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ACRONYMS

ARIA Accessibility/Remoteness Index of Australia 

ASGC Australian Standard Geographical Classifi cation 

ATSIC Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission

ATSIS Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Services

CDEP Community Development Employment Projects 

DEWR Department of Employment and Workplace Relations

IEC Indigenous Employment Centre

NATSISS National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Social Survey

NILF not-in-the-labour-force

SRA Shared Responsibility Agreement

STEP Structured Training and Employment Projects

VET Vocational Education and Training

ABSTRACT

The Community Development Employment Projects (CDEP) scheme has existed since 1977; it is 
arguably the oldest Indigenous-specifi c program still in existence, relatively unchanged. From 1 July 
2004, with the division of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Services (ATSIS) Indigenous-specifi c 
programs between Commonwealth mainline departments, it has been located in the Department 
of Employment and Workplace Relations (DEWR). At face value, its new administrative home 
suggests that this at once innovative and highly fl exible program might have a stronger, or even 
singular, labour market focus. In this seminar, we provide a perspective on CDEP based on analysis 
of National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Social Survey (NATSISS) 2002 data and explore the 
various impacts of the scheme on Indigenous participants, especially in rural and remote Australia. 
Using this evidence base we question if there is any need for fundamental change in this program, 
and if so, what?
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INTRODUCTION

The CDEP scheme is probably well known to everyone here. It was the Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander Commission’s (ATSIC’s) main program, inherited from Department of Aboriginal Affairs 

in 1990; it was established in 1977 as a form of mutual obligation ‘work for welfare entitlements’ 
scheme. Over the years it has grown rapidly to encompass many objectives: it is a form of workfare, 
community development, enterprise development, employment creation and income support 
(although as little as possible is said about the latter). The scheme is most prominent in remote and 
very remote communities, where over 70% of approximately 36,000 participants are located. In such 
contexts CDEP is the major labour market, as there are few or no mainstream employment options. 
I have argued for a long time that the scheme constitutes a very productive fi scal subvention to 
such regions.

CDEP has become highly politicised in the 21st century, in part because as a form of active welfare 
it has not been suffi ciently differentiated from passive welfare. As such, it is viewed as a part of 
the unreal economy, when in many situations it is actually the real economy. Secondly, it has been 
unfairly tainted because it was administered by ATSIC. With the demise of ATSIC and the transfer 
of CDEP to the mainline employment portfolio of the Department of Employment and Workplace 
Relations (DEWR), there were expectations that CDEP might be at the vanguard of policy and 
program changes to implement Howard government policy aims of closing the employment gaps 
between Indigenous and other Australians—that is, somehow getting Indigenous Australians into 
real jobs.

The history and diversity of CDEP, spread over 28 years and across 240 organisations Australia-
wide (excluding the Torres Strait) is clearly complex. A CAEPR seminar last year by Robert 
Levitus discussed the history of the scheme, and some of this material was presented as an 
Appendix in CAEPR Discussion Paper No. 271. Much of the diversity has also been captured in 
case study research published by CAEPR, which for the most part is available free on our website 
<http://www.anu.edu.au/caepr/> or in CAEPR Research Monograph No. 20, The Indigenous Welfare 
Economy and the CDEP Scheme, available through the ANU E Press <http://epress.anu.edu.au/>.

In today’s seminar I will do three things:

1. Report on some research that CAEPR undertook in 2004 analysing data from the 2002 National 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Social Survey (NATSISS). This research was partly funded 
by the Chifl ey Research Foundation, facilitating its early release as CAEPR Discussion Paper 
271, ‘Policy issues for the Community Development Employment Projects scheme in rural and 
remote Australia’ by J.C. Altman, M.C. Gray and R. Levitus, published on the CAEPR website 
on 14 February this year. Unusually for CAEPR research, this Discussion Paper included some 
broad and specifi c policy recommendations.

http://www.anu.edu.au/caepr/
http://epress.anu.edu.au/
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2. Report on the CDEP Discussion Paper ‘Building on Success’ released by DEWR a week later 
on 21 February. This paper is a real ‘discussion paper’ released as the basis for a wide-ranging 
conversation about possible changes to the CDEP scheme.

3. The DEWR paper was only released last week, and clearly its content and intent is still being 
digested. I am keen to take it at face value, thereby highlighting some points of agreement 
with CAEPR Discussion Paper 271, but also noting some potential problems and inherent 
tensions in the discussion paper that might be fruitfully addressed.

A few caveats. First, much of the discussion will be on remote and very remote Australia, where 
most CDEP participants reside and where the market economy is most under-developed or absent. 
Second, in focusing on proposed CDEP reform I will do my best to skirt around other concurrent 
and very radical changes in Indigenous affairs administration: the abolition of ATSIC and the 
proposed introduction of Shared Responsibility Agreements (or SRAs) as key program management 
instruments. This is not because I think that the issue of political representation and community 
self-management are trivial issues, rather because one can only do so much in one seminar. Finally I 
should say that the views expressed today are shared with Matthew Gray and Robert Levitus where 
I report from CAEPR Discussion Paper 271, but mine alone in other places.

OUR LATEST RESEARCH: DISCUSSION PAPER 271

DP 271 is the latest in extensive research by CAEPR staff on CDEP. The focus of this latest research 
was to highlight policy issues for remote and very remote CDEPs, but also an opportunity to focus 
on some data that became available in 2004 from the 2002 National Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander Social Survey (NATSISS) that surveyed 9,400 Indigenous adults. This data set is probably 
the best available large-scale survey to date that allows some comparison of CDEP participants with 
other employed and unemployed and not-in-the-labour-force (NILF) Indigenous Australians. It is 
the sort of data set that should be mined to generate an evidence base for policy making—without 
such analysis we are limited to case studies, good and bad, inadequate census data, and much 
anecdote about the CDEP scheme.

I want to highlight a few broad fi ndings derived from just eight tables from this research. It is 
important to note that we are looking at individuals throughout!

Table 1 summarises material from Table 2 and cross-tabulated Indigenous labour force status across 
the fi ve categories in the Australian Standard Geographical Classifi cation (ASGC) Remoteness 
Structure based on Accessibility/Remoteness Index of Australia (ARIA) which measures remoteness 
by physical distance. This table is different from standard tables that focus on remote/non-remote 
only.
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This table, to some extent, provides the reason for our remote and very remote focus:

• 73% of participants are in remote and very remote regions;

• a large proportion of the total labour market is made up of CDEP scheme employment (CDEP/
E+CDEP) 33% in remote and 75% in very remote regions respectively);

• there is a clear gradient from major cities to very remote regions in terms of CDEP 
signifi cance.

It is noteworthy that in very remote regions CDEP employment exceeds mainstream employment by 
a factor of three; in remote regions CDEP employment is about 50% of mainstream employment; in 
other regions it is 17%, 12% and 8%.

In Table 3 we look at the duration of employment in CDEP. This table shows that substantial numbers 
have been on CDEP for fi ve or more years, with 41% in very remote and 24% in remote (this though 
tells us nothing about entry or exit from the scheme or possible return!)

In Tables 4 and 5 we look at some profi les of participants. The fi rst table indicates that CDEP 
employed are more likely to speak an Indigenous language, especially in remote and very remote 
regions (in very remote regions those in the NILF category are even more likely to speak an 
Indigenous language). This could indicate that CDEP appeals to Indigenous language speakers or 
conversely that Indigenous language profi ciency makes one less likely to be employed (and less likely 
to be unemployed). The effect of arrest in the last fi ve years matches earlier fi ndings by Hunter and 
Borland: arrest increases likelihood of unemployment and decreases likelihood of employment with 
CDEP sitting in between the two (UE > CDEP >E).

In Tables 6 and 7 we look at crucially important economic impacts of CDEP scheme participation. 
Looking at gross personal weekly income across fi ve regions—those engaged in CDEP consistently 
have higher incomes than the unemployed and NILF, but lower income than the employed—
indicates that CDEP provides a means to earn more. Looking at hours worked, while most on 
CDEP work part time, a signifi cant number also work long part-time (25–34 hours) and full-time 
indicating that CDEP is in fact generating full-time work in the order of nearly 3,800 jobs in very 
remote regions. Compare this to the Indigenous Employment Centres (IECs) that have placed 1,500 
CDEP participants in real jobs in the past 2.5 years.

On the human capital formation, or training side, we fi nd in Table 8 that the unemployed have less 
access to Vocational Education and Training (VET) participation than CDEP participants who in turn 
have less access than the employed, with one major exception occurring in major cities where CDEP 
participants have more access to VET than the employed.

Finally, in terms of social impact and community development/non-mainstream or customary 
economic engagement, in Table 9 we fi nd that in remote and very remote regions CDEP employed 
have far greater access to the customary sector (fi shing or hunting), and far greater opportunity to 
participate in funerals, ceremonies or festivals, in keeping culture strong. Similarly CDEP participants 
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participate more in recreational or cultural group activities and have opportunity to participate in 
community or special interest group activities to the same extent as the employed (and more than 
the unemployed or NILF). 

These are all very signifi cant fi ndings that have never been available to us from a wide ranging 
survey before. These statistical fi ndings, in addition to considerable case study material, led us to 
reach the rather obvious conclusion that the CDEP scheme generates positive economic and social 
outcomes. We recognise from case material that some CDEP organisations do not operate as well as 
others and that some need enhanced assistance and support. Nevertheless we make the following 
recommendations that can be summarised as follows:

• Maintain the diverse objectives of the scheme;

• Enhance participant numbers, where sought and where sit alongside welfare;

• Enhance links between CDEP organisations and recognised training providers and provide 
opportunities to enhance practical skills of use in remote and very remote contexts;

• Try to avoid attracting young people away from education to CDEP;

• Build organisational governance capacity and institutionally strengthen by recruiting and 
retaining expert staff;

• Reward success and provide more realistic capital and on-cost support; and

• Maintain the scheme’s fl exibility focusing on organisational self-management and self 
regulation and on activity and participation rather than just mainstream employment.

THE DEWR CDEP DISCUSSION PAPER

This discussion paper was released on 21 February 2005.

The shift of the CDEP scheme to DEWR from 1 July 2004—combined with an Indigenous affairs 
policy re-alignment to focus on mainstreaming, closing the gaps and the replacement of passive 
welfare (which sometimes included, sometimes excluded CDEP)—created some understandable 
anxiety about the future of this scheme for participating organisations and participants. 

In the October 2004 Annual Congress of the Australian Council of Social Service in Alice Springs, 
just after the last federal election, Will Sanders (Fellow, CAEPR) addressed the challenge for DEWR 
head on, with a paper ‘CDEP under DEWR: the fl exibility challenge’. Will noted that, as DEWR is the 
employment portfolio, it would not be surprising if it understood and focused more on employment 
outcomes than other aspects of the scheme.

From late 2004 it was common knowledge that a CDEP Discussion Paper was to be released, 
symbolically, at the National CDEP/IEC Achievement Awards in Alice Springs—the event that 
celebrates the very best in CDEP—by the Hon Kevin Andrews, Minister for Employment and 
Workplace Relations. The Discussion Paper was preceded by the now commonplace leak to The 
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Australian that suggested that CDEP was under threat: there was certainly anxiety in the CDEP 
constituency, despite the Minister’s rebuttal ‘CDEP claims wrong’. Whether such an option was 
countenanced in an earlier confi dential discussion paper or whether the wrong discussion paper 
was leaked remains unclear and is probably now irrelevant.

The Discussion Paper was released and the Minister’s speech on the night certainly quickly debunked 
any concerns. The Minister articulated commitment to the success of the CDEP scheme (now 
termed programme): he noted that there will be no abolition of CDEP; that there will be no cuts in 
participant numbers or essential services; and that the Australian Government remained committed 
to the original intent of CDEP.

Indeed the DEWR Discussion Paper has a number of very positive features that can be summarised 
as follows:

• Its main title, ‘Building on Success’, recognises the scheme quite rightly as a success especially 
within the framework of mutual obligation;

• The Discussion Paper sets out to build on this success;

• The Discussion Paper recognises that change will need to be slow and hopefully adaptively 
managed;

• The Discussion Paper makes guarantees that community services will not decline (contrary to 
earlier media suggestions that CDEP resulted in cost shifting by State and local governments 
and possible CDEP cutbacks would leverage these other levels of government to accept their 
obligations);

• The Discussion Paper suggests that more assistance might be forthcoming, particularly if 
CDEP could mesh more effectively with other DEWR programs, but there is no suggestion of 
increased participant numbers.

The DEWR Discussion Paper, but not the Minister’s speech, carries the ‘important disclaimer’ that 
DEWR reserves the right to alter these proposed arrangements. Given that this is only a Discussion 
Paper prepared for consultations, this presumably is intended to signal to the CDEP constituency 
that DEWR is open to further improvements in arrangements. 

The Discussion paper identifi es seven consultation questions and staff of DEWR engaged in two-
hour consultation meetings in all States and Territories last week to provide opportunity for 240 
CDEP representative organisations to comment on the Discussion Paper and the consultation 
process. A timeline for feedback is provided (to 24 March) and DEWR has committed to a further 
round of face-to-face consultations in May 2005 prior to the introduction of proposed/agreed 
changes from 1 July 2005.
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The changes in the Discussion paper are limited to only four areas and will be gradual (or perhaps 
may be gradual if endorsed?):

1. CDEP organisations will work with communities to improve links between CDEP activities 
and local needs and goals, based on three elements of employment, community activity and 
business development. The assumption here is that this is not happening now and that in the 
community context CDEP organisations have the authority or mandate to do this. In reality, 
in some situations CDEPs represent just a fraction of the population: further detail links this 
change to SRAs, although there is some obfuscation here between CDEP organisation and 
community SRAs.

2. CDEP will be required to focus on results in three key areas of employment, community 
activity and business development. There are subtle changes in wording here, community 
activities replace community development and enterprise development becomes ‘viable’ 
business development.

3. CDEP organisations will be encouraged to build better links with other employment and 
business services, under the policy umbrella of joined up government.

4. CDEP organisations will be supported to improve their abilities to achieve good results.

The key change seems to me to be the explicit requirement that each CDEP identify its mix of the explicit requirement that each CDEP identify its mix of the explicit
three streams: employment, community services and business development. Of course this maybe 
easier said than done, with participants often moving between involvement in each of these 
streams, enjoying real fl exibility, rather than being categorised into one of three streams. 

It is far from clear to me how the employment stream, that seeks to place participants in mainstream 
job vacancies will work—presumably participants working in the Community Services Stream 
would have to shift to the Employment Stream which is just a placement service? One suggestion 
is that local jobs are provided for local people. According to our statistics this is precisely what 
CDEP organisations do, especially in very remote locations (3,800 jobs). Another suggestion is that 
CDEP placement incentives be paid at the level of $2,200 for a CDEP organisation, $6,705 if a CDEP 
organisation is also an IEC and $9,240 if there is an employment service provider. It is unclear why 
a standard fee of $9,240 is not paid for any placement irrespective of the nomenclature of the 
provider: indeed, it seems somewhat perverse because placements are likely to be most expensive 
and diffi cult in very remote situations where there are few jobs and few IECs!
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EVIDENT TENSIONS AND CONCEPTUALISATION PROBLEMS IN THE NEW 
PROPOSALS

It appears to me that there are some inherent tensions and conceptualisation issues embedded in 
the DEWR CDEP Discussion Paper that hopefully can be resolved during its next iteration. Many 
of these might be resolved by clearer/more consistent use of language although I suspect that 
some are more deeply embedded and philosophical issues. As already noted, nearly 75% of CDEP 
placements are in remote and very remote regions, almost invariably on Aboriginal land. I will focus 
my discussion for now on these situations. These are situations where the Community Activities 
Stream is likely to be dominant.

It appears that the three streams of employment, community activities and business development 
are conceptualised with individuals as the participants in the fi rst, the participants glossed as ‘the 
community’ in the second (although in fact no community is just made up of CDEP participants, 
there are also recipients of other welfare payments) and some undefi ned entity (the individual, the 
family, the organisation or the community?) as the participant in the third. In reality, as NATSISS 
data show, CDEP participants are individuals who may cluster into work teams, but who nevertheless 
have an employee/employer relationship with a CDEP organisation, which is not ‘the community’. 

If one focuses on individuals rather than ‘the community’ then the term ‘community activities stream’ 
could be simplifi ed to ‘activities stream’ and the wide range of activities that CDEP participants 
actually undertake could be more readily accommodated and recognized. As NATSISS data show, 
CDEP participants do participate in community and cultural activities, but as individuals, usually 
after negotiation with their CDEP organisation. While this may seem like a minor point, it is in fact 
at the core of a poor conceptualisation of the sociology of communities and their articulation with 
CDEP organizations, and in turn CDEP organisations’ articulation with the participants that they 
have as their constituents, managing boards and clients.

As our NATSISS tabulations show, CDEP organisations are able to assist participants supplement 
their incomes, enhance work hours, participate in non-market activities (with direct economic 
value to individuals and families, not necessarily communities) and participate in cultural and 
ceremonial activities. The organisations provide the options, and the stronger and larger the 
organisations the wider the range (see, for example, Bawinanga Aboriginal Corporation Annual 
Report 2003-04). But there is also individual agency and choice in all this: individuals may choose Report 2003-04). But there is also individual agency and choice in all this: individuals may choose Report 2003-04
to live at outstations and participate as CDEP employees in the customary economy, or as artists, or 
as community rangers; they may live in a township and work in a wide variety of jobs, some with 
top-up options, some in enterprises, some associated with STEP funded training. Many of the jobs 
are of a community service nature, but then so are many jobs in the mainstream labour market in 
remote and very remote Indigenous townships.

What remains unclear is how these organisations might assist their participants improve their 
livelihoods: if full-time employment is generated with CDEP as the base, this will not be categorised 
as a non-CDEP real job. And if CDEP organisations have a good business idea that might generate 
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considerable economic and social benefi t, this will not be supported unless commercially viable 
(without CDEP participants?) While there are proposals to provide management fees and activity 
fees on a per participant basis, it is unclear how that differs from previous on-costs and capital 
support payments.

From my own research perspective, there is no mention in the DEWR Discussion Paper of much 
evidence-based research, especially in remote and very remote regions, on many activities with 
local and national benefi ts that are contingent on CDEP. These vary from the arts sector, to the 
sustainable use of wildlife, commercially and for customary use; natural and cultural resource 
management; land and sea management; wildfi re management; carbon abatement; biodiversity 
conservation; biosecurity; and coastal surveillance. Many of these activities are linked to land and 
native title rights. 

On the administrative side, the DEWR Discussion Paper anticipates reduced administrative burdens 
through streamlining and streaming, but in reality the three-streamed approach appears likely to 
require greater accountability and less community autonomy and fl exibility. While there is much 
discussion of shared responsibility and mutual obligation, accountability seems to be mainly in a 
single direction—to DEWR offi cers rather than to elected regional representatives. It is unclear how 
DEWR will be reciprocally accountable to CDEP organisations or communities; if there are plans for 
a CDEP Ombudsman or some administrative appeals mechanism; or whether the transparency of 
funding decisions will result in decisions that are not contestable.

CONCLUSION COMMENTS: RECONCILING POLICY RHETORIC WITH 
OUTBACK REALITY

These are early days in the reconstitution of the CDEP Scheme as the CDEP Programme run by DEWR. 
Clearly policy is in the process of being developed, policy that is both evidence-based (and in that 
regard our NATSISS-based research may help) and policy that is based on community consultations. 
There is little that is blue-sky, innovative or imaginative in the DEWR Discussion Paper, but then 
there is no radical dismantling of the scheme either.

Looking back over the last eight months since DEWR took over the CDEP scheme from ATSIS and 
ATSIC little has changed. At a philosophical or ideological level this is not surprising because the 
mutual obligation principles on which the CDEP scheme was founded some 28 years ago are being 
now extended to the wider community as part of a broader welfare reform agenda. It would hardly 
be appropriate for the archetypal mutual obligation scheme to be unilaterally dismantled.

At the practical level, the Minister and his department have clearly recognised that in most CDEP 
contexts, and especially in remote and very remote regions, there is limited opportunity to move 
from CDEP to mainstream employment. Conversely, to eliminate the CDEP scheme would see 
unemployment rates jump from 7% to 76% in very remote regions or from 17% to 46% in remote 
regions (and from 23% to 43% nationally). These are hardly fi gures on which a departmental 
secretary or a Minister of the Crown would like to see their performance evaluated. 
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One of the historical lessons that one can allude to here is how unemployment was created in 
remote and very remote regions when below award training allowances were replaced by award 
wages in the early 1970s, leading to high levels of unemployment. This unemployment in turn 
led to the establishment of the CDEP scheme. Similarly, too much focus on award-based real jobs 
at the expense of CDEP jobs and CDEP organisational support could have the perverse effect of 
increasing unemployment at these communities. At the very least it seems historical lessons have 
been learnt, intentionally or accidentally. A radical approach might be to eliminate unemployment, 
at least in remote and very remote contexts, by expanding CDEP places by 7,500 at a total cost of 
only about $100 million per annum and a much lower marginal cost of $25 million (net of welfare 
entitlements). This would return CDEP to the way it started, as an alternative to welfare for all 
community members!

To end on a positive note, if the proposed reforms to CDEP result in more equitable access to the 
range of programs DEWR has on offer then this may facilitate a more effective working of the 
scheme. This may include moving people into non-CDEP employment, where it exists; enhancing 
community development; and perhaps assisting the establishment of businesses run by CDEP 
organisations. The reality that mainstream employment might be scarce in remote and very remote 
Australia appears to have been recognised.

The challenge now is to focus on what market opportunities might be created (as viable or subsidised 
enterprise) and what non-market activities or other services might be encouraged with more CDEP 
participants, more capital, more linkage with education and training for life in these parts. Unless 
a more holistic perspective on remote and very remote reality and the lack of correlation between 
the community and the CDEP organisation is recognised, it is likely that CDEP will just continue as 
it has over the past few years: better than unemployment, but not as good as a full-time job.
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Population 
(%)

CDEP 
nos.

CDEP 
(%)

CDEP 
employed

U/E rate 
1 (with 
CDEP)

E/P/U/E 
rate (no 

CDEP)

Major cities 31 3,100 9 3.7 25 29/31
Inner regional 20 2,400 7 4.6 30 35/37
Outer regional 22 3,700 11 6.1 29 35/40
Remote 9 3,900 11 16.9 17 34/46
Very remote 19 21,100 62 42.2 7 49/76

Total 100 34,200 100 12.7 23 36/43

Table 1. Summary table from Table 2.

Labour force status
Major 
cities

Inner 
regional

Outer 
regional Remote

Very 
remote

Total 
Australia

CDEP employment 3.7 4.6 6.1 16.9 42.2 12.7
Mainstream 
employment 46.8 39.0 35.3 31.7 14.9 35.5
Unemployment rate 25.2 30.0 29.1 17.2 7.0 23.0
Unemployment rate 
(CDEP counted as 
unemployed) 30.7 37.4 39.6 46.0 75.7 43.3
Total in the labour 
force 67.5 62.3 58.4 58.7 61.6 62.6

Population (no.) 83,300 52,900 60,100 23,100 49,850 269,250

Table 2. Indigenous labour force status by region (%),a 2002

Note: a. Table population is Indigenous persons aged 15–64 years.

Source: Altman, J.C., Gray, M. and Levitus, R. 2005. ‘Policy issues for the Community Development Employment Projects 
scheme in rural and remote Australia’, CAEPR Discussion Paper No. 271, CAEPR, ANU.
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Length of time on scheme Non-remote Remote Very remote
Total 

Australia
Per cent

Less than 1 year 38.0 29.7 21.8 27.3
1 to less than 2 years 17.4 10.8 14.7 15.0
2 to less than 3 years 14.1 13.5 12.2 12.9
3 to less than 4 years 8.7 10.8 7.1 8.0
4 to less than 5 years 6.5 10.8 3.6 5.2
5 years or more 15.2 24.3 40.6 31.6

Population (no.) 9,200 3,900 21,100 34,200

Table 3. Duration on CDEP by region of residence (%),a 2002

Note: a. Table population is Indigenous persons aged 15–64 years.

Source: Altman, J.C., Gray, M. and Levitus, R. 2005. ‘Policy issues for the Community Development Employment Projects 
scheme in rural and remote Australia’, CAEPR Discussion Paper No. 271, CAEPR, ANU.

Labour force status Non-remote Remote 
Very 

Remote Total

Employed
CDEP 17.6 60.0 78.4 63.5
Mainstream 8.7 21.4 58.6 13.5

Unemployed 11.4 41.2 66.7 16.6
Not in the Labour Force 13.5 42.0 81.8 30.9
Total 11.2 38.8 76.3 26.6

Population (no.) 196,300 23,100 49,850 269,250

Table 4. Percentage of population speaking an Indigenous language, by labour force 

status and region,a 2002

Note: a. Table population is Indigenous persons aged 15–64 years.

Source: Altman, J.C., Gray, M. and Levitus, R. 2005. ‘Policy issues for the Community Development Employment Projects 
scheme in rural and remote Australia’, CAEPR Discussion Paper No. 271, CAEPR, ANU.
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Labour force 
status Major Cities Regional Remote 

Very 
Remote

Total 
Australia

Employed
CDEP 32.3 24.6 23.1 24.2 24.9
Mainstream 7.2 9.1 12.2 8.1 8.5

Unemployed 36.9 33.3 39.1 31.8 34.8
Not in the labour force 18.8 15.8 16.8 12.4 16.1

Population (no.) 83,300  113,000 23,100 49,850 269,250

Table 5. Percentage of population arrested in last 5 years, by labour force status and 

region,a 2002

Note: a. Table population is Indigenous persons aged 15–64 years.

Source: Altman, J.C., Gray, M. and Levitus, R. 2005. ‘Policy issues for the Community Development Employment Projects 
scheme in rural and remote Australia’, CAEPR Discussion Paper No. 271, CAEPR, ANU.

Labour force 
status Major Cities

Inner 
Regional 

Outer 
Regional  Remote

Very 
Remote

Employed
CDEP 291 279 275 271 276
Mainstream 640 498 576 587 581

Unemployed 161 166 168 168 167
Not in the labour force 214 219 220 190 213

Total 405 319 359 283 344

Table 6. Average gross personal weekly income ($) by labour force status and region,a

2002

Note: a. Table population is Indigenous persons aged 15–64 years.

Source: Altman, J.C., Gray, M. and Levitus, R. 2005. ‘Policy issues for the Community Development Employment Projects 
scheme in rural and remote Australia’, CAEPR Discussion Paper No. 271, CAEPR, ANU.
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Usual work hours Non-remote Remote Very remote

1–15 36.4 15.6 10.4
16–24 31.9 53.3 61.4
25–34 12.8 10.8 9.6
35+ 18.9 20.3 18.0

Population (no.) 9,200 3,900 21,100

Table 7. Usual weekly work hours of CDEP participants by region (%),a 2002

Note: a. Table population is Indigenous persons aged 15–64 years.

Source: Altman, J.C., Gray, M. and Levitus, R. 2005. ‘Policy issues for the Community Development Employment Projects 
scheme in rural and remote Australia’, CAEPR Discussion Paper No. 271, CAEPR, ANU.

Labour force 
status

Major
cities

Inner 
regional

Outer 
regional Remote

Very 
remote

Total 
Australia

Employed
CDEP 54.8 45.8 45.9 30.8 18.0 27.8
Mainstream 46.9 51.7 52.8 57.5 43.2 49.8

Unemployed 27.5 21.2 25.5 26.1 13.6 24.5
Not in the labour force 2.8 2.1 7.1 3.7 1.6 3.4

Total (%) 31.0 28.5 30.5 29.0 15.9 27.4

Table 8. Participation in VET in the last 12 months, by labour force status and region 

(%),a 2002

Note: a. Table population is Indigenous persons aged 15–64 years.

Source: Altman, J.C., Gray, M. and Levitus, R. 2005. ‘Policy issues for the Community Development Employment Projects 
scheme in rural and remote Australia’, CAEPR Discussion Paper No. 271, CAEPR, ANU.
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Labour force status Non-remote Remote Very remote

Fishing or hunting in a groupb

Employed
CDEP 35.9 76.8
Mainstream 4.1 47.3

Unemployed 8.7 50.0
Not in the labour force 17.7 70.3

Community or special interest group activities

Employed
CDEP 18.5 25.6 38.4
Mainstream 20.5 20.5 41.9

Unemployed 12.5 13.0 27.3
Not in the labour force 13.2 11.5 27.6

Funerals, ceremonies or festivalsb

Employed
CDEP 28.2 65.9
Mainstream 5.5 41.9

Unemployed 13.0 50.0
Not in the labour force 20.8 69.8

Recreational or cultural group activities

Employed
CDEP 32.6 33.3 64.9
Mainstream 22.5 21.9 54.1

Unemployed 18.7 21.7 36.4
Not in the labour force 17.5 20.8 57.8

Table 9. Cultural and social activities in the last three months by labour force status 

and region (%),a 2002

Notes: a. Table population is indigenous persons aged 15–64 years.

b. The questions about attendance at funerals, ceremonies or festivals and participating in fi shing or hunting in a 
group were not asked in non-remote areas. Although fi shing or hunting is included in this table it is as much an 
economic as cultural or social activity.

Source: Altman, J.C., Gray, M. and Levitus, R. 2005. ‘Policy issues for the Community Development Employment Projects 
scheme in rural and remote Australia’, CAEPR Discussion Paper No. 271, CAEPR, ANU.


