its employees. 


 

	Current Job

	q18a.
	I enjoy the work in my current job. 

	q18b. 
	I am motivated to do the best possible work that I can.

	q18c. 
	When needed, I am willing to put in the extra effort to get a job done.

	q18d.
	My job allows me to utilise my skills, knowledge and abilities. 

	q18e. 
	My current job will help my career aspirations. 

	q18f. 
	My job gives me a feeling of personal accomplishment.

	q18i.
	I have the authority (e.g. the necessary delegation(s), autonomy, level of responsibility) to do my job effectively.

	q25a.
	My agency is a good place to work. 


 

	Work Group

	q21b.
	People in my work group use time and resources effectively. 

	q21c. 
	The people in my work group cooperate to get the job done.

	q21d. 
	The people in my work group share job knowledge with each other. 

	q21e. 
	People in my work group are honest, open and transparent in their dealings. 

	q21f.
	People in my work group treat each other with respect. 

	q21g. 
	My work group resolves conflict quickly when it arises. 


 

	Personal Innovation and Flexibility

	q19a.
	I generally like to try new ideas at work.

	q19b.
	I am always looking for better ways to do things.

	q19c.
	I want to learn about new things and ideas.

	q20a.
	Wherever I have been, I have been influential in bringing about constructive change.

	q20b.
	I am able to adapt/respond to new challenges quickly.

	q20d. 
	Others would describe me as flexible and open to change. 

	q63a.
	I often look for opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge.

	q63b. 
	I enjoy challenging and difficult tasks at work where I learn new skills. 


 

	Learning and Development 

	q25e.
	My agency places a high priority on the learning and development of employees. 

	q58ii f.
	I increased my knowledge and/or experience in the job. 

	q58ii g. 
	I had access to effective learning and development.

	q58ii h. 
	I had access to the information, resources and/or technology I needed to perform my job.

	q60i.
	Overall, how satisfied are you with your own access to learning and development opportunities in your organisation? 

	q61. 
	Please rate the overall effectiveness of the learning and development you received in the last 12 months in helping you improve your performance. 


 

	Merit and Career Progression

	q21i.
	In my work group, the process of selecting a person for a position is done fairly.

	q24f. 
	My agency routinely applies merit (as defined in the Public Service Act) in decisions regarding engagement and promotion resulting from a competitive selection process.

	q26c.
	I am satisfied with the opportunities for career progression in my current agency.

	q26g.
	I am satisfied with the opportunities for career progression in the Australian Public Service. 

	q70e.
	Recruitment and promotion decisions in this organisation are fair. 


 

	Understanding Current Role

	q18g.
	I have a clear understanding of how my own job contributes to my work team's role.

	q18h.
	I clearly understand what is expected of me in this job. 

	q18m. 
	I understand how my agency's decision..making processes operate (e.g. relevant committee structures and how committees are linked).

	q21h. 
	I have a clear understanding of how my work group's role contributes to my agency's strategic directions. 


 

	Work-Life Balance

	q32.
	Considering your work and life priorities, how satisfied are you with the work-life balance in your current job? 

	q70a.
	My workplace culture supports people to achieve a good work-life balance. 


 

	Innovation Culture

	q19d.
	I want to try new ideas, but the public service discourages risk taking.

	q19f. 
	My agency encourages employees to examine what they do and find ways to do it better. 

	q19g.
	My current agency encourages innovation and the development of new ideas.


Calculation of factor scores for each factor 

A factor score was calculated for each of the 12 factors. Each factor score is the average (mean) of the responses to the questions contained in the factor. Factor scores will therefore range from 1 to 5 on a continuous scale (i.e. they will not necessarily be whole numbers). Factor scores can be used in a similar way to question results, for example, in cross-tabulations with other questions and other factor scores. Each respondent to the survey has one score for each factor. For ease of interpretation, the factor scores have been recoded as such:

· 1 to 2.499 = agree/satisfied 

· 2.5 to 3.499 = neutral (neither agree nor disagree) 

· 3.5 to 5 = disagree/dissatisfied 

Factor score results

The table below contains the APS-wide frequency results for the 12 factors based on the approach outlined above.

	Factor
	Agree/ Satisfied 
	Neutral
	Disagree/ Dissatisfied 

	Immediate Manager
	65%
	26%
	9%

	Senior Leaders
	39%
	38%
	23%

	Agency Culture 
	27%
	46%
	27%

	Governance and Integrity
	68%
	29%
	3%

	Current Job 
	74%
	21%
	5%

	Work Group
	73% 
	21%
	6%

	Personal Innovation and Flexibility
	90%
	10%
	0%

	Learning and Development
	53%
	36%
	11%

	Merit and Career Progression
	49%
	34% 
	17%

	Understanding Current Role 
	76%
	20%
	4%

	Work-Life Balance
	59%
	27%
	14%

	Innovation Culture
	39%
	52% 
	9%


Summary indexes 

To complement the factor analysis a series of summary indexes have been created to assist in the analysis of results of survey questions that (i) comprise several parts or (ii) are related survey questions. The indexes operate to condense a multiple response question or a series of questions into a single index for comparative purposes. In exploring respondents’ overall level of job satisfaction, for example, a question comprising 15 attributes was summarised into a single index using a point scoring system. In this way, analysis of the 15 job satisfaction attributes can be supplemented by analysis at the summary level. Similarly, an employee engagement index was created using all the questions in each factor resulting from the factor analysis combining a range of employee survey questions relating to employee engagement.

Other summary indexes comprised the following questions:

	Loyalty/Commitment to Agency

	q26a.
	I am proud to work in my current agency.

	q26b.
	I would recommend my current agency as a good place to work. 


 

	Loyalty/Commitment to APS

	q26f. 
	I am proud to work in the Australian Public Service. 

	q26g.
	I would recommend the Australian Public Service as a good place to work. 


As was the case for each factor, scores for Engagement, Loyalty/Commitment to Agency and Loyalty/Commitment to APS were calculated using the same scale as that used for the factors. The following table shows the APS-wide frequency results for these summary indexes.

	Index
	Agree/ Satisfied 
	Neutral
	Disagree/ Dissatisfied 

	Engagement
	68%
	30%
	2% 

	Loyalty/Commitment to Agency
	62%
	25%
	13%

	Loyalty/Commitment to APS 
	76%
	20%
	4%


The score for Job Satisfaction was calculated using a 10-point scale based on the following approach:

· 9 to 10 = high satisfaction 

· 6 to 8 = moderately high satisfaction 

· 3 to 5 = moderately low satisfaction 

· 0 to 2 = low satisfaction 

The table below shows the APS-wide frequency results for Job Satisfaction using this approach.

	Index
	9 to 10
	6 to 8
	3 to 5
	0 to 2

	Job Satisfaction 
	26%
	51%
	20%
	3%


 

1 All of the items included in the factor analysis are listed in this appendix under each factor heading. Individual item results for all employee survey questions are available in the State of the Service Employee Survey Results 2007–08 publication.

2 B. G. Tabachnick & L. S. Fidell 2001, Using Multivariate Statistics, 4th edn, Allyn & Bacon, Needham Heights, MA.

3 Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalisation.

Glossary

2007 agency survey

The agency survey conducted in June–July 2007 for the State of the Service report

2007 employee survey

The employee survey conducted in May–June 2007 for the State of the Service report

2008 agency survey

The agency survey conducted in June–July 2008 for the State of the Service report

2008 employee survey

The employee survey conducted in May–June 2008 for the State of the Service report

AAT

Administrative Appeals Tribunal

AATB

Anglo-Australian Telescope Board

AAWI

Average annualised wage increase

ABARE

Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics

ABCC

Office of the Australian Building and Construction Commissioner

ABR

Australian Business Register

ABS

Australian Bureau of Statistics

ACA

Annual Compliance Arrangement (ACA) Initiative

ACC

Australian Crime Commission

ACCC

Australian Competition and Consumer Commission

ACIAR

Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research

ACLG 

Australian Council of Local Government

ACMA

Australian Communications and Media Authority

Act

Public Service Act 1999
ACT

Australian Capital Territory

ADF

Australian Defence Force

AEC

Australian Electoral Commission

AELM

APEC Economic Leaders’ Meeting

AEND

Australian Employers Network on Disability

AFC

Australian Film Commission

AFPCS

Australian Fair Pay Commission Secretariat

AGD

Attorney-General’s Department

AGEBF

Australian Government Employment Bargaining Framework

AGIMO

Australian Government Information Management Office 

AGOSP

Australian Government Online Service Point

AHL

Aboriginal Hostels Limited

AIATSIS

Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies

AIFS

Australian Institute of Family Studies

AIHW 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare

AIMS

Australian Institute of Maritime Science

AIR

Australian Industrial Registry

ALGA

Australian Local Government Association

ANAO

Australian National Audit Office

ANMM 

Australian National Maritime Museum

ANSTO

Australian Nuclear Science and Technology Organisation

ANZSCO

Australian and New Zealand Standard Classification of Occupations

ANZSOG

Australia and New Zealand School of Government

AOFM

Australian Office of Financial Management

APEC

Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation

APS

Australian Public Service

APSED

Australian Public Service Employment Database

APVMA

Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority

AQIS

Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service

ARAC

Australian Research Advisory Council

ARC

Australian Research Council

ARPANSA

Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency

ASADA 

Australian Sports Anti-Doping Authority

ASEAN 

Association of Southeast Asian Nations

ASIC

Australian Securities and Investments Commission

ASIO 

Australian Security Intelligence Organisation

ATO 

Australian Taxation Office

ATSB 

Australian Transport Safety Bureau

AusAID 

Australian Agency for International Development

AUSFTA 

Australia-United States Free Trade Agreement

AUSTRAC 

Australian Transaction Reports and Analysis Centre

Austrade 

Australian Trade Commission

AWA 

Australian Workplace Agreement

AWM

Australian War Memorial

BoM 

Bureau of Meteorology

BPTC 

Business Process Transformation Committee

BRS 

Bureau of Rural Sciences

CA

Collective Agreement

CDAC

Career Development Assessment Centre

CDPP 

Office of the Commonwealth Director of Public Prosecutions

CEIs 

Chief Executive Instructions

CEO 

Chief Executive Officer

CGC 

Commonwealth Grants Commission

CIU

Cabinet Implementation Unit

CLC 

Corporate Leadership Council

COAG 

Council of Australian Governments

Code 

APS Code of Conduct (s.13 of the Public Service Act 1999)

Commission 

Australian Public Service Commission

Commissioner 

Australian Public Service Commissioner

Commissioner’s Directions 

Public Service Commissioner’s Directions 1999
CRC 

COAG Reform Council

CrimTrac 

CrimTrac Agency

CSA 

Child Support Agency

CSIRO 

Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation

CSR 

Comprehensive Spending Review

CSTDA 

Commonwealth State/Territory Disability Agreement

Customs

Australian Customs Service

DAFF 

Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

DBCDE 

Department of Broadband, Communications and the Digital Economy

DCC 

Department of Climate Change

DCITA 

Department of Communications, Information Technology and  the Arts

DEEWR 

Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations

Defence 

Department of Defence

DEN 

Disability Employment Network

DESC 

Development Effectiveness Steering Committee (AusAID)

DEW 

Department of the Environment and Water Resources

DEWHA 

Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts

DEWR 

Department of Employment and Workplace Relations

DFAT 

Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade

DHS 

Department of Human Services

DIAC

Department of Immigration and Citizenship

DIISR 

Department of Innovation, Industry, Science and Research

Directions

Public Service Commissioner’s Directions 1999
DIRKS 

Designing and Implementing a Recordkeeping System

DITR 

Department of Industry, Tourism and Resources

DoHA 

Department of Health and Ageing

DOTARS 

Department of Transport and Regional Services

DVA 

Department of Veterans’ Affairs

EDRM

Electronic Document and Records Management (EDRM) System

EEO

Equal employment opportunity

EFP

Executive Fellows Program (ANZSOG)

EL

Executive Level

EMPA

Executive Master of Public Administration (ANZSOG)

EWC

Export Wheat Commission

FaCSIA

Department of Families, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs

FaHCSIA

Department of Families, Housing, Community Services andIndigenous Affairs

FBO

Final Budget Outcome

Federal Court

Federal Court of Australia

FFMA

Future Fund Management Agency

Finance

Department of Finance and Deregulation

FMC

Federal Magistrates Court of Australia

FOI

Freedom of Information

FOI Act

Freedom of Information Act 1982
FSANZ

Food Standards Australia New Zealand

FTA

Free trade agreement

FTE

Full-time equivalent

GBM

Government Business Manager

GBRMPA

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority

GNI

Gross National Income

HILDA

Household Income and Labour Dynamics Australia Survey

HR

Human resources

HREOC

Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission

HRIS

Human Resources Information System

ICAC (NSW)

Independent Commission Against Corruption

ICC

Indigenous Coordination Centre

ICT

Information and communications technology

IES

Indigenous Employment Strategy

IFCI

International Forest Carbon Initiative

ILS

Integrated Leadership System

IMO

International Maritime Organization

Infrastructure

Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Local Government

IOM

International Organisation for Migration

IP 

Australia Intellectual Property Australia

IT

Information technology

ITSA

Insolvency and Trustee Service Australia

JCPAA 

Joint Committee of Public Accounts and Audit

LAFIA

Leading Australia’s Future in Asia

LALAC

Leadership and Learning Advisory Committee

MAC

Management Advisory Committee

MDB 

Murray-Darling Basin

MDBA 

Murray-Darling Basin Authority

MOU 

Memorandum of Understanding

MRT/RRT 

Migration Review Tribunal and Refugee Review Tribunal

MYEFO

Mid-Year Economic and Fiscal Outlook

NAA 

National Archives of Australia

NBA 

National Blood Authority

NCA

National Capital Authority

NCC

National Competition Council

NCCARF 

National Climate Change Adaptation Research Facility

NED 

Nominal expiry date

NESB 

Non-English speaking background

NETT 

National Emissions Trading Taskforce

NGOs

Non-government organisations

NHMRC

National Health and Medical Research Council

NLA 

National Library of Australia

NMA 

National Museum of Australia

NNTT

National Native Title Tribunal

NOPSA 

National Offshore Petroleum Safety Authority

NRM 

Natural resource management

NSW 

New South Wales

NT

Northern Territory

NTER

Northern Territory Emergency Response

NWI 

National Water Initiative

NZ 

New Zealand

ODE 

Office of Development Effectiveness (AusAID)

OECD 

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development

Ombudsman 

Office of the Commonwealth Ombudsman

ONA 

Office of National Assessments

OPC 

Office of Parliamentary Counsel

ORER 

Office of the Renewable Energy Regulator

OSCAR 

Online System for Comprehensive Activity Reporting

OWS 

Office of Workplace Services

PBS 

Pharmaceutical Benefits Scheme

PEFO 

Pre-Election Economic and Fiscal Outlook

PHIO 

Private Health Insurance Ombudsman

PM&C 

Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet

PNG 

Papua New Guinea

PS Act 

Public Service Act 1999
PSA

Public Service Agreement

RAM 

Royal Australian Mint

RAMSI 

Regional Assistance Mission to Solomon Islands

RAP 

Reconciliation Action Plan

Regulations 

Public Service Regulations 1999
RET 

Department of Resources, Energy and Tourism

RTO 

Registered Training Organisation

SA 

South Australia

SAM 

Smaller Agency Mentoring (SAM) Program

SBR 

Standard Business Reporting programme

SCH 

Statistical Clearing House

SCI 

Sustainable Communities Initiative

SCICT

Secretaries’ Committee on Information and Communications Technology

SES

Senior Executive Service

SGIA

Secretaries’ Group on Indigenous Affairs

SPPs

Specific Purpose Payments

SSAT

Social Security Appeals Tribunal

TGET

Task Group on Emissions Trading

Treasury

Department of the Treasury

TSRA

Torres Strait Regional Authority

UK

United Kingdom

UN

United Nations

UNFCCC

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

USA

United States of America

Values

APS Values (s.(10)(1) of the Public Service Act 1999)

VIC

Victoria

WA

Western Australia

WEA

Wheat Exports Australia

WGIR

Working Group on Indigenous Reform (COAG)

WITEM

Women in IT Executive Mentoring (WITEM) Program

WO

Office of the Workplace Ombudsman


